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Reply to: 1920

Date: June 30, 1994

Dear Concerned Citizen:

This is a copy of the Environmental Assessment of The Grand Mesa National
Forest Travel Management Plan Revision. This document analyzes the effects of
alternative travel management strategies on elements of the forest ecosystem,
as well as impacts to recreation experiences of forest users and

social/economic impacts that may be felt in areas surrounding the Grand Mesa
National Forest.

The draft Environmental Assessment was released to the public on September 3,
1993 for 60 days. During this period the Forest received 1500 comments letters
and 827 petition signatures. This travel plan revision addresses many of the
comments and concerns identified during this period.

As a result of the public comment and further analysis by the Forest Service
the following changes have been made:

A fourth Alternative has been added.

Special authorization would be provided for disabled individuals
-~ gimilar to that used by Colorado Division of Wildlife

Off-route retrieval of "downed game," using motorized vehicles, would
be allowed in certain areas

Travel Authorization would be given to permitees, Water Users and

State Dam Inspectors for official business in restricted or closed
travel areas

Greater analysis has been given to the Social and Economic portions of
the document

Off-highway vehicles would be permitted on gravel roads that make
trail connections and loop trails

Additional detail was added to the Mitigation and Monitoring portions
of the document

Caring for the Land and Serving People

FS-6200-28 (7-82)
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The action proposed (the preferred alternative) by the Forest Service is
$/ analyzed as Alternative 3 in the Environmental Assessment. The proposed action
would restrict all motorized travel to designated routes, with two exceptions.
Snowmobile travel would be allowed over most of the Grand Mesa National Forest,
except in areas closed all year to motorized travel (Kannah Creek Basin), areas
protected for big game winter range (lower Kannah Creek Basin and Hightower
areas), and elk calving and spring transitional big games ranges (sideslopes
along the northern edge of Grand Mesa and southern edge of Battlement Mesa)
after approximately April 15. Off-route travel by motorized trail vehicles
(i.e. ATVs) would be allowed between noon and 5:00 p.m. during big game hunting
season, in designated areas (80,283 acres) for game retrieval, provided
resource damage does not occur.

The proposed action would focus on operating and maintaining a network of roads
and trails which would provide a full spectrum of recreation opportunities to
Forest users. The transportation system would include: 25 miles of paved
roads, 105 miles of graveled roads, 75 miles of low standard roads, 117 miles
of primitive roads, 198 miles of trails designated for motorized use, and 119
miles of trails for non-motorized use. Approximately 299 miles of
user-developed routes (currently not maintained as part of the Forest
transportation system) would be closed. All low standard and primitive roads
and approximately 24 miles of graveled roads would be authorized as open to
motorized trail vehicles (in addition to the motorized trails) and would be
incorporated into the Colorado Off-Highway Vehicle Trails & Riding Areas map.

Designated travelways would be signed on the ground and depicted on a new
Travel Map. In addition, maps specific to user types (e.g. ATV, snowmobile,
cross-country ski, etc.) will be developed in cooperation with user groups.

Comments on this proposed action will be accepted for a 30-day period following

‘publication of a public notice in the Grand Junction Daily Sentinel. Send any
comments to:

Grand Mesa Travel Plan
2250 Highway 50
Delta, CO 81416

If you have any questions concerning this proposal, please call Tom Condos at
this office (303-8T74-7691).

Thank you.
Sincerely,

AL A

ROBERT L. STORCH
Forest Supervisor

Enclosure

Caring for the Land and Serving People

FS-6200-28 (7-82)
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Grand Mesa National Forest
Travel Management Plan

The purpose of this Environmental Assessment (EA) is to describe the environmental effects of a
proposal to revise the existing (1984) Travel Management Plan for the Grand Mesa National Forest.
The new plan would be implemented beginning in 1995. The new travel management plan would apply
to all of the Grand Mesa National Forest. (See general location map Figure 1, page 2.) The
Uncompabgre and Gunnison National Forests are excluded.

There is a need to undertake this action to bring travel management into compliance with direction
contained in the Amended Land and Resource Management Plan for the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre
and Gunnison National Forests (Forest Plan). Several alternative ways of carrying out these actions
are disclosed in this document, including the "No Action" alternative. Each action alternative is
designed to meet Forest Plan direction for travel management.

This Environmental Assessment is not a decision document. It does not describe the decision made by
the Forest Supervisor with regard to this proposed project. The Environmental Assessment discloses
the environmental consequences of implementing the proposed action and alternatives to that action.
The Forest Supervisor’s decision will be stated and explained in the Decision Notice which will be issued
following public review of this EA.

This Environmental Assessment is concerned only with the impacts associated with the proposed action
on the Grand Mesa National Forest. However, impacts which may occur on lands adjacent to the
National Forest, and impacts which may occur in surrounding communities as a result of the proposed
project are described in this document. Through consultation, other Federal, State and local entities
have helped in identifying environmental consequences and in the development of alternatives to the
proposed action. (See Section Y. Consultation and Coordination, page 91.)

A. Purpose & Need

The purpose of the Grand Mesa Travel Management Plan is to identify travel management that will
best provide safe access for recreation users, provide a variety of recreation opportunities and support
resource management (e.g. reservoir administration, timber harvest, livestock grazing, mineral
exploration and development), while protecting the environment. This Travel Management Plan will
implement direction established in the Forest Plan.

Significant changes in the levels and types of transportation use have occurred on the Grand Mesa since
the 1984 Travel Management Plan was implemented. Asignificantincrease in off-route or cross-country
motorized travel has occurred since 1984. In 1984, the all terrain vehicle (ATV) was a relatively new
trail vehicle. Few mountain bikes existed. The 1984 Travel Management Plan needs revision to address
the changes that have taken place in the last 10 years.

Four terms used throughout this document are important to reader understanding. They are:

System roads and trails - Those roads and trails that are inventoried, managed, operated
and maintained. Appropriated road and trail dollars are available for their operation
and maintenance. They are usually signed and noted on maps.

1. Introduction Page 1
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ils - These roads/trails were developed over time by various

users such as ATVs, livestock, big game and horseback riders. They sometimes dead

end or become impassable in a short distance. They may also closely paraliel a system

road or trail. They do not meet current design standards and drainage facilities have

not been installed to reduce erosion. They are not managed or maintained. (NOTE:

The Forest Service did do a gross inventory of these nonsystem routes used by motorized

~ vehicles, to ascertain the extent of user developed trails for this analysis. Which of these

routes would be rehabilitated, incorporated into the proposed transportation system or
left alone varies by alternative analyzed in this EA.)

Motorized trail vehicles - Defined as motorized vehicles less than 48 inches wide
(motorcycles and ATVs). The defined width has increased as ATV widths have
increased. Standard size vehicles, including four-wheel drive (4WD) vehicles, are not
considered trail vehicles and are not permitted on trails that are open to motorized trail
vehicles. Standard size vehicles are permitted only on roads. Thus, it is important to
note the difference between routes marked as roads and those marked as trails.

Water users - This term refers to members of organizations which own water rights on
the Forest, and which maintain and operate dams, reservoirs and ditches to store and
transfer their water.

Use of ATVs as a recreational vehicle boomed in the late 1980’s, both during the summer season for trail
rides and fishing access, and in the fall for hunting access. Water users began using them as utility -
vehicles to access dams and reservoirs for operation and maintenance. Use of ATVs is expected to
continue to grow, although not as rapidly as in the past decade. The ability of an ATV user to travel
many more miles than foot or horseback users creates a new demand for a transportation system that
provides day use with loops and linkages.

Along with the increasing numbers of ATVs, the physical characteristics of the ATV have changed over
the decade, too. They have changed from the original fat-tired three-wheeler, less than 40 inches wide;
to the ATV of today, with four-wheel drive, up to 48 inches wide. There are now greater impacts to the
land with the current models of ATVs than with the original ATV.

Originally designed for use in wet areas the fat tired three-wheeler served well in agricultural areas to
aid with irrigation and travel across crop lands. Advancement in ATV designs focused on the expanding
user desires to access rougher terrain. Width added stability and four wheel drive added traction. The
latest four-wheel drive all terrain vehicles react more like the full size vehicles users are accustomed
to.

Use of mountain bikes (all terrain bicycles) has grown significantly since 1989. Many bikers use the
existing roads and trails for easy rides. In addition, there are a number of bikers who enjoy the challenge
of steep grades and cross-country travel.

Winter recreation users on the Forest are also increasing in number. There is increasing use and
demand for a diversity of snowmobiling and cross-country skiing opportunities.

With the significant change in uses, there is a need to provide a network of roads and trails to meet the
specific recreational needs of the hiker, horseback rider, mountain biker, ATV user, motorcycle rider,
4-wheel drive (4WD), pickup and passenger car driver, snowmobiler and cross-country skier. There
needs to be linkages and loop routes that connect people to the places they want to go.

Under Colorado Revised Statute Section 33-14.5-108 (Off-highway Vehicle Law), unlicensed motorized
vehicles may not be operated on the public streets, roads or highways except when the street, road or
highway is designated open by the State, the United States or any agency thereof. Currently there are
only 13.2 miles of trail (Cedar Mesa Trail, Eureka Trail and Green Mountain Trail) and 28 miles of roads

1. Introduction Page 3
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(FDR 121, 125, 126 and 127) accessing Vega State Park, Leon Lake, the Flat Tops and Leroux Creek
area, designated as open to motorized trail vehicles under this State statute. Additional loop route
opportunities could be achieved by designating all nonsurfaced roads on the Forest open to unlicensed
motorized vehicles.

Also needed is improved signing, maps, information and user ethics education, to assist in travel
management compliance through user cooperation and understanding.

Other resource management activities (i.e. timber harvest, mineral development, range/livestock
management, water user dam operation) require motorized access on the Grand Mesa, also.

Under the existing travel management plan off-route motorized travel by both standard-sized vehicles
and ATVs is allowed, provided resource damage does not occur. Concerns have been expressed by the
public and Forest managers about impacts to vegetation, riparian areas and streams; the loss of solitude
at backcountry fishing lakes/reservoirs; reduced hunting quality; and the new nonsystem routes being
created by repeated use.

To some users, motorized and non-motorized means of travel are not compatible. However, both
motorized and non-motorized uses are legitimate and have their place on a National Forest. Some areas
are more suitable for one type of use over another. Other areas can provide opportunities for a mix of
uses. There is a need to provide recreational opportunities for the different recreational user groups so
that each group’s needs can be met.

There is a need to manage the recreation use and resource management activities to protect: water
quality; soils; vegetation; wildlife, fisheries and their habitats; and other environmental elements.
Seven (7) municipal watersheds are located on the Grand Mesa National Forest. Some soils located on
the Forest are highly susceptible to being rutted and compacted during wet soil conditions. Elevations
from 6,000 to 11,000 feet have short growing seasons that limit the ability of vegetation to recover from
disturbances. Varied wildlife habitat is found on the Forest. More than 100 natural and man-made
lake/reservoir fisheries occur on the Grand Mesa.

Objectives specific to meeting the purpose and needs for travel management on the Grand Mesa National
Forest are:

e Protect soils at riparian sites from being rutted, compacted and devegetated.
e Provide attractive trails and trailheads, with good user guidance and signing.

e Provide a system of both motorized and non-motorized routes to adequately meet the
current and expected demand for a wide range of access modes.

o Reduce conflicting interaction among users.

e Anticipate use trends.

e Actively inform users about user ethics.

o Reduce erosion on trails; reduce sedimentation caused by traffic at stream crossings.

o Coordinate all resource projects to enhance travel management objectives and imple-
mentation.

e Reduce travel activity in important wildlife habitats during critical periods.

Page 4 1. Introduction
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e Involve user groups in the signing and maintenance of designated routes.

e Provide for diverse Forest visitor experiences and degrees of accessibility.

B. Decisions to Be Made

There are two levels of decision that need to be made for the Grand Mesa Travel Management Plan.

First Level Decision

Because travel management involves more than travel (motorized and non-motorized) just along
established routes (roads and trails), the first level of decision needs to identify which travel
management option(s) will be allowed in a given area. There are five options for area-wide travel
management:

¢ Off-route travel by all motorized vehicles is permitted.
¢ Off-route travel by motorized trail vehicles (less than 48" wide) is permitted.

e Travel by motorized vehicles is restricted to designated routes only, including snow-
mobiles operating on snow.

e Travel by motorized vehicles is restricted to designated routes only, excluding snow-
mobiles operating on snow.

e Closed to motorized travel.

NOTE: Within any of these options, selected closures for resource protection under
36 CFR 261 can be implemented.

The Grand Mesa National Forest was divided into 18 distinct areas to make this analysis easier to
follow. (See Map Figure 2, page 5.) The impacts of each area-wide travel management option on
different environmental elements and specifically on each planning area are evaluated in the IV,

Environmental Consequences section on pages 38 - 59.
Second Level Decision

To meet the needs of providing a variety of recreational experiences and/or support resource
management, without adversely impacting the environment, some travel routes will be designated for
specific uses. The second level of decision will identify which uses will be allowed on specific
roads and trails. Options at this decision level include:

¢ Highway - paved. Open to licensed vehicles only.

e Primary Forest Road - graveled, suitable for passenger car. Open to licensed vehicles
only (cars and trucks), unless specifically designated as open to unlicensed vehicles
(ATVs and dirt bikes).

¢ Low Standard Forest Road - native surface, suitable for high clearance and/or 4WD
vehicles. Open to licensed (trucks and 4WD full sized vehicles) and unlicensed
vehicles (ATVs and dirt bikes).

Page 6 I. Introduction
B. Decisions to Be Made
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Primitive Forest Road - native surface, recommended for 4WD vehicles (some high
clearance). Open to licensed and unlicensed vehicles.

e Motorized Trail - open to trail vehicles less than 48 inches wide.
o Single Track Trail - open to motorcycles, closed to ATVs.

o Non-motorized Trail - open to hikers, horses and mountain bikes.
e Non-motorized Trail - open to hikers and horses, only.

o Non-motorized Trail - open to hikers, only.

e Snowmobile Trail.

o Cross-country Ski Trail - closed to snowmobiles.

e Closed road/trail. Access restricted to commercial and/or administrative uses. No
public access.

e Obliterated road/trail. Surface rehabilitated (i.e. ripped, seeded, recontoured) to
eliminate road/trail. Public use discouraged.

Tables 1, 2, 3 and 4 list roads and trails on which specific travel management decisions will be made for
Alternatives 1 through 4, respectively. Tables 8, 9 and 10 (pages 60 - 62) compare the four alternatives

and identify the environmental effects of travel management options that could reasonably be applied
to each given road or trail.

C. Proposed Action

The Forest Service proposes to revise the existing Travel Management Plan for the Grand Mesa National
Forest, to bring it into compliance with Forest Plan direction (see discussion in IIL Alternatives,

A, Management Requirements) and to address the current and anticipated travel demands on the
Forest. Anew travel management map will be prepared, updating road and trail locations and depicting
travel regulations. Travel management will be implemented through distribution of the new map (to
be available in Summer 1995), user information on roads and at trailheads, and through other public
contact. Networks and loop routes designed for the variety of Forest users will be created and identified,
to enhance the recreational experience available on the Grand Mesa National Forest. Specific details
of the proposed action are included under Alternative 3 in the IIL Alternatives section.

The proposed action is not "connected" to or dependent upon any other action in this same area.

A. Scoping and Early Public Involvement

In 1991, the Forest Service proposed a revision of the 1984 Travel Management Plan. A Decision Notice
was signed May 21, 1991, by then Forest Supervisor R. E. Greffenius, to place into effect the 1991 Travel
Management Plan Rewsxon for the Grand Mesa National Forest. The decision was appealed, and after
several attempts to find a resolution, the decision was withdrawn in September of 1991 by Forest

II. Issues Page 7
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Supervisor Robert L. Storch. Mr. Storch noted that the 1991 decision failed to address all forms of travel,
particularly winter travel (i.e. cross-country skiing and snowmobiling) and mountain bike use; and that
a broader range of people and organizations needed to have an opportunity for input into the travel plan
revision.

A working group of nine people, made up of a cross-section of Forest users and interests, was formed to
develop a recommendation for a travel management plan for the Grand Mesa. The Grand Mesa Travel
Management Working Group (TMWG) was made up of the following individuals who served as the
primary representatives of their respective user group/interest:

John Martin Motorized Recreation

Jack Lowe Outfitters and Guides

John Trammell Trout Unlimited

Scott Kenton Western Coloradoe Congress (WCC)

Charles Lutje Water Users

Bud Burgess Grazing Permittees

Glen Hinshaw Colorado Division of Wildlife

Ray Ring Lodge Owners & Grand Mesa Resort Company
Len Brooks USFS District Ranger Grand Junction District
Gene Grossman USFS District Ranger Collbran Ranger District

In addition, two alternates were named for each group to fill in for the primary member in their absence.
Bill Carlquist, Delta County School Administrator, voluntarily facilitated the meetings.

The TMWG held its first meeting January 15, 1992, and continued with two meetings per month through
September of 1992,

The Forest Service invited the public to attend the TMWG meetings and provided a summary of the
previous meeting minutes through news releases prior to each meeting. All interested publics were
mailed the minutes of each of the TMWG meetings (a mailing list of approximately 250). In addition
to the Forest Service receiving written comments, each TMWG member was available to bring citizens’
concerns or issues to the table for discussion.

The TMWG concluded its work in January, 1993. Its recommendations have been incorporated into

Alternative 3, the preferred alternative. A summary of the consensus/decisions/recommendations by
the TMWG is found in Appendix A. Minutes of each TMWG meeting are on file at the Supervisor’s Office.

The TMWG reviewed the 1991 Plan and identified some points they all agreed with and would use as
guidelines or sideboards for developing recommendations. These were:

1. The Forest Service must make decisions with the best data currently available (.e.
no delay for better data).

2. Preventing resource damage is a guiding principle.

3. Adhere to existing Forest Service standards on all travel ways.

4. Access to dams by water users shall be on designated routes.

5. Travel on dams to be managed to protect dam owners’ interests.

6. Forest Service to monitor public comment during summer and hunting seasons.

7. Trails destined to be closed and replaced shall be closed as the new ones are opened.

Page 8 II. Issues
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8. Temporary trail closures should have a target date set to fix damage.
9. Centralize trailheads and add trailhead facilities (i.e. parking, signing, toilets).
10. Acquire rights-of-way for public access outside National Forest boundary.

The TMWG also identified points they did not agree on or were in disagreement with the 1991 Plan.
These were the areas the TMWG focused their attention on. The group reached consensus on most
points and their recommendations have been incorporated into the preferred alternative. The points
where consensus was not reached are included below.

Scoping continued during the 1992 fall hunting season when news articles relating to work on a travel
plan revision and a proposal specific to the hunting season were included in the special hunting issues
of local newspapers. In addition, a flier encouraging input from hunters was distributed at businesses
where hunting licenses were sold. Over 300 responses were received from local, in-state and out-of-state
citizens. They primarily commented on a proposal to permit retrieval of down game by ATVs off roads
and trails during specific time periods (as used on the Rio Grande National Forest). The flier also asked
respondents if they wanted to be placed on the mailing list for future information related to the revision
of the Grand Mesa Travel Plan.

Meetings were held with various motorized user groups to gather input on desired road and trail
networks. (Meeting minutes and maps developed are in project files in the Supervisor’s Office.) This
information was used in developing alternatives analyzed in this document.

B. Later Public Involvement

On September 3, 1993, a draft Environmental Assessment for the Grand Mesa National Forest Travel
Management Plan Revision was released for public comment. A sixty (60) day comment period was
required by 36 CFR 295.3 for public participation in any process of "allowing, restricting or prohibiting
use of areas and trails to one or more specific vehicle types off forest development roads”. The comment
period extended to November 8, 1993.

Five open houses were held in Delta, Grand Junction, Mesa, Denver and Cedaredge, on September 14,
15, 23, October 6 and 14, respectively. Forest Service representatives were available at each open house
to discuss the information presented in the EA with interested citizens. In addition, Forest Service
personnel met with various user groups during the comment period, to discuss particular uses and how
they could be affected by the travel management proposal. (See project files in Supervisor’s Office for
a list of public and group meetings conducted to discuss the Travel Management Plan.)

About 1500 comment letters and 827 petition signatures were received during this comment period.
Letters were analyzed to identify issues. (See Appendix B for summary of comment analysis and
response to comments.)

Afourth alternative proposal was received from the Thunder Mountain Wheelers, an off-highway vehicle
user organization. This alternative has been included as one of the alternatives evaluated in this EA.

C. Significant Environmental Issues

The following significant environmental issues were identified through the efforts described above:

Watershed Issues

- Off-route travel can alter soils, vegetation and water quality.

II. Issues Page 9
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Wildlife-Fish-Native Plant Issues

- Human activity impacts wildlife, fisheries, native plants and habitat.

Livestock Issues

- Livestock distribution and forage utilization may be affected by changes in travel
regulations.

- Grazing permittees’ access may be affected by changes in travel regulations.

Recreation Issues

- The Grand Mesa National Scenic Byway may be affected by changes in travel
regulations,

- The range of recreation opportunities and experiences will be affected by changes in
travel regulations.

- Hunting and fishing experiences will be affected by changes in travel regulations.

- Winter recreation opportunities (i.e. snowmobiling and cross-country skiing) will be
affected by changes in travel regulations.

- Loops and connected routes are important in providing a range of recreation
opportunities.

- The opportunities for game retrieval using motorized vehicles may be limited.

Accessibility Issues

- A restrictive travel management plan will effect people with disabilities, people that
are mobility impaired, and an aging population.

Road and Trail Issues
- Unlicensed vehicles on graveled roads is a safety and liability concern.
- Road or trail closures may be affected by Revised Statute 2477.

- Concentrating travel on designated routes will affect maintenance needs and
costs.

Management/Administration Issues
- Mapping, signing and user information are not adequate.
- There is concern about compliance with and enforcement of travel regulations.

- Contractors and permitted users access may be affected and special
authorization/permits may be required.

Page 10 1. Issues
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Socioeonomic Issues
- Travel management on the Forest may effect local economies.

- The Forest Service cannot afford to implement a change in travel management.

A. Management Requirements

Travel management on the Grand Mesa National Forest must be consistent with the overall
management direction provided within the Forest Plan. The Forest Plan is being implemented as
required by the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 (RPA, P.L. 93-378)
and the National Forest Management Act (NFMA, P.L. 94-588). The Record of Decision for the Forest
Plan describes a set of goals and activities for recreation, vegetation management and visual
management on the Grand Mesa National Forest. Actions necessary to achieve these goals and
activities, such as this proposed action, are authorized by the Forest Plan.

Forest Plan goals which affect travel management include:

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

e Meet demand for dispersed recreation outside Wilderness.

e Increase or improve wildlife habitat diversity.

e Manage surface uses to maintain water quality above Federal, State and local
standards.

o Protect the water quality in streams, lakes, riparian areas and other water bodies.

e Integrate mineral exploration and development within the National Forest System
with the use and protection of other resource values.

e Provide the opportunity for economic growth of industries and communities depend-
ent upon Forest outputs, including tourism.

e Acquire rights-of-way needed to support management of National Forest System
resources.

o Conserve soil resource.
e Maintain long-term land productivity.

e Improve cost effectiveness and efficiency of road management.

III. Alternatives Page 11
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e Coordinate transportation facilities to meet both public needs and Forest manage-
ment needs.

e Provide a safe, efficient and environmentally sound transportation system.

¢ Implement an effective travel management program.
These goals are listed in the Forest Plan, Chapter 111, pages II1-2 through I11-4.

In addition, the Forest Plan also provides general direction and standards and guidelines for specific
management activities; both for the Forest as a whole, and for each management prescription area (see
Forest Plan pages I11-9a through III-202).

The Recreation Appendix to the Forest Plan (Appendix S) identifies the importance of managing
transportation systems effectively - in terms of standards, location, maintenance and closures - in order
to maximize their contribution to recreation. The Forest Service needs to manage for environmental
and social conditions, settings and opportunities, rather than specific activities that may or may not be
popular or desired in the future. This type of recreation management ensures that natural settings will
continue to be available for future types and demands of recreation activities.

The Recreation Strategy for the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forest identifies
management emphases which includes: provide for motorized and non-motorized recreational
activities, assist local communities and businesses in marketing the year-round recreational
opportunities available, evaluate the potential for a trails system that would furnish all phases of
accessibility levels, market for partners to help maintain and develop recreational facilities, utilize
interpretation as a management tool to inform the public of appropriate uses, ethics and interaction
with other users.

The authority to allow, restrict, or prohibit off-road vehicle use is provided in Executive Order 11644,
as amended by Executive Order 11989, and Title 36 Code of Federal Regulations, Parts 261, 293 and
295. Direction for off-road travel management is found in Forest Service Manual 2350, and in Forest
Plan Direction, page III - 76 of the Forest Plan.

Title 36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 295.6 requires Forest Supervisors to annually review off-road
vehicle management plans and if revision is needed, the public will be given the opportunity to
participate in the review. The 30 day review. of this environmental assessment and the proposed action
is one means of providing that participation.

B. Actions Common to All Alternatives

o All trails, system and nonsystem, are open to hiking, horseback riding and mountain
biking, except where specifically designated hiker only. In addition, all roads are open
to mountain bikers. Roads are also open to hikers and horseback riders, but are
generally not preferred routes by those users.

¢ Existing routes may need to be closed due to resource damage or concerns. Resolution
by repairing, relocation, reconstruction, seasonal closure, or more intense mainte-
nance or law enforcement would be pursued as solutions to correct problems before
closing any system routes. Generally, needed road closures would be done using gates
or signs, rather than by physically closing the road. Assistance from user groups,
volunteers and concerned citizens to rehabilitate problem areas will be welcomed and
encouraged.

Page 12 II1. Alternatives
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¢ Acquisition of key trail rights-of-way will be pursued to enhance public access,
particularly those areas landlocked by private land.

e The entire Kannah Creek and Whitewater basins, and Indian Point (beginning at
Flowing Park Reservoir) would continue to be managed for non-motorized uses only
(37,100 acres). ‘

e The Alkali/Kannah Creek/Whitewater Basin area, and most of the Mud Hill/Road
Gulch/Hightower area will be closed to motorized use in the winter, to protect big
game on winter ranges. Closure dates are dependent on snow, presence of large

concentrations of animals, etc. (Average closure dates are from November 15 to May
1)

e The Grand Mesa Scenic and Historic Byway crosses the Forest, consisting of State
Highway 65 (34 miles on National Forest System land) and 13 miles of the Lands End
Road (Forest Development Road No. 100) from Hwy 65 to the Lands End Observatory.
This byway is managed for passenger car travel and is the primary access route to
and through the Forest.

e The Crag Crest National Recreation Trail consists of a 10 mile loop trail. The 6.5 mile
crest portion follows Crag Crest and is for hikers only. The 3.5 mile loop portion is
designated for all non-motorized traffic.

e Approximately 163 miles (117 miles groomed) of snowmobile trails are marked/signed
and mapped with coordination and cooperation between snowmobile organizations
and the Forest Service.

e Three cross-country ski areas (Skyline, County Line and Ward) located along Hwy 65
provide approximately 50 kilometers (31 miles) of marked, groomed and ungreomed
trails. These areas have been maintained in cooperation with the Grand Mesa Nordic
Council. The Ward area also provides backcountry cross-country skiing opportuni-
ties. One snowmobile route is permitted in the Ward backcountry area to access
Sheep Reservoir area to the east. For safety reasons, a separate cross-country ski
trail will be marked to discourage joint use of the snowmobile route.

e The American Discovery Trail, when complete, will run from California to Delaware.
Ultimately this trail will traverse the Grand Mesa from Lands End on the west to
Owens Creek on the east, along existing routes. The National Park Service is working
on the preliminary planning for this trail, with a final study due to be released in
1995.

e Mitigation and monitoring measures described on pages 36 - 38 are also common to
all alternatives.

C. Actions Common To Alternatives 2, 3 and 4

e Identified unsurfaced, low standard or primitive roads would be classified as "Author-
ized Open Roads", in accordance with the State of Colorado’s off-highway vehicle law,
making it legal to ride an unlicensed vehicle, such as an ATV or dirt bike, on these
roads. In addition, the roads would serve as linkages to trails open to motorized trail
vehicles and be part of the available trail network. These routes would be included
on the State OHV map and funds collected from OHV registration fees could be
available to help maintain these routes.

III. Alternatives Page 13
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Page 14

"Loop" routes would be employed as an important element of new route design.

Additional environmental analysis will be conducted (according to NEPA) prior to
construction of any proposed new trails.

The Forest Service issues permits for water structures such as dams and ditches and
livestock operations. Access for permitted activities is independent of general public
access. The individuals or groups having special permits are allowed to conduct their
business on National Forest System Lands according to the permit language. Per-
mittees cannot be denied access to their permitted area; however, the Forest Service
can restrict or control when or how access is achieved. Special travel authorization
would be granted based upon written requests by a facility owner and/or Forest
permittee. There would be no fees for travel authorizations. Written requests would
be required by the FY 95 field season. Individuals making the request would be
required to carry Forest approval while in the travel restricted areas. The request
must identify proposed access routes and dates access is needed. The request must
also identify individuals having authority (i.e. water tenders/commissioners, workers
employed by the permittee, etc.) and responsibility to administer a permit on the
ground. Each request is reviewed for adherence to the permit, approved or modified
to meet the Forest objectives, then returned to the individuals. Travel authorizations
would be approved by the District Ranger and Forest Supervisor and would be
processed within 90 days upon receipt. The permittee has the option to issue
individual access identification cards or use the approved request to indicate to the
public and Forest administrative personnel that they are permitted to travel in
restricted or prohibited travel areas. It is the responsibility of all permittees to follow
the terms of their permit and take necessary steps to assure they are in compliance
with the Forest guidelines.

Access routes available to permittees but closed to general public motorized use would
be signed according to Forest Service guidelines or policy. Typical sign wording would
state "Administrative Traffic Only" or "Access by Permit Only".

Any Federal, State or local official, or member of a rescue organization or fire fighting
organization in the performance of an official duty would be exempt from travel
restrictions or closures.

Proposed road and trail closures should not be affected by Revised Statute 2477 (RS
2477). Only those roads established prior to the reservation of the lands for National
Forest purposes can qualify as public roads under RS 2477. The purpose of RS 2477
was to grant rights-of-way over public lands if the road or highway predated the
reservation of public lands. The revised statute has its origin in the 1866 Mining
Law, which states, "The right-of-way for the construction of highways over public
lands not reserved for public uses is hereby granted.”

NOTE: The authority of the RS 2477 vests with the individual counties in
which the roads are located. A county agency must declare a road as a public
road and assumes jurisdiction and maintenance for the road proclaimed. Itis
the responsibility of the proclaiming county agency to prove through historical
records that a road predates the reserved public lands and is currently not
utilized by a Federal agency such as the Forest Service.

At this time no county agency or county Board of Commissioners within the
project area have declared a public road and used the rights of the RS 2477.
This is due partly to the fact most of the historic primary corridor routes, such
as the Old Grand Mesa Road, are already public roads.

I11. Alternatives
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Forest Development Roads (FDRs) are for the protection, administration and
utilization of the National Forest. FDRs are not public roads like State and
county roads or highways for public transportation of goods, people and
materials. Unlike public roads and highways, FDRs can be closed for the best
interest of the National Forest.

e Accessible facilities will be provided through reconstruction/relocation of existing
features and in any proposed new projects. (NOTE: Ongoing capital investment
projects not directly related to travel management will compliment this action.)

D. Alternatives Eliminated from Consideration

Five alternative ways of meeting the purpose and need for action and one alternative of taking No Action
in this project area were developed and considered in the environmental analysis process. Two of the
action alternatives (as opposed-to.the No Action Alternative) were investigated, but eliminated from
further consideration in the environmental analysis.

The option of eliminating all measures or management requirements to mitigate the impacts of off-road
travel was not considered in detail. This option would mean no travel restrictions, or open travel on
and off roads and trails, Forest-wide. This alternative was not considered in detail because it conflicts
with goals of the Forest Plan. This alternative does not adequately deal with current resource needs or
the increasing use by all types of users; nor would this alternative meet the purpose and need described
in Chapter L.

The alternative originally proposed as the preferred alternative in the Environmental Assessment
released for public review in September, 1993 was considered and analyzed in detail. Originally this
proposal included the construction of 44 miles of new motorized trail that would provide linkages
between existing motorized trails and keep motorized trail vehicles off gravel surfaced roads. The
economic analysis showed the construction costs to be prohibitive (approximately $660,000) and 40 miles
of proposed new construction have been eliminated from the current proposal.

E. Alternatives Considered and Analyzed in Detail

Four alternatives (including the alternative of taking No Action) were studied in detail and are presented
here for consideration in the decision process. IT IS IMPORTANT TO KEEP IN MIND THE TWO
LEVELS OF DECISIONS TO BE MADE THROUGH THIS ANALYSIS. SEE CHAPTER 1, PAGE 6
FOR A DESCRIPTION OF THESE LEVELS.

Eighteen distinct areas have been delineated on the Grand Mesa National Forest to aid in analyzing
environmental effects of alternatives and making decisions at the first level. Areas were established
based on particular features affecting travel management consideration, such as: existing and expected
uses, soil and water resource concerns and wildlife habitats affected. Area boundaries follow roads,
trails or natural land breaks wherever possible. These planning areas are shown in Figure 2, page 5.
Detailed descriptions of these areas are included in Appendix D. These "areas” are specifically referred
to in the description of alternatives to follow.

The specific roads and trails where alternative decisions are being considered (the second level of
decision) are referred to in the tables included in each alternative description and are shown on
alternative maps in Appendix C.

III. Alternatives Page 15
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Alternative 1 (No Action)

National Environment Policy Act procedural regulations require the Forest Service to study the No
Action alternative in detail, as a baseline for comparing the effects of other alternatives (40 CFR
1502.14(d), and Forest Service Handbook 1909.15, 23.1).

The No Action Alternative would be a continuation of the current Travel Management Plan, which has
been in effect since 1984. The current Travel Management Plan is depicted on the Travel Map for the
Grand Mesa National Forest, with additional modifications listed in the Travel Availability Guide
(updated three times a year) to reflect changing seasons, local on-the-ground conditions and resource
needs. (See also Alternative 1 Map Figure 3). The current level of trail maintenance, signing and
development would continue within annual budget constraints.

Area-Wide Management Options

Four of the five area-wide travel management options are employed in the No Action alternative. Table
1 summarizes the travel management options available in each planning area.

Presently, about 10% (34,500 acres) of the acres are closed to all forms of motorized access. This includes
most of the Alkali/Kannah Creek/Whitewater Basin planning area, most of the Mesa Lakes (West Bench
Trail) planning area and a portion of the Coon/Bull/Cottonwood area, north of Twin Basin Reservoir
(special closure identified on Travel Availability Guide - published quarterly to supplement the Grand
Mesa National Forest Travel Map).

About 41% (144,000 acres) of the Grand Mesa National Forest is open to motorized travel on designated
routes only. This includes all or parts of the following planning areas: Battlements, Willow
Creek/Plateau, Flat Tops, Upper Leon, Leroux Creek to Marcott Creek Rd. and Highway 65 to Alkali
Basin.

The remaining 49% (173,200 acres) is open to motorized travel (both full sized and trail vehicles)
anywhere on or off system roads or trails, provided resource damage or unreasonable disturbance to the
land, wildlife, or vegetative resources does not occur. Natural terrain features restrict off-road motorized
activities in some areas designated as open (ex. Sunnyside portion of Battlements from Horse Thief
Mountain to Kimball Creek). These restrictions apply to travel primarily during summer and fall
seasons.

Winter travel management under the No Action Alternative allows snowmobiling over the majority of
the Forest, with few exceptions. Snowmobiling is not allowed in areas closed year long to all motorized
access (Alkali/Kannah Creek/Whitewater Basin, special closure in Coon/Bull/Cottonwood area). Winter
closure areas to protect big game on winter range are listed under Actions Common to All Alternatives,
above. Snowmobile travel is prohibited in the Mesa Lakes area (West Bench Trail) for public safety and
to avoid conflict with the Powderhorn Ski area. Snowmobiling is allowed over snow in travel restricted
areas (i.e. Flowing Park, Highway 65 corridor, Leroux Creek, Fruita Division).

Roads/Trails Options

Appendix E contains tables listing all system roads and trails on the Grand Mesa National Forest.
These tables list the travel management option that will be applied to each road and trail by each
alternative. Table 1 lists only those system roads and trails that have management changes proposed
in one of the four alternatives. Table 6 (page 34) summarizes information from Appendix E, to compare
the four alternatives.

Under the No Action Alternative there are approximately 349 miles of open system roads, 71 miles of
closed system roads, 152 miles of system motorized trails and 104 miles of system non- motorized trails.

Page 16 II1. Alternatives
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TABLE 1. Alternative 1 at a Glance
Planning Area Ment. | Low Standard Roads No. Length Al(t). 1
Flowing Park Spur 1K 109.1E 1.10
Battlements O,k 1} owin gark gpur %% 10 g%% (1) ::38 8
. Flowing Park Spur 2B 109. R1
Mud Hill /Read Guleh/ | R/s, 0 [Flowing Park Spur 2C 1092C | 062 | O
pir l§z lén on ASDur 1B ] %q':'g (l):é % 8
[Hay Park Spur 129.] X
s Prebble Reservoir 129.1 .25
Ruth Mountain O  [Eureka Reservoir 2 129.11 0.90 C
Silyer Lake 256 0.80 (0]
Willow Creek / Plateau | R,O Primitive Roads No. | (2PEly |Alt.1
] fPoint Cow Camp 112, .
R e lpsc 108010
s Atkinson Reservoir 1 .
Upper Leon OR § orest}%ake Rd.k 2]24 - 0.40 8
i -“' 2
. I o P a——— 0310
Horse Mtn. .1 .
Marcott Creek to Hwy 65 0 Bureau Pipeline 259 11.00 [0)
) ottonwood Cow Camp 59.1A 0.30 0
Hwy 65 to Trickle Park R,0O agon Park 263.1A 1.50 0]
olorado Ute Powerline 264 7.40 C
Powerline Spur Al 264.A1 0.50 C
Hwy 65 to Alkali Basin 0 Powerline Spur A2 264.A2 0.90 C
Powerline Spur A3 264.A3 1.70 C
Powerline Spur A5 264 .A5 3.40 C
Lands End / Indian Point O,R PBuzzard Cow Camp 265.2D 0.70 0)
rEemE — S TA Tt 10
. IRoad Gule ] 9
Alkali / Kannah Creek / | ¢ p/s [Labbe Res. 279.13 3.10 0
South Sheep Creek 28L1A 1.90 Q
Mesa Lakes C,R/S Trails 1_‘10. %ﬁ&% Alt. 1
ake-of-the-Woods 506 5.90 MT
ily Lakes 509 0.50 MT
Coon / Bull / Cottonwood | O, R, C Crum Reservoir 511 3.40 NM
Balt Creek 514 3.20 MT
reenwood 721 1.80 MT
Horse Mountain/ Bonham| O,R Grouse 722 4.30 MT
and Brown 1A 724.1A 2.00 MT
1 and Brown 1B 724.1B 1.80 MT
Sheep Flats / Young Lake (8] oint Camp 725 3.00 MT
i o
. . ache Cree 3 .
Fruita Division R lement Trail 27 100 | MT
JO = Off-route travel by all motorized en to motorized (imcg%m-motorized traffic.
vehicles. . osed to motorized traffic, open to non-motorized traffic
R/S.= Motorized trave] restricted to byt = Motgrized Trail, open to motorized trail vehicles and

on-motorized traffic.

= Non-motorized Trail, open only to non-motorized traffic.

O = Motoreycle Trail, open to motorcycles and
on-motof'lgzeg tra,&c. P 4

esxgnatge, routes, including
Jsnowmobiles.

g = Motorjzed travel restricted to
esigna ex,% routes, not including
snowmobiles.

C = Closed to motorized travel.
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In addition, there are approximately 327 miles of nonsystem trails (approximately 60 miles are to be
rehabilitated).

Table 7 (page 35) also compares the four alternatives by identifying which transportation systems (miles
of a given type of road/trail) are available to different user groups. Currently, unlicensed vehicles (ATVs
and dirt bikes) are not allowed on any system roads. To become consistent with the State Off-Highway
Vehicle law, unsurfaced low standard and primitive roads will be "authorized open” to unlicensed
vehicles under this alternative.

Appendix F lists the lake and reservoir fisheries located on the Grand Mesa. Currently, 100
lakes/reservoirs can be accessed by motorized vehicles, either by road, trail or overland off-route travel.
Four (4) lake fisheries are only accessible by non-motorized means.

Alternative 2 (1991 Travel Plan)

This alternative is designed to make off-road travel more compatible with other uses and resource values
by identifying situations where conflicts occur and implementing management measures to alleviate
conflicts or resource impacts.

Area-wide Management Options

All five area-wide travel management options would be used in Alternative 2. Table 2, page 21,
summarizes the travel management options available in each planning area for Alternative 2.

This alternative would classify about 11% (37,100 acres) of the Forest area as closed to all forms of
motorized access. The Alkali/Kannah Creek/Whitewater Basin area and the majority of the Mesa Lakes
(West Bench Trail) area would still be closed to all motorized access. There would no longer be a
motorized closure in the Coorn/Bull/Cottonwood planning area, but motorized travel would be restricted
to designated trails. The Indian Point area would become closed to motorized access (except for
snowmobiles after regular hunting seasons - approximately November 11) because there would be no
trails designated for motorized travel. Non-motorized uses (including hiking, horseback riding and
mountain bike riding) would be allowed in these areas.

Approximately 64% (227,800 acres) of the Grand Mesa National Forest would be open to motorized
access only on designated routes. This would include current system roads and trails, as well as
including some nonsystem routes which would be made part of the Forest transportation system.
Restricted access would occur in all or parts of Battlements, Mud HilVRoad Gulch/Hightower, Ruth
Mountain, Willow Creek/Plateau, Flat Tops, Upper Leon, Leroux Creek to Marcott Creek, Sheep
Flats/Young Lake, Horse Mtn./Bonham, Coon/Bull/Cottonwood, Highway 65 to Trickle Park and
Highway 65 to Alkali Basin.

The remaining 25% (86,800 acres) of the Forest would be open to motorized access both on and off
designated roads or trails. Of the area open to off route travel, 35,200 acres would be open only for trail
vehicles (Iess than 48" in width). This includes all or part of the Porter, Mud Hill/Road Gulch/Hightower,
Ruth Mountain, Upper Leon and Sheep Flats/Young Lake planning areas. The 51,600 acres that would
be open to off route travel by all vehicles are found in the Marcott Creek to Hwy 65 area, the Lands End
portion of the Lands End/Indian Point area and the western half of the Battlements area.

As with the No Action Alternative, the travel management restrictions just listed apply primarily to

spring, summer and fall travel. Winter travel regulations would be the same as described for Alternative
1.

111. Alternatives Page 19
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TABLE 2. Alternative 2 at a Glance
Planning Area Mgt | Low Staméard ?ands P‘I)o. }ﬁﬁ‘{ Alt.2
owl ark Spur 109.1E 1.10 [¢]
. ark Spur 109, .50
Mud Hill [Road Guich/ | g/s, 0T park Spur 2C 1002C | 062 | C
Iénson ASnur 1B ] %lg.]g 2)‘% I\gT
pur 129, .50
Porter oT 120.0 143 C
: ervoir 129. .25 C
Ruth Mountain R, OT ureka Reservoir #2 129.11 0.90 C
256 )80 C
Willow Creek / Plateau R Primitive Roads No. I(‘e‘-l ) Alt. 2
ipelilée “ 121?2B .‘315(“ 8
oint Cow Camp 0.80
Flat Tops R IPiteai — 11220 | 0.50 I MT
o Servolr 1 A
Upperfeon | 0% Boreslae i, o .
by Horsepar Servoir 2 ).
Leroux Creek to Marcott | g id-Griffith Lake 249 090 | O
orty Acre Lake Rd. ggg %{é E:t Lg N(%V[
Marcott Creek to Hwy 65 0 ureau Pit;ehne 250 ﬁ.ﬂO MT
. ottonwood Cow Camp 259.1A 0.3 C
Hwy 65 to Trickle Park R,O ar) 263.1A 1.50 [0]
do Ute Powerline 264 7.40 MT
] ine Spur Al 264.A1 0.50 MT
Hwy 65 to Alkali Basin R ne Spur A2 264 A2 0.90 MT
ine Spur A3 264.A3 1.70 MT
ine Spur Ab 264.A5 3.40 MT
Lands End / Indian Point O,R uzzard Cow Camp 265.2D 0.70 C
el — 8
: | Gule ] .
Aliggli / Kannah Creek / | ¢, p/s Res. 979.13 310 | C
Sheep Creek 281, 90 h [0)
. e
Mesa Lakes C, RS k Trails No. o) | Alt.2
ake-of-the-Woods 506 5.90 NM |
ily Lakes 509 ).50 NM
Coon / Bull / Cottonwood R Crum Reservoir 511 3.40 MT
Salt Creek 514 3.20 NM
. Greenwood 721 80 NM
Horse Mountain / Bonham R lue Grouse 722 4.30 NM
ull and Brown 1A 724.1A 2.00 MT |
ull and Brown 1B 724.1B 1.80 NM |
Sheep Flats / Young Lake | R, oT oint Camp 725 .3.00 NM
s s
. . . . ache Cree 3 .4 M
Fruita Division R Toment, Trail 597 100 | MT

icles
< Off-route fjravel by motorized

rail vehicles o

§j§,= ftlo nzel& ¥ra_we} restricted to
esxgnatb, routes, including
owmobiles.

n
% = Motorjzed travel restricted to
emgnatée_ routes, not including
iles

OWIno .
(SJP =v8ﬁ)se to motorized travel.

“route travel by all motorized

= 8Pen ({o motorized (fn%&on-motorized traffic.
= Closed to motorized traflic, open to non-mo rized traffic.
T = Motgriz (tl'I\' 1, open to motorized trail ve cles and
n-motorized trafhic.

%VI = ?\fgn-mot rizeg,Trail, open only to non—mgtorized traffic.
O = Motorcycle Tyail, open to motorcycles an

on-motorized trafiic.
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Road/Trails Options

Specific management options for all system roads and trails are listed in the tables in Appendix E.
Table 2 lists only those system roads and trails that have management changes proposed in one of the
four alternatives. Table 6 (page 34) summarizes this information for each alternative.

In Alternative 2 there would be approximately 311 miles of open system roads, 78 miles of closed system
roads, 169 miles of system motorized trails and 127 miles of system non-motorized trails. Approximately
139 miles of nonsystem routes in areas where off-route motorized travel is allowed would still be
available for this type of activity, provided resource damage does not occur.

The designated travel ways would be posted, signed on the ground and depicted on the Travel Map.
Nonsystem routes would not be shown on official maps and would be signed only as necessary to prevent
resource damage. A new, updated Travel Map would be prepared to clearly depict available travel
systems and networks, as well as travel regulations. In addition, maps specific to user types (e.g. ATV,
snowmobile, cross-country- ski) will.be developed in cooperation with user groups, to better highlight
those trail systems.

The differences between this alternative and Alternative 1 include:

- closing approximately 5 miles of low standard roads,

- redesignating approximately 1 mile of low standard road to motorized trail to
provide connections for loop trails,

- closing 14 miles of primitive road,

- redesignating 27 miles of primitive road (14 miles of closed road and 13 miles of
open road) as motorized trail,

- redesignating 3 miles of primitive road as a non-motorized trail,
- redesignating approximately 23 miles of motorized trail to non-motorized trail,
- redesignating approximately 3 miles of non-motorized trail to motorized trail, and

- constructing 9 miles of new motorized trail to form connections for loop networks.
(NOTE: Any ?roposed new construction would require additional NEPA
environmental analysis.)

- rehabilitate 139 miles of nonsystem routes to minimum standards to protect soil
and water resources, as needed.

The miles of road and/or trail available for various user groups under Alternative 2 are listed in Table
7 (page 35). ‘

In areas where motorized travel is restricted to designated routes only, nonsystem roads and trails not
incorporated into the Forest transportation system would no longer be available for motorized travel.
If resource damage has oceurred or is occurring and natural healing will not occur fast enough,
rehabilitation work (i.e. ripping and seeding) may be used.

The motorized trails that will be redesignated as non-motorized trails include:

Lake-of-the-Woods Trail No. 506. Access by foot would be emphasized to the four (4)
high quality fishing lakes accessed by this trail. This trail was previously closed to
motorized use with the Long Slough Environmental Assessment Decision N. otice (1987)

for soil and water resource protection and wildlife security, but the closure has not been
enforced.

Lily Lakes No. 509. Short (0.5 miles) access from Cottonwood Lakes Campground to
Lily Lakes to provide non-motorized access for a walk-in fishing experience.

Salt Creek Trail No. 514. Trail is located below Grand Mesa rim on steep grades. It
runs to Forest boundary where no right-of-way exists to cross private land. Proposed

Page 22 III. Alternatives
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relocation of Silver Spruce Trail and existing motorized trails provide alternative
motorized access into the area.

Blue Grouse Trail No. 722. Thisis a dead end trail with no right-of-way extending across
private land. Located in an important elk security area, removing motorized traffic
would lessen potential conflicts with wildlife (i.e. fragmenting security habitat) which
could result in big game being displaced from the area and moving off the Forest.

Bull and Brown 1B No. 724.1B, Point Camp Trail No. 725 and Drop Off Trail No. 726.
Removing motorized use from these trails will reduce soil and water resource impacts
and protect wildlife security.

In areas where motorized travel is restricted to designated routes only, routes to and around reservoirs
may be limited. Water users will continue to have access to all reservoirs, however they will be required
to use specified access routes to each reservoir. Special travel authorizations would be granted to all
water rights owners and dam inspectors to access areas closed to public motorized travel, provided:

- each ir(xldividual’s access would be limited to the specific area where private property
is owned,

- such access would be for operation, maintenance and inspection only (not for
general access),

Special travel authorizations will also be issued to other permittees which require motorized access to
perform a permitted activity in an area closed to motorized access. These travel authorizations would
be issued on a case by case basis.

Under this alternative, Eight (8) fisheries could only be accessed by non-motorized methods. (See
Appendix F for a list of lake/reservoir fisheries on Grand Mesa.) Ninety-six (96) lake/reservoir fisheries
will continue to be accessible by motorized access via system routes or cross country travel.

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)

This alternative utilizes some of the recommendations of the Grand Mesa Travel Management Working
Group (TMWG); responds toissues raised in the appeal of the 1991 Plan (i.e. Alternative 2) and addresses
other issues raised during the scoping process.

Area-wide Management Options

Four area-wide travel management options would be used under this alternative. Table 3 summarizes
the travel management options available in each planning area for Alternative 3.

Under this alternative, motorized travel would be allowed only on designated roads and trails for 100%
of the Grand Mesa (351,700 acres), with two seasonal exceptions. (Non-motorized travel [hiking,
horseback riding, mountain biking] would be allowed anywhere, however users would be encouraged to
remain on established routes.) As with Alternative 2, 11% (37,100 acres) of the Forest would be closed
to all motorized access in the Alkali/Kannah Creek/Whitewater Basin planning area and in the Indian
Point area. There would no longer be a motorized closure in the Coon/Bull/Cottonwood planning area,
but motorized travel would be restricted to a designated trail. Elsewhere on the Forest travel by
motorized vehicles would not be permitted off designated roads and trails, with the exceptions of
snowmobiles traveling over snow and off-route travel by motorized trail vehicles to retrieve downed
game during hunting seasons in select areas (see below).

Winter travel regulations under Alternative 3 would allow snowmobile use on most of the Grand Mesa
National Forest. Restrictions on snowmobile use would include:

111, Alternatives Page 23
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TABLE 8. Alternative 3 at a Glance

Planning Area o Low Standard Roads No. Length | A1t3
ing Park Spur 1K 109.1E 1.10 (o]
ng Pork Spur 28— 110028 1080 10—
. owing Park Spur 2B 109. .,
Mud Hijll [ Road Guleh/ | /s, OT* [Flowing Park Spur 2 1092C_ | 062 | C
eir l§z ; 1;)}énsonASnur 1B 2.1221= g Clb:" ? &T
ay Park Spur 129.] .50
Porter R, oT* 139—; I(—}I 2“ 43 gg
. Reservoir 129.1 0.25
Ruth Mountain R, OT* Reservoir #2 129.11 0.90 | _MT
ilver Lake 256 0.80 Q
Willow Creek / Plateau R Primitive Roads No. engt | A1p3
oint Cow Camp ] .
Flat Tops R ifcairn__ 11220 050 Q
- tkinson Reservoir 1 1
Opperfeon | HOF BopestlakeRd o o040 ¢
olby Horsepar servoir 2 .
Leroux Creek to Marcott | g |Mid-Griffith Lake 249 090 | C
orty Iﬁre Lake Rd. ggglé 0.4 Lg N(I)T
orse Mtn. 1 3.1
Marcott Creek to Hwy 65| R, OT* Tean Pi% Tine - - 2C 59A 101 3(? \?T
ottonwood Cow Camp 59,1 .3 MT |
Hwy 65 to Trickle Park R, OT* agon Park 263.1A 1.50 MT
olorado Ute Powerline 264 7.40 MT
L. owerline Spur Al 264.A1 0.50 MT
Hwy 65 to Alkali Basin R owerline Spur A2 264.A2 0.90 MT
owerline Spur A3 264.A3 1.70 MT
] ) owerline Spur A5 264.A5 3.40 MT
Lands End / Indian Point | R, OT* [Buzzard Cow Camp 265.2D 0.70 [8)
L mmla
) oad Gulc ] .
Alkgli/ Kannah Creek / | ¢ R/S [Labbe Res. 279.13 310 | C
outh S 281.1A ; 9 MT
Mesa Lakes C,R/S Trails No. (‘5’3&? Alt.3
Eg]keiofi;the-Woods 50C 5.90 : ]
ily Lakes 9 .60 M
Coon / Bull / Cottonwood R Crum Reservoir 511 3.40 MT
aalt Cre:elii :';2.4 g ‘ég ]§Ih’g
Teenwoo 21 . T |
Horse Mountain / Bonham R ouse 722 4.30 NM
e
rown 1 4.1 . )
Sheep Flats/ Young Lake | R, OT* [Point Camp 725 3.00 MO
Ok 1w
. - ache Cree 3 1.40 ]
Fruita Division R Tement Trail 97 00 T NM

O = Qff-route travel by all motorized

cles.
* = Off-route travel by motorized
trail ve ((iles,on for downed game

re%ne uring huntipg seasons.
,=‘ﬁo Tize trave{‘r stricted to
esignated routes, including

nowmobiles.
§ =mtorized travel restricted to
esignal e,g routes, not including

owmobales.
81 =‘8ﬁ>se to motorized travel.

= 8Pen &o motorized C?nda%g)n-x:notorized traffic.

= Closed to motorized traffic, open to pon-mo rized traffic.

T= Motqnz(fd ’i‘%ﬂ, open to motorized trail vehicles and
tra 8

n-motorize . .

= Non-motorized Trail, ogen only to imn—mgtonzed traffic.
QO = Motorcycle Trail, open to motorcycles an
on-motorized traflic.
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1. The Lands End portion of the Alkali/Kannah Creek/Whitewater Basin planning area
and the Mud Hill/Road Gulch/Hightower planning area would be closed to protect big
game on winter range. Closure dates are dependent on snow conditions, presence of
animals, etc. Average closure dates are November 15 to May 1. (Common to all
alternatives.)

2. Elk calving areas and transition (spring) range on Battlement Mesa and the northern
slopes of Grand Mesa would be closed to snowmobile use off marked or maintained
routes, beginning approximately April 15, each year. (See winter travel map Figure 6,
page 26).

In portions of eight planning areas (see Table 3 and Map Figure 5) motorized trail vehicles would only
be allowed off designated roads and trails during big game hunting seasons, for game retrieval purposes.
(NOTE: This is a change to the preferred alternative made based on public comment received during
the 60 day comment period.) Off-route motorized travel would be allowed on 80,283 acres, or 22.8% of
the Grand Mesa National Forest only between noon and 5:00 p.m. Hunters would be encouraged to
leave firearms in camp as a visible indication that they are not hunting with motorized vehicles.
Off.-route travel should only occur if there would be no damage to soil, water or vegetative resources.
Individuals who cause resource damage through indiscriminate motorized off-route travel could be cited
and fined under current CFR authorities.

Road/Trails Option

The preferred alternative would focus on operating and maintaining a network of roads and trails which
would provide the full spectrum of recreation opportunities, from primitive trails to paved roads; would
provide for all modes of travel; and is a recreation and transportation system that is designed to meet
the needs of a variety of users.

Specific management options for system roads and trails are listed in the tables in Appendix E. Table
3 lists the proposed changes in management for specific roads and trails. Table 6 (page 34) summarizes
and compares this information for each alternative.

Under Alternative 3 there would be approximately 322 miles of open system roads, 70 miles of closed
system roads, 198 miles of system motorized trails and 119 miles of system non-motorized trails.

The designated travel ways would be posted, signed on the ground and depicted on the Travel
Management Map. A new, updated Travel Map would be prepared to clearly depict available travel
systems and networks, as well as travel regulations. In addition, maps specific to user types (e.g. ATV,
snowmobile, eross-country ski) will be developed in cooperation with user groups, to better highlight
those trail systems.

The difference between this alternative and Alternative 1 include:

- closing approximately 5 miles of low standard roads,
- redesignating approximately 3 miles of low standard road to motorized trail,
- closing approximately 8 miles of primitive roads,

- redesignating 24 miles of primitive road (10 miles open road and 14 miles closed
road) as motorized trails,

- designating 28 miles of nonsystem trails to system motorized trails,

- redesi%'nating 5 miles of motorized trail to motorcycle only (non-motorized use
allowed),

- redesignating approximately 18 miles of motorized trail to non-motorized trail,
- redesignating approximately 3 miles of non-motorized trail to motorized,
- constructing 4 miles of new motorized trail to form connections for loop networks,

III. Alternatives Page 27
E. Alternatives Considered and Analyzed in Detail



Grand Mesa Travel Management Plan EA

- constructing 2 miles of new motorcycle only trail NOTE: Any ai)roposed new
construction would require additional NEPA environmental an ysis.), and

- rehabilitate 299 miles of nonsystem trails.

The miles of road and/or trail available for various user groups under Alternative 3 are listed in Table
7 (page 35).

Miles of new trail construction have been reduced from the original proposal as a result of public
comments concerning implementation costs. b retain the trail network linkages and loops that would
have been provided by new trails, segments of gravel roads will be authorized open to motorized trail
vehicles.,

Two hundred ninety-nine (299) miles of nonsystem trail would not be incorporated into the trail system,
and rehabilitated where necessary. These trails would not be inventoried, operated or maintained for
any use.

Nonsystem routes could potentially be added to the transportation system, Cooperation between user
groups and the Forest Service could identify and prioritize routes to be incorporated into the system.
Partnership agreements concerning maintenance and possibly relocation or construction of routes could
be entered into. As money from grants and/or partnerships becomes available, nonsystem routes could
be incorporated into the transportation system.

The motorized trails that will be redesignated as non-motorized trails include:

Lake-of-the-Woods Trail No. 506. Access by foot would be emphasized to the four (4)
high quality fishing lakes accessed by this trail. This trail was previously closed to
motorized use with the Long Slough Environmental Assessment Decision Notice (1987)
for soil and water resource protection and wildlife security, but there has been no
enforcement of the closure.

Lily Lakes No. 509. Short (0.5 miles) access from Cottonwood Lakes Campground to
Lily Lakes to provide non-motorized access for a walk-in fishing experience.

Salt Creek Trail No. 514. Trail is located below Grand Mesa rim on steep grades. It
runs to the Forest boundary where no right-of-way exists to cross private land. Proposed
relocation of Silver Spruce Trail and existing motorized trails provide alternative
motorized access into the area.

Blue Grouse Trail No. 722. This is a dead end trail with no right-of-way across private
land. Located in an important elk security area, removing motorized traffic would
lessen the chance of moving big game off the Forest.

Bull and Brown 1A No. 724.1A. Removing motorized use from this trail will reduce soil
and water resource impacts and protect wildlife security.

Cache Creek No. 903 and Battlement Trail No. 527. Redesignating these short spur
trails will remove connections between motorized trails on the Battlements and
non-motorized trails on the White River National Forest.

New motorized trail construction would consist of constructing a new trail (approx. 2.5 miles) from the
Granby Road to Hwy 65 to provide alternative motorized access in the Hwy 65 to Alkali Basin area to
trade off closures of motorized routes elsewhere in this area and to provide linkage across Hwy 65 to
the road and trail network in the Marcott Creek to Hwy 65 planning area. In addition, approximately
1.5 miles of the Bull and Brown Trail No. 724 would be relocated to reduce resource impacts.

Page 28 III. Alternatives
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Two separate single track motorcycle trails (i.e. closed to ATVs) would be provided by utilizing 5 miles
of system trail (Point Camp and Drop Off Trails) and constructing 2 miles of single track tread along
an existing snowmobile trail in West Leon Creek.

As with Alternative 2, in areas where motorized travel is restricted to designated routes only, routes to
and around reservoirs may be limited. Water users will continue to have access to all reservoirs,
however, they would be required to use specific access routes to each reservoir. Special travel
authorizations would be granted to all water rights owners and dam inspectors to access areas closed
to public motorized travel, provided:

- each ix(lidividual’s access would be limited to the specific area where private property
is owned,

- such access would be for operation, maintenance and inspection only (not for
general access),

Special travel authorizations would also be issued to other permittees which require motorized access
to perform a permitted activity in an area closed to public motorized access. These travel authorizations
would be issued on a case by case basis.

Any Federal, State or local officer or member of an organized rescue or fire fighting force can use
motorized access for emergency reasons in areas closed to public motorized use or where motorized use
is restricted to designated routes, in the performance of an official duty. Emergency access for water
users and dam inspectors is also allowed.

Under this alternative 28 lake/reservoir fisheries would be accessible by non-motorized means, only. .
A total of 76 fisheries will have motorized access either by road or motorized trail. (See Appendix F.)

Alternative 4 (TMW Proposal)

This alternative was submitted by the Thunder Mountain Wheelers, an ATV user group based in Delta,
Colorado.

Area-wide Management Options

Three area-wide travel management options would be used under this alternative. Table 4, page 31
summarizes the travel management options for each planning area under Alternative 4.

This alternative would classify approximately 11% (37,100 acres) of the Forest area as closed to all forms
of motorized access in the Alkali/Kannah Creek/Whitewater Basin planning area. The remaining area

would be classified as open but all users would be encouraged to confine their activities to existing roads
and trails.

There would be no changes to existing travel regulations for snowmobiles operating over snow.

Separate travel management techniques would be used during high use seasons, such as hunting season.
Special closure orders or restrictions to prevent resource damage may be applied to specific areas, for
specific seasons, as needs are identified and documented. Restrictions on when (noon to 5:00 p.m.) ATVs
could be used off-route during the hunting season would reduce the conflict between motorized and
non-motorized hunters while still allowing use of ATVs for game retrieval.

Road/Trail Options
Under this alternative, all existing trails, both system and nonsystem, would initially be open to hiking,

horseback riding, mountain biking and specialized motorized equipment specifically designed for trail
use. As the plan is implemented, trails would be objectively evaluated as to appropriateness of use and
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TABLE 4. Alternative 4 at a Glance

Planning Area N Low Standard Roads No. Length | A1 4
Park Spur 15 109.1E 1.10 [6)
Battlements Park Spur 2A 10924 | 080 | O
Mud Hill / Road Gulch / ark Spur 28 10928 1 180 13
Hightower e +
: %‘9 ﬁ (1)':;'% 1v(1)'1‘
129.1 X
Porter 120.1G L43 ML
: 129.1 25 M
Ruth Mountain 129.11 0.00 | MT
_256 0,80 0]
Willow Creek / Plateau | R,OT Primitive Roads No. | vemgty | Aled
ipeli?ze C 1121313 o'ég 8
oint Cow Camp 112, .
et orn [ "
nson Reservoir W
TR ) s e T B
olby Horsepark Reservoir . 5
Leroux Crgek to Marcott | g [Mid-Griffith Lake 249 090 1 0
ST oM I
orse Mtn, . p!
Marcott Creek to Hwy 65|  OT  [gyreau Pipeline 259 1100 | 0
ottonwood Cow Camp 259.] 0.30 O
Hwy 65 to Trickle Park R, OT Park 263.1A 1.50 (0]
o Ute Powerline 264 7.40 MT
ine Spur Al 264.A1 0.50 MT
Hwy 65 to Alkali Basin oT ine Spur A2 264.A2 0.90 MT
ine Spur A3 264, A3 1.70 MT
ine Spur A5 264.A5 3.40 MT
Lands End / Indian Point{ OT, R uzzard Cow Camp 265.2D 0.70 O
T Rer AT 10
. ad Gulc ] .
Alkgli/ Kannah Creek / | ¢, p/s Eab”be Res. 279.13 3.10 o)
outh Sheep Creek 281 90 0
. e
Mesa Lakes C,R/S Trails No. ‘figa‘g Alt.4
ake-of-the-Woods 506 5.90 MT
ily Lakes 5 0.50 MT
Coon / Bull / Cottonwood OT Krum Reservoir 511 3.40 MT
alt Creek 514 3.20 MT
reenwood 121 1.80 MT
Horse Mountain/ Bonham| OT,R lue Grouse 722 4.30 MT
u and Brown 1A 724.1A 2.00 MT
and Brown 1B 724.1B 1.80 MT
Sheep Flats / Young Lake oT omt Camp 725 3.00 MT
s e
. . ache Cree 3 .
Fruita Division R lement Trail 527 100 | MT
O “route travel by all motorized
e
te b torized torized -motorized traffi
lv&hlcrloe% 0 tirave y motorize 8 seé‘ %omrgotgx?lge(f tr aﬁic, é%gn E)Zgonfmo c1'1zed traffic.
§}§ nze ¥rave restricted to T= Motqn (f ng , open to motorized trail vehicles and
esignate ?) routes, mc ing %V[ rized tra &
novg{n on-motorize ’I‘raﬂ open only to non- gtonzed traffic.
oto zed travel restricted to O = Motoreye e a1 open to motorcycles an
esxgna ]j routes, not including on-motorize
(stovgﬁ)S d to motorized travel.
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may be categorized by that use. No uses would be prohibited (except in closed areas), but some trails
may be more desirable for one particular use, and would be so identified and managed. Standard size
vehicles, such as 4WD vehicles, are not designed for travel on trails and would be limited to using existing
roads.

All unpaved roads (including graveled roads) would be classified as "Authorized Open Roads", open to
unlicensed vehicles, such as ATVs and motorcycles. Under the Colorado State OHV law, unlicensed
motorized vehicles are not allowed on roads unless they have been designated as open to unlicensed
vehicles.

The existing trail system would consist of various levels of development ranging from unmarked
“cow-trails” to developed and maintained primary trail systems and would recognize and provide for -
the experience of discovery. The primary trail systems (which would correspond to the trail networks
proposed in Alternative 3) would be posted, signed on the ground and depicted on the Travel Map. The
primitive trails would not be shown on official maps and would be signed only as necessary to prevent
resource damage and mark the route if not clearlyvisible on the ground. Efforts would be made to direct
all users to the preferred and appropriate routes. A new, updated Travel Map would be prepared to
clearly depict travel systems and networks. In addition, maps specific to user types (e.g. hiker, horse,
snowmobile, mountain bicycle, ATV, motorcycle, cross-country ski) would be developed in cooperation
with user groups, to better highlight those trail opportunities.

Specific management options for system roads and trails are listed in Appendix E. Table 4 lists the
proposed changes in management for select roads and trails. Table 6, page 34, summarizes this
information for each alternative.

Under Alternative 4 there would be 404 miles of primary system roads (roads currently closed for
administrative reasons would be opened to public motorized use after these activities are complete),
203 miles of primary system motorized trails and 101 miles of primary system non-motorized trails. In
addition, there would be 299 miles of nonsystem trails open to both motorized and non-motorized use.

Some specific road and trail changes proposed for this alternative include:

- designating 28 miles of nonsystem trails to primary system motorized trails,

- designating 5 miles of motorized trail as appropriate for motorcycle only (other
motorized trail vehicles and non-motorized use allowed, however ATVs would be
discouraged),

- redesignating approximately 3 miles of non-motorized trail to motorized,

- constructing 4 miles of new motorized trails to form connections for loop networks,

- constructing 2 miles of new motorized trail appropriate for motorcycles,

- rehabilitate 299 miles of nonsystem trails to minimum standards to protect soil and
water resources.

Table 7 (page 35) lists the miles of roads and/or trails available for different user groups under
Alternative 4.

All roads or trails that are utilized for the operation and maintenance of dams and reservoirs will be
open for public use, eliminating the need for special travel authorizations.

New motorized trail construction would consist of constructing a new trail (approx. 2.5 miles) from the
Granby Road to Hwy 65 to provide alternative motorized access in the Hwy 65 to Alkali Basin area to
trade off closures of motorized routes elsewhere in this area and to provide linkage across Hwy 65 tc
the road and trail network in the Marcott Creek to Hwy 65 planning area. In addition, approximately
1.5 miles of the Bull and Brown Trail No. 724 would be relocated to reduce resource impacts.
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Two separate single track motorcycle trails (i.e.ATVs discouraged) would be provided by utilizing 5 miles
of system trail (Point Camp and Drop Off Trails) and constructing 2 miles of single track tread along
an existing snowmobile trail in West Leon Creek.

There would be one fishery without motorized access (Blue Lake) on the Grand Mesa National Forest.

F. Comparison of Alternatives

TABLE 5. Travel Management Options by Planning Area, by Alternative
. ternative 1 Alternative 2 ternative 3 Alternative 4
Planning Area | “(NoAotion) (951 Plan). | (Preferred) (IMW) -
attlgments O.R R R 'R
ud Hilll Road R'S,0 R/S, OT R/S, OT* R/S, OT
Porter [e) -OT R, OT* oT
Rutw ?untain O R, OT R, OT* OT
Cr aeklfPY;vteau ’ R R R, OT
Flat Tops R, O R R R, OT
LeUDDeELeol?to O.R OT R R, OT* OT. R
Marcott Creek R R R R
Marcgtt Oggok b0 0 0 R, OT* or
Huwy 63 to Trickle R,0 R,0 R,OT* R, OT
Hwy %592? !fﬂkah o R R oT
L:‘ds é;/g-‘%mzha“ O,R O,R R, OT* OT, R
Cree gv‘a,jtg?vater C, R/S C,R/S C,R/S C, R/S
asin
Mesilléakﬁa/s C,R/S C. RS C.R/S C, RS
0%%onw%od_ O,R,C R R oT
Horge Mountain/ O,R R R OT, R
Sheep Hlats! 0 R, OT R, OT* oT
Fruita Division R R R R

O - Off-route travel by all motorized vehicles

OT - Off-route travel by motorized trail vehicles only

OT* - Off-route travel by motorized trail vehicles only for downed game retrieval during hunting
seasons.

R/S - Restricted motorized travel (to designated routes) including snowmobiles

R - Restricted motorized travel (to designated routes) excluding snowmobiles

C - Closed to motorized travel
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TABLE 6. Alternative Comparison - Road and Trail Miles
t tive 1 Alt tive 2 t tive 3 Alternative 4
< . (No Action) (1591 Plan) (Proforred) (LMD
stem Roa
4 (n?illes) s
Paved 25 25 25 25
IGraveled Open 105 105 105 108
Closed 41 4! 4! 1!
Low Standard Open 83 77 75 122
Closed 392 442 432 0
Primitive Open 136 104 117 149
Closed 282 302 232 0
Total Open 349 3 322 404
Total Closed 1 78 70 1
Systs
Moto: l;haxl
(miles)

Motorgzed Trail 152 133 132 150

Rggggfgg,a Loy, 0 < 3 0

if’r?g}l%e ads 0 26 24 14

i te
fﬁ%rsl?stem Trail Y 28 28
Pl’R%?fgd New 0 4 4
Motorcycle Treﬁil 3 6
5
Prﬁ%tﬁ%gé‘%aﬂ) 0 0 >
3 6
ﬁgggrcyc g v’i"rail 4 0 0 2 2
S:}&btal 152 169 198 203
stem
Non-Motorized
Rrails (milos)

[N n-mlotorized ;
incit‘nii,(,‘g ker 85 105 100 827
Odn y)

Rpdesignated ad. 3

Hiker Only 19 19 19 198

Total 104 127 119 101

Nonsystem Trails

Motorized 267° 139° 0 299°

B
'niieﬁabilitated‘s 60 188 299 0

1 Administrative traffic only.

2 Timber sale roads closed to public motorized use, to reduce road maintenance cost, retained for
future sale entries or fuelwood access.

3 Single track trail open to motorcycles and non-motorized uses. Closed to ATVs .

4 Proposed new construction will require separate site specific environmental analysis (NEPA).

5 Nonsystem trails to be rehabilitated and closed to all uses.

6 More suited for single track motorized but ATVs not prohibited.

7 Motorized use not prohibited on 46 miles.

8 Motorized use not prohibited on 14 miles.

9 Repair of resource damage where needed.
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TABLE 7. Alternative Comparison - Transportation System by User Groups
ternative 1 Alternative 2 ternatxv?1 3 Alternative 4

(No : n ( (TMW)

Passenger Cars
Paved Roads 25 25 25 25
lGraveled Roads 105 105 105 108
130 130 130 133

t&V /ngh
les

Pave%& Graveled 130 130 130 133
Low Standard & 219 181 192 271
Total 349 311 322 404

Motorized Trail

Vehicles

IGraveled Roads 0 0 241 1082
Low Standard & 219 181 192 271
[Motorized Trails 152 169 191 196
Motorcycle Only 0 0 7 7
Nonsystem Trails 267 139 0 299
Total 638 489 414 881

Non—ll\glotonzed
Pﬁoa%& Graveled 134 134 134 134
Low.Standard & 286 255 258 271
Motorized Trails 152 169 191 196
Motorcycle Only 0 0 7 7
Nop-Motorized 85 108 100 82
Hiker Only Trails 19 19 19 19
Nonsystem Trails 267 139 0 299
Total 943 824 709 1008

1 To provide loop connections unlicensed motorized vehicles would be allowed on 24 miles of graveled

roads.

2 Graveled roads would be authorized as open to unlicensed motorized vehicles. Includes 3 miles of
road currently closed to public motorized use.

II1. Alternatives
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G. Mitigation and Monitoring

Mitigation measures are actions taken to avoid, minimize, reduce or eliminate adverse effects as aresult
of implementing an alternative. The following mitigation measures will be used when implementing
any of the alternatives for the Grand Mesa National Forest Travel Management Plan.

e Stress user education and information as management tools to inform the public of
appropriate uses, ethics and interactions with other users.

e Information on user ethics will be distributed through active user groups and clubs
to achieve compliance.

o In areas where motorized travel is restricted to designated routes only, routes to and
around reservoirs may be limited. Water users will continue to have access to all
reservoirs, however, they may be required to use specific access routes to each
reservoir. Special travel authorizations will be granted to all water rights owners
and dam inspectors to access areas closed to public motorized travel, provided:

- each individual's access will be limited to the specific area where
private property is owned ( the permitted area),

- such access will be for operation, maintenance and inspection only (not
for general access),

e Special travel authorizations will be issued to water users and other permittees
where completion of permitted activities requires use of motorized access into areas
where motorized access is restricted or prohibited.

- Permitted travel will be only on approved/specified routes.

- Permittees will be required to have written authorization present infon
their vehicle identifying them as legal users within restricted areas.

o All Class I (high hazard) dams have an Emergency Action Plan which describes the
access routes and who is responsible to carry out action plans. Pursuant to 36 CFR
~ 261.50 (e), each of the following is exempted from the travel regulations:

1) Persons with a permit specifically authorizing the otherwise prohib-
ited act or omission;

2) Any Federal, State or local officer or member of an organized rescue
or fire fighting force in the performance of an official duty.

e Special travel authorizations will be issued to disabled individuals to allow use of
motorized access in areas where their means of transportation does not conform with
travel regulations, but safety and resource concerns would allow such access (e.g. A
trail vehicle is defined as less than 48 inches in width. A mobility impaired individual
desires to use a 60-inch wide vehicle.). Applicants will have to meet the same criteria
currently used by the Colorado Division of Wildlife for their Permanent Handicapped
Hunter Permit application. (Only Alternatives 2 and 3.)

e The designated travel ways will be posted, signed on the ground and depicted on the
Travel Map. A new, updated Travel Map will be prepared to clearly depict available
travel systems and regulations. In addition, maps specific to user types (e.g. ATV,
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snowmobile, cross-country ski) will be developed in cooperation with user groups, to
better highlight those trail systems.

Acquisition of key trail rights-of-way will be pursued to enhance public access,
particularly those areas landlocked by private land.

Plan implementation will emphasize maintenance and reinforcement of designated
routes to withstand use in preference to closure of routes.

Unsurfaced, low standard or primitive roads will be classified as "Authorized Open
Roads", in accordance with the State of Colorado’s off-highway vehicle law, making
it legal to ride unlicensed vehicles, such as ATVs and dirt bikes, on these roads. These
roads will serve as linkages to trails open to motorized trail vehicles and be part of
the available trail network. These "authorized open” routes will be added to the State
OHV map, making is possible for State OHV registrations funds to be used to defray
maintenance costs on theseroutes. (State funds would have to be applied for by OHV
user groups who could then make them available to the Forest Service through
cooperative agreement.)

Forest Supervisor will close road(s), trail(s) and/or area(s) where significant resource
damage is occurring, by special order. Federal Regulation 36 CFR Part 261 prohibits
damage to the land, wildlife or vegetative resources.

Road and/or trail construction, reconstruction and use in transitional and winter
ranges will be regulated and monitored (see below) to prevent loss of security areas
and fragmentation of habitat, through: restricting travel to designated roads and
trails, seasonal timing provisions on use, specification on type of use on/off
roads/trails, establishing maximum road/trail densities which will not diminish
security areas, providing environmental information to users and developing part-
nerships with users.

Provide key habitat components important for maintaining the overall integrity of
specific habitats (i.e. calving areas, nursery areas, cavity nesting areas, plant colonies,
spawning and rearing sites, etc.) through: road/trail/parking area locations and
design standards specific to needs within an area, seasonal timing provisions on use,
specifying types of use on/off roads/trails, area avoidance, modifications of stream
crossing standards, identification and management for replacement of key habitat
components, providing environmental information to users and developing partner-
ships with users.

Prevent permanent and/or repeated displacement of wildlife/fish/plants from cumu-
lative impacts of forest activities. Retain and manage for foraging and reproductive
habitat attributes which are of the size and spatial arrangement to support genetic
transfer of populations across bio-regions.

Identify and minimize parallel roads/trails, especially those dissecting ridge tops
and/or drainages which act as barriers to wildlife movements in times of increased
forest visitor use in spring and fall.

Avoid and/or rehabilitate plant communities which have been dissected with
roads/trails which have caused a change, loss or diminished function of the plant
community.

III. Alternatives Page 37
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o Relocate roads/trails to minimize or avoid disturbance to soils, unique/relic plant
communities and wet areas.

e Provide and retain effective vegetative cover along all roads and trails for 40% of their
total length where cover naturally would occur.

e Manage for extreme circumstances in the ecosystem (i.e. successive drought years,
abnormal temperatures, fire, etc.).

e Focus law enforcement on areas of greatest concern or potential for resource damage.

e Use positive signing to inform public of route closures. Identify which uses area is
open to, which uses the area is closed to and why. White arrow symbols will be posted
on all open routes.

Monitoring travel management:practices-and use will be done to determine if mitigation measures are
being effective or if additional actions need to be taken to avoid, minimize, reduce or eliminate adverse
effects as a result of implementing an alternative. Monitoring can also identify whether reasons for
travel restrictions still exist and determine if there are needs for additional recreational opportunities.
The following monitoring measures will be used when implementing any of the alternatives for the
Grand Mesa National Forest Travel Management Plan.

e To prevent loss of security areas and fragmentation of habitat in transitional and
winter ranges the Forest Service will monitor habitat effectiveness; carrying capacity
for animals using these areas; animal movements on, through and out of transitional
and winter ranges and private land; changes in plant composition and forage
utilization that indicate trends; and animal mortality in these areas.

e Monitor key habitat components to determine any changes in habitat effectiveness,
carrying capacity, animal movements and use, changes in plant use or plant compo-
sition and animal mortality.

o Monitor wildlife use patterns in travel restricted areas (ex. Indian Point).

o Work with users groups to determine if desired recreational opportunities are being
provided, and if not, determine if opportunities exist to meet these needs.

e See Forest Plan direction for travel management monitoring page IV-14.

AT THIS POINT IT IS IMPORTANT FOR THE READER TO UNDERSTAND THE IDEA OF
TWOLEVELS OF ANALYSIS AND DECISIONMAKING PRESENTED IN CHAPTERI. AT THE
FIRST LEVEL, ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF AREA-WIDE MANAGEMENT OPTIONS
ARE DISCUSSED. AT THE SECOND LEVEL, ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF VARIOUS
SPECIFIC ROAD/TRAIL OPTIONS ARE DISCUSSED.

WITHIN EACH OF THESE LEVELS THERE IS ADISCUSSION OF THE GENERAL EFFECTS
OF OPTIONS ON EACH OF THE ISSUE DRIVEN RESOURCE AREAS, FOLLOWED BY
DISCUSSION OF EFFECTS RELATED TO SPECIFIC AREAS, ROADS OR TRAILS. THEN,
AT THE LAST PART OF THIS CHAPTER, THERE IS A DISCUSSION OF THE
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF EACH OVERALL ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVES 1 - 4)

Page 38 IV. Environmental Consequences
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SHOULD THEY BE IMPLEMENTED. THIS MULTILAYERED ANALYSIS IS DESIGNED TO
GIVE THE READER AND THE DECISION MAKER A CLEAR UNDERSTANDING OF THE
EFFECTS OF CHOICES BEING CONSIDERED, FROM A SPECIFIC AREA OR ROAD
PERSPECTIVE, ALL THE WAY TO THE FOREST-WIDE EFFECTS OF CHOOSING A GIVEN
ALTERNATIVE. AREVIEW OF THE TABLE OF CONTENTS FOR THIS CHAPTER MAY ALSO
HELP THE READER TO UNDERSTAND THIS ORGANIZATION.

A. General Consequences of Area-wide Management Options

This section describes the environmental effects of each area-wide travel management option on
elements of the environment.

1. Cultural Resources

A discussion of cultural resources found on the Grand Mesa National Forest is contained in the Final
0il and Gas Leasing EIS for the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests, April 1993,
(O&GEIS) pages I11-40 through 111-43.

Effects of Off-route travel by all motorized vehicles.
Off-route travel by motorized trail vehicles.

Some degradation of cultural sites could occur from unrestricted off-route travel by motorized vehicles.
Overland travel could result in disturbing and/or destroying isolated sites.

There is also a potential that heretofore unknown cultural sites could be discovered in areas not
previously inspected by Forest archaeologists.

Effects of Travel by motorized vehicles on designated routes,
(including and excluding snowmobiles traveling on snow).

Little degradation of cultural sites should occur under these options. Designated routes would be
maintained as system travel ways, designed and constructed to specific standards. Prior to all new
ground disturbing activities, archaeological surveys would be conducted, resulting in either avoidance
of any significant cultural sites, or recordation prior to disturbance. If any cultural artifacts are
uncovered during maintenance or construction, work would be halted until the site is surveyed and
evaluated by an archaeologist, and appropriate mitigation completed.

In the case of snowmobiles traveling on snow, no degradation of cultural sites would occur since the sites
would likely be buried under snow.

Effects of Closure to motorized travel.

No degradation of cultural sites as a result of motorized activity would occur under this option. Some

impacts could occur from non-motorized users traveling overland, resulting in disturbance and/or
destruction of isolated sites.

2. Soils

Soils information has been gathered throughout the Grand Mesa National Forest as part of the National
Cooperative Soil Survey, conducted by the Soil Conservation Service (1979-1992). Soils on the Grand
Mesa National Forest can be grouped into two regions:

IV. Environmental Consequences Page 39
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1. Grand Mesa Top - also includes top of Battlement Mesa

2. Grand Mesa Sideslopes - includes all upper- and mid-slopes of Grand Mesa,
Battlement Mesa and the Muddy Basin-Buzzard Divide area.

Brief descriptions of the soil characteristies in these regions can be found in the O&GEIS pages 111-19
through ITI-20. Discussions of soil erosion, slope stability and soil productivity are also included in the
O&GEIS pages II1-21 through III-22.

Effects of Off-route travel by all motorized vehicles.
Off-route travel by motorized trail vehicles.

Off-route travel by motorized vehicles (both full-size and trail-size) have the most impact during wet
soil conditions, when s¢ils can be easily rutted and compacted. Compacted soil results in increased
runoff and ruts act as channels for this runoff. The erosion potential increases with slope.

On the Grand Mesa Top, soils with fine textured subsoils result in localized seasonally perched water
tables, so these soils remain wet into the summer season. Rains which usually occur in the late summer
(mid-July through mid-August) recharge the soil moisture during the growing season. Snows in the
late fall (late October through mid-November) also keep the soil wet before the ground freezes. Under
these climatic conditions, many areas on the Grand Mesa Top are susceptible to impacts from off-route
travel during much of the summer and fall seasons.

The Grand Mesa Sideslopes generally show much evidence of past soil mass movement in the form of
earthflows, slumps, slides and mudflows. These areas are classified as mostly moderate with some
areas of high geologic hazard because of the slope instability. Off-route travel on these soils, particularly
in wet conditions (as described above), can increase the chance of soil movement through erosion and
mass wasting.

Effects of Travel by motorized vehicles on designated routes,
(including and excluding snowmobiles traveling on snow).

Designated routes would be designed and located to avoid areas where soils remain wet during much
of the summer and fall seasons, or mitigating measures (i.e. turnpikes, culverts, bridges, surfacing)
could be used to lessen the travel impact in the more sensitive areas. Seasonal or temporary closures
could also be used to restrict travel during susceptible (wet) periods. In the case of steeper slopes, routes
would be located to lessen the chance of slope movement. - Routine maintenance on designated routes
would also help reduce travel impacts to the soil resource.

Snowmobiles operating on snow would have no impacts to soil resources.
Effects of Closure to motorized travel.

Closing an area to motorized travel would result in no impacts to the soil resources from motorized
vehicles either on or off roads or trails.

Soils could be negatively impacted by non-motorized activities (i.e. horseback riding, mountain biking,
hiking) during wet soil conditions, just as described above. Similar mitigation measures as mentioned
above could be used to lessen impacts of non-motorized use on designated routes. Impacts resulting
from non-motorized use off designated routes could be lessened through user information programs (i.e.
low-impact camping).

Page 40 IV. Environmental Consequences
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3. Water

Water resources have been extensively and intensively managed on the Grand Mesa National Forest
for over 100 years. Numerous reservoirs and ditches, as well as natural lakes and stream courses store
and move water on and off the Grand Mesa. Communities surrounding the Forest use this water for
recreation, domestic use, power generation and irrigation. Good water quality is important for these
uses as well as providing important fish and wildlfe habitat.

Effects of Off-route travel by all motorized vehicles.
Off-route travel by motorized trail vehicles.

Water quality is directly related to impacts on soil and vegetative resources. Off-route travel by
motorized vehicles which impacts soils resulting in increased overland flow and erosion, in turn results
in increased sedimentation and decreased water quality. Potential impacts are related to soil type, slope
and distance of disturbance from water source. (Locations showing evidence where this is occuring
include Grove Creek, Young’s Lake, Lake-of-the-Woods area.)

The anticipated increase in motorized recreation use on the Grand Mesa could result in an increase in
off-route motorized vehicle use, as well. The number and area of unplanned travel routes impacting
riparian zones could increase. This in turn would result in increased impacts to water quality.

User ethics education, signing, information and enforcement are management tools which could be used
to reduce impacts under these travel management options.

Effects of Travel by motorized vehicles on designated routes,
Gincluding and excluding snowmobiles traveling on snow).

As with soils, restricting motorized activity to designated routes could reduce impacts to water quality.
Designated routes would be designed and constructed to handle the anticipated traffic. Drainage
structures would be installed to dissipate overland flow to reduce erosion. Wet areas would be avoided
or structures installed (i.e. bridges, culverts, hardened fords) to reduce impacts to soil and water
resources. Routine maintenance would occur on designated routes, to ensure drainage structures are

working. Seasonal or temporary route closures could also be used to restrict travel during wet soil
conditions.

Watershed rehabilitation needs on nonsystem trails could be reduced over time where travel is restricted
to designated routes, because as these nonsystem trails recover naturally or are rehabilitated, impacts
to soil and water resources could be reduced.

@

There would be no impacts to water resources as a result of snowmobile activity on or off designated
routes.

Effects of Closure to motorized travel.

There would be no impacts to water resources from motorized vehicle travel under this travel
management option.

As with soils, water resources could be negatively impacted by non-motorized activities (i.e. horseback
riding, mountain biking, hiking) during wet soil conditions, just as described above. Similar mitigation
measures as mentioned above could be used to lessen impacts of non-motorized use on designated routes.
Impacts resulting from non-motorized use off designated routes could be lessened through user
information programs (i.e. low-impact camping).
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4. Vegetation

Elevations on the Grand Mesa National Forest vary from 6,000 to 11,000 feet. Plant associations found
on the Forest include pinyon-juniper woodlands, mixed shrublands, aspen forests, mixed aspen-conifer
and spruce-fir forests, interspersed with grasslands and forblands. Species mix depends on elevation,
exposure and soil types, as does productivity. Arelatively short growing season (approximately 45 days
above elevations of 9,000 feet) directly effects how an area recovers from disturbance.

Effects of Off-route travel by all motorized vehicles.
Off-route travel by motorized trail vehicles.

Vegetation can be crushed and bruised by off-route motorized travel. Where travel is repeated over the
same path, roots can become exposed and damaged. Affected plants lose vigor. Results can vary from
less individual plant growth to loss of plant species. Trees can be cut down or pushed over to clear paths.
In wet areas, soils may become compacted and plants may be unable to germinate in the area. Associated
soil erosion and water quality degradation may occur. Loss of vegetation in wet areas may also result
in these sites drying up. Non-native or undesirable plant seeds can be introduced. There may be a loss
of species diversity.

These impacts are associated with the path of motorized travel. Where motorized travel is spread out
over a large area, so are the impacts.

The most impact occurs during wet soil conditions. In areas with productive soils, natural regeneration
may occur if the disturbance is not repeated. In areas with low soil productivity, the disturbance of
off-route travel may be visible for years.

Effects from motorized use are often subtle but significant. Impacts can expand away from originating
points (roads/trails). Disruptions and/or demise of functions between soils, plants, water cycles and air
resulting from motorized impacts are not as readily observed.

User ethics education, and informative signing are tools that can be used to help lessen the impacts of
off-route motorized travel, by encouraging users to stay on existing routes.

Effects of Travel by motorized vehicles on designated routes,
(including and excluding snowmobiles traveling on snow).

Vegetation is cleared to construct and/or maintain designated routes. The disturbance to the vegetative
resource is greatest along any given travel route corridor. Designated routes are usually constructed to
avoid sensitive areas (i.e. riparian area, wet meadows) as much as possible. Often the existing
vegetation is used to enhance the visual quality along roads and trails. Limiting motorized travel to
designated routes will reduce impacts to the vegetative resource.

Linear breaks (like roads or trails through plant communities) can act as barriers to these communities.
High densities of linear breaks result in fragmentation of plant communities and landscapes.

Shoulder and side cuts along roads create micro-climates within the ecosystem. Plants generally found
in these sites are more adapted to drier, disturbed growing conditions than native high elevation mesic
species. Micro-pollutants (i.e. petroleum products) accumulations are higher within ground level air
zones along roads.

Snowmobile travel on or off-route will have little effect on vegetative resources.
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Effects of Closure to motorized travel. »

There would be no impacts to vegetative resources from motorized vehicle travel under this travel
management option.

Vegetative resources could be negatively impacted by non-motorized activities (i.e. horseback riding,
mountain biking, hiking) during wet soil conditions, overland travel or under heavy use, just as described
above. Impacts resulting from non-motorized use off-designated routes could be lessened through user
information programs (i.e. low-impact camping). Impacts from any new non-motorized trail
construction or maintenance would be limited to a corridor along the travel route.

5. Fisheries, Aquatic and Riparian Resources

Natural water courses on the Grand Mesa have been greatly altered by private development. Wetland
and shallow lake habitats have been replaced by reservoirs and stock ponds. Still water environments,
seeping dams, spillways and culverts provide todays amphibian habitat. Motorized routes have added
to the further loss of remaining riparian and wetland areas. Many moist meadows have been
fragmented by these routes, which drain away surface runoff or alter subterranean flows. Some historic
moist meadows are now dry meadows.

Effects of Off-route travel by all motorized vehicles.
Off-route travel by motorized trail vehicles.

People are naturally drawn to water and riparian areas. As a result, some off-route motorized travel
paths could cross wetlands and streams. Loss of vegetation, soil structure (through compaction) and
bank stability may occur, resulting in increased sedimentation. Streambanks and lake and reservoir
shorelines which receive heavy motorized use could become denuded of vegetation and soils could become
compacted and rutted. Increased sediment could enter the water. Increased sediment could negatively
impact fisheries, by reducing available oxygen and potentially covering spawning gravels. Additional
fishing pressure from the anticipated increased use may result in the more accessible fisheries being
over fished.

Wetlands and streams regulate stability of entire watersheds. Degradation of these areas may result
not only in loss of native plants, wildlife and fish, but impact water quality of entire watersheds.

Effects of Travel by motorized vehicles on designated routes,
(including and excluding snowmobiles traveling on snow).

Impacts to fisheries, aquatic resources and riparian resources could be reduced by restricting motorized
vehicles to designated routes. Designated routes could be located away from riparian areas wherever
possible, to reduce the amount of sediment and overland water flow that could be generated from
motorized travel. Routine maintenance on roads and trails to insure drainage structures are working
properly and seasonal route closures during wet soil conditions would also reduce potential impacts to
aquatic and riparian resources. Where routes cross riparian areas and/or streams, mitigating measures
like bridges, hardened fords, or culverts would be used to lessen impacts. Crossing would be at right
angles, to reduce the amount of surface disturbance adjacent to the riparian area/stream.

Potential impacts to fisheries could also be reduced. By having a network of maintained routes, a
diversity of fishing experiences can be managed for, along with proactive management of riparian
vegetation.

Snowmobile activity would have little impact on fisheries, aquatic resources or riparian resources.
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Effects of Closure to motorized travel.

Impacts to riparian habitat resulting from motorized travel would be eliminated; however, impacts to
streambanks and lake and reservoir shorelines (devegetation, soil compaction) could result from
non-motorized activities if use is heavy. Eliminating motorized access to some popular fishing areas
could concentrate people into areas more easily accessed. Potential problems could be lessened through
user ethic education and good distribution of information on alternate locations for similar activities.

6. Wildlife Habitat

Effects of Off-route travel by all motorized vehicles.
Off-route travel by motorized trail vehicles.

Motorized use is only one aspect influencing habitat effectiveness; however, it is one of the more
manageable facets of public resource management. Off-route motorized travel decreases habitat
effectiveness for many species. Habitat effectiveness is the percentage of usable habitat available for
wildlife (Lyons and Christensen, 1992). Habitat effectiveness correlates to influences of cover,
topography and food (Basil and Lonner, 1979; Hillis et al, 1991). Habitat effectiveness in areas with
gentler and more open slopes depends on greater amounts of undisturbed habitat (Hillis, et al, ibid.;
Thomas, 1976).

Species tied to small home ranges (i.e. small mammals, neotropical birds and amphibians) are
susceptible to routes crossing meadow areas dissecting plant and animal communities. Numerous
microsites could develop and the balance of the meadow ecosystems shifts. These shifts are often beyond
the adaptable limits of plants and wildlife. Native plants could be replaced by exotic weeds or invader
species. Local populations of some wildlife species, such as amphibians or certain insect species could
become less common or disappear altogether.

Other species with larger home ranges prefer larger expanses of uninterrupted forested habitat. Routes
crossing densely forested areas intrude upon species dependent upon interior habitat. The more breaks
in the interior, the greater the fragmentation of the habitat. Habitat for interior species, such as pine
marten and goshawk, could become fragmented as new user routes are developed or created.

Animals adopt movement patterns within a defined area of their home range. These patterns are
influenced by stress on the animal. If an animal becomes stressed the animal may move out of an area
more easily. An animal will remain in an area only when the balance of food, water and security cover
(provided by either topography or vegetation) offset the stress an animal is experiencing. (Lyon,.Jack
and Christensen, 1992)

Topography and vegetative cover along roads/trails is very important to big game, especially for heavily
used routes. Calving areas which are topographically separated from low-traffic roads have a higher
probability of use than areas with topographic barriers between calving locations and high use roads.
Calving areas separated from high use traffic areas by minimal topographic barriers are least used
(Edge and Marcum 1991, Perry and Overly, 1977). Unique habitat features such as wallows, springs
or ridgetops may require more security cover, as well.

Off-route motorized travel can negatively impact big game by encroaching upon important habitats,
especially during critical time periods (i.e. calving/fawning, fall breeding areas, winter ranges, staging
areas, migration routes).

Use of snowmobiles to run trap lines could negatively impact furbearer species, such as pine marten.
A much larger area can be accessed and trapped through the use of motorized vehicles than would be
possible with foot access.
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Effects of Travel by motorized vehicles on designated routes,
(including and excluding snowmobiles traveling on snow).

With motorized travel only on designated roads and trails, encroachment into wildlife habitat could be
reduced from what is described above. Sensitive habitats like meadows and riparian areas could be
avoided by designated routes. Additional nonsystem/user developed routes would not further fragment
interior habitats.

Travel routes should be located where vegetative cover and topographic barriers lie between unique
habitat features such as winter ranges, fall concentration areas, wetlands, riparian areas, wallows or
calving areas. Where alternative location opportunities are limited, other management options (i.e.
seasonal road closures, restrictions on types of motorized use, etc.) can be explored (Leege, 1984, Lyon
et al, 1985).

Big game winter range areas would be closed to snowmobile and vehicle use (approximately November
15 through May 1). In the spring, elk calving and transitional range could be closed to snowmobile use
(except on groomed and/or marked snowmobile trails) or other vehicle travel beginning approximately
April 15 to June 15 (depending on snow conditions, etc.). This would not likely affect snowmobiling
opportunities, because snow condition which would allow elk to move into the area are not conducive to
snowmobile use.

Impacts of trapping on furbearers would be the same as described above where snowmobile use is not
restricted to designated routes. Where snowmobile use is restricted to designated routes the impacts
of trapping would be lessened.

Effects of Closure to motorized travel.

The effects of closing an area to all motorized travel would further reduce the potential of motorized
disturbance to wildlife habitat. System non-motorized trails would be designed to avoid critical habitat
areas, however off-route non-motorized travel could potentially impact animals at critical periods in
some circumstances.

A closure to motorized travel would reduce the potential impact of winter trapping on furbearers by
limiting the amount of area that could readily be covered by non-motorized means.

7. Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species
All travel management activities are subject to the provisions of the Endangered Species Act.

All modes of travel on road/trail and cross-country have the potential to adversely effect threatened,
endangered and sensitive plant, animal and fish species on the Forest, unless species and their habitats
are protected and monitored where they are known to occur. Provisions will be made to protect existing
and new populations, individuals and habitat on a case by case basis. Where a biological assessment
and/or evaluation indicates a species may be adversely affected, measures would be adopted to prevent
any adverse impacts.

Threatened and Endangered Species

American Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum) Endangered - The
peregrine falcon nests on large cliffs overlooking or situated near streams, rivers and
possibly lakes. There are no known active nesting sites on the Grand Mesa National
Forest, however two eyries occur on lands adjacent to the Forest. Adults and juvenile
birds have been observed hunting on the Forest primarily along the mesa rim. Juvenile
birds have been found, apparently hit by motor vehicles, along Hwy 65in 1990 and 1991.
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Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalius) Endangered - The bald eagle is known to
occur year-round on the Grand Mesa National Forest. They are common migrants
through the area during spring and fall and they also winter in the main river drainages
where open water is abundant, both on and off the Forest. Big game winter ranges are
frequented in the winter where eagles feed on carrion. Winter roost sites are associated
with feeding areas. Bald eagles have been observed near several lakes on the Grand
Mesa during the nesting period, but no nest sites are known to occur. Nesting may occur
in the future as bald eagle populations increase. Bald eagles are very sensitive to human
disturbance during the nesting period.

Whooping Crane (Grus americana) Endangered - Whooping cranes pass over the
Grand Mesa during their spring and fall migrations between southern New Mexico and
central Idaho. Cranes stop and rest at Fruit Growers Reservoir, just south of the Grand
Mesa, near Orchard City and Cedaredge, to rest before or after crossing the Grand Mesa.
Whooping cranes have been reintroduced into this flyway by replacing whooping crane
eggs in sandhill crane nests. The sandhill crane parents raise the whooping cranes,
which have continued to migrate with their foster parents. Whooping cranes may
occassionally stop on the Grand Mesa to feed or rest during their migrations.

Colorado Squawfish (Ptychocheilus lucius) Endangered - Historic range of the
Colorado squawfish included the main channels and major tributaries of the entire
Colorado River basin. Present distribution is restricted to the upper Colorado River
system above Glen Canyon. No habitat occurs on the Grand Mesa National Forest,
however this downstream species could potentially be impacted by any activity which
depletes the amount of water entering the Colorado River system.

Razorback Sucker (Xyrauchen texanus) Endangered - Historically this species
also occurred throughout the main channels and tributaries of the Colorado River basin.
It is known to exist in the Green River (below its confluence with the Yampa River) and
in the Colorado River upstream from its confluence with the Green River, to DeBeque,
CO. No habitat occurs on the Grand Mesa National Forest. Potentially dewatering
activities could also impact this downstream species.

Bonytail Chub (Gila elegans) Endangered - This species once occurred throughout
the Colorado River basin. Present distribution is in the Black Rocks area of Ruby
Canyon and Cataract Canyon (Colorado River) and Desolation Canyon (Green River).
No habitat for this species exists on the Grand Mesa National Forest. Activities which
could remove water from the Colorado River system could have adverse impacts on this
downstream species.

Humpback Chub (Gila cypha) Endangered - This species occurs in the upper
Colorado River in canyon areas with fast currents, deep pools and boulders. No habitat
for this species exists on the Grand Mesa National Forest. As with the other endangered
fish species, activities which could reduce the amount of water in the river system could
adversely effect this downstream species.

Candidate Species

North American Lynx (Felis lynx canadensis) - Colorado is the southernmost range
for this species. Lynx prefer boreal forest situations consisting of spruce, fir, lodgepole
pine and mixed aspen/conifer. Its primariy prey species, the snowshoe hare, frequents
these habitats. Dense stands of young conifers are used for hunting; mature stands are
used for denning, cover and travel corridors. Lynx habitat and range has dwindled due
to hunting, trapping pressure and predator control programs. Forest fragmentation
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caused by roading and logging and increased accessibility for trappers have probably '

contributed to their decline.

North American Wolverine (Gulo luscus) - Historically the wolverine occurred on
the Grand Mesa. No recent sightings have been reported. Wolverine inhabit coniferous
forests and alpine areas during the summer and move to lower elevations during the
winter where carrion or weakened big game animals could be present. They prefer large
unroaded areas where contact with humans is minimal. As with the lynx, habitat and
range for this species has probably been reduced by roading and logging. Increased
trapper accessibility may also have impacted this species. This species, like the lynx,
prefers large unroaded areas where contact with humans is minimal.

Northern Goshawk (Accipiter gentilis) - This species occupies mature coniferous,
mixed coniferous/aspen and aspen forests which occur on the Grand Mesa National
Forest. Large unbroken areas of habitat are preferred. This species is particularly
sensitive to disturbance during nesting periods (March 15 through July 31). Habitat
fragmentation can adversely impact this species.

Boreal Western Toad (Bufo boreas boreas) - High elevation spruce/fir communities
associated with open moist and wet meadows and areas of still water are suitable habitat
for this species. This subspecies is the only toad to utilize habitat at elevations above
9,000 feet. It winters under spruce/fir roots and downed materials. Metamorphic
young use drier uplands. Once common across the Grand Mesa, this species has
drastically declined in number.

Colorado River Cutthroat Trout (Oncorhynchus clarki pleuriticus) - This
species is native to the Colorado River drainages, including all major creeks on the
Grand Mesa National Forest. Due to habitat loss and competition from introduced
species, numbers have steadily declined. Spring spawning is regulated by water
temperatures reaching a minimum of 45 degrees F., in clean, sediment free gravel beds
with moderate water flows. Well vegetated stable stream banks are needed to regulate
high water flows and water temperatures. Instream cover and good pool to riffle ratios
are important to fry survival. The Forest Service is currently working with the Colorado
Division of Wildlife to develop a conservation plan for this species to prevent its status
from declining further. Plans to reintroduce this species to several areas on the Grand
Mesa are currently being studied.

Flannelmouth Sucker (Cafostomus latipinnis) - This species is native to the
Colorado River system. Habitat occurs in rocky pools, runs and riffle habitat in medium
to large rivers in the system. No habitat for this species occurs on the Grand Mesa
National Forest. Like the endangered fish species, population declines are thought to
be the result of dam and reservoir construction, introduction of non-native fishes and
removal of water from the Colorado River system.

Roundtail Chub (Gila robusta) - Roundtail chub once occurred throughout the
Colorado River system. This species is now only found in isolated populations. This
species does not occur on the Grand Mesa National Forest. Population declines are
likely the result of dam and reservoir construction, introduction of non-native species
and removal of water from the Colorado River system.

Grand Mesa Penstemon (Penstemon mensarum) - This plant is found onlyinMesa
and Delta counties on the Grand Mesa. It is found in the Gambel oak and aspen plant
associations at elevations from 7,200 to 9,500 feet. It can also occur in open meadows
on low creek terraces. This species is susceptible to impacts from off-route travel.
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Sensitive species or species of special concern within Colorado and Region 2 of the Forest Service which
could be affected by travel management activities include:

Greenland Primrose (Primula egaliksensis) Wormsk. ex. Hornem. - This species
is limited to very wet meadows and swales in the high mountain valleys, where it is
associated with sedges, rushes, shooting star and pale blue-eyed grass. This plant has
only been collected from one site in Colorads, not on the Grand Mesa National Forest;
however, suitable habitat is present on the Forest.

Harrington’s Beardtongue (Penstemon harringtonii) Penl. - This plant occurs on
pinyon, juniper and sagebrush covered slopes of the upper Colorado and Eagle River
valleys. This penstemon grows 1 to 2 1/2 feet tall, has deep blue to pinkish lilac flowers
with two stamens extending out of the throat of the flower like a tongue. Scattered
populations may occur on the lower elevation of the Grand Mesa National Forest,
however none are known to exist at this time.

Northern Leopard Frog (Rana pipiens) - The leopard frog typically inhabits the
banks and shallow portions of permanent bodies of water, especially those having rooted
aquatic vegetation. This species can also be found in wet meadows. Once abundant
throughout Colorado, it is becoming increasingly scarce throughout much of its range.

Tiger Salamander (Ambystoma tigrinum) - This species occurs in most habitats
that contain non-flowing water suitable for breeding, up to 12,000 feet in elevation.
Preferred sites include ponds that are mud bottomed and at least 18" deep, with a
shallow shoreline,

Milk Snake (Lampropeltis traingulum) - Milk snakes are strikingly colored with
alternating black, red, black, yellow bands. This snake ranges from extreme southern
Canada to northern South America and uses a wide variety of habitats including
grasslands, sandhills, canyons and open stands of ponderosa pine and pinyon-juniper.
In western Colorado this species normally occurs below 6,000 feet in elevation. The
subspecies found on the Grand Mesa National Forest is the Utah milk snake (L.
traingulum taylori). This snake is a constrictor and eats small mammals, birds, lizards,
snakes, and bird and reptile eggs.

Pine Marten (Martes americana) - The pine martin is closely tied to old growth
spruce-fir forests, particularly the down woody component of these forests. Large snags
and logs are required for nesting and feeding. This species preys on small mammals
and birds. Marten require large areas of connected habitat. They are very susceptible
to trapping. One of the greatest threats is the construction of roads into their habitat.
Surveys are currently being done to gather population information on the Grand Mesa.

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Epidonax trailii extimus) - Willow flycatchers
are closely associated with riparian habitats such as willow or alder thickets along
streams, on the shores of ponds or bordering marshy areas. They are also found in the
brushy margins of fields, along mountain streams and in shrubby floodplain areas. This
species is not believed to occur on the Grand Mesa National Forest, however potentially
suitable habitat is found along scattered riparian areas on the Forest.

Ferruginous Hawk (Buteo regalis) - This hawk inhabits grassland prairies, plains
and broken hills and is found around the base of Grand Mesa. No nests have been
identified on the Forest. Breeding pairs are extremely sensitive to human activity near
their nests and will easily abandon their nests if disturbed before eggs hatch. Loss of
native grassland and shrubland habitat has resulted in the decline of this species.
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Flammulated Owl (Otus flammeolus) - This owl can occur in mixed forests of
ponderosa pine, oak, aspen, spruce and fir up to 10,000 feet in elevation. Nests occur
in natural or woodpecker excavated cavities. This owl avoids stands that have been cut
over, suggesting it requires more mature stands.

Western Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia) - This small owl is commonly
associated with abandoned and active prairie dog colonies. No nests have been found
on the Forest to date. This owl is very sensitive to disturbance near its nesting hole in
the ground.

Three-toed Woodpecker (Picoides tridactylus) - This woodpecker prefers dead
standing trees, particularly where fire has destroyed large stands. It feeds on these
dead trees for wood boring insects. Population declines have been linked to snag habitat
loss from harvesting and control of forest fires, which stifles creation of new habitat.

Boreal Owl (Aegolius funereus) - The boreal owl is closely associated with high
elevation spruce-fir and lodgepole pine forests. The boreal owl nests in cavities made
by woodpeckers or in natural holes in snags. This species occurs on the Grand Mesa.
A study is currently underway on Grand Mesa, to gather population information for this
species.

Effects of Off-route travel by all motorized vehicles.
Off-route travel by motorized trail vehicles.

Plant, amphibian and reptile species have the greatest potential for having adverse effects from off-route
motorized travel. Plants can be directly impacted, which can result in loss of individual plants, and
which can effect changes in habitat for plant, amphibian and reptile species. (See impacts described
in Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat sections above.)

Colorado River cutthroat trout habitat has been dramatically degraded by the loss of spawning/rearing
habitat and decline of natural waterways. Off-route motorized travel has the potential to adversely
impact trout habitat (see effects described under Fisheries, Aquatic and Riparian Resources section).

Interior forest species like the pine marten and boreal owl could continue to have habitats disturbed by
off-route motorized travel, further limiting the availability of effective security habitat, directly
influencing populations.

Species requiring solitude (i.e. northern goshawk and boreal owl), especially during nesting and young
rearing periods could be affected during these critical times by random off-route motorized travel.

Closures, yearlong or during critical time periods, would be necessary to prevent any impacts to any
given threatened, endangered or proposed species or its habitat.

Effects of Travel by motorized vehicles on designated routes,
(including and excluding snowmobiles traveling on snow).

A system of motorized travel on designated routes would allow for planned avoidance of susceptible
species/habitats totally, or during critical reproductive periods. Known populations of threatened,
endangered or proposed species and their habitats could be avoided so that travel management activities
will have no adverse effect on the species or their habitats. Disturbance to sensitive species or species
of concern or their habitat can be avoided or minimized to reduce any adverse effects. Further mitigation
measures could be applied if needed.

Also see Effects of Travel on designated routes discussion in the Wildlife Habitat section above,
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Effects of Closure to motorized travel,

No effects from motorized travel on threatened, endangered or sensitive species would occur. Mitigation
such as monitoring known populations/habitat and closing areas during critical time periods would
prevent any potential impacts to sensitive species or species of special concern.

Also see Effects of Closure to motorized travel discussion in the Wildlife Habitat section above.

8. Livestock Management

Effects of Off-route travel by all motorized vehicles.
Off-route travel by motorized trail vehicles.

Off-route motorized travel can impact livestock management in several ways. Vegetation/forage can be
impacted as described above. Motorized vehicle use along livestock paths can widen these routes
(potentially impacting soil and vegetative resources). If motorized use along livestock paths is extensive,
livestock may develop and use alternative routes. Conversely, livestock could use travel routes
developed by motorized users, which could result in undesirable grazing/movement patterns. Impacts
on permitted livestock usually occur as motorized vehicles pass through or by the animals. These
impacts are normally short-term and very localized.

Impacts from off-route motorized travel to livestock management could be lessened through user
education/information programs.

Effects of Travel by motorized vehicles on designated routes,
(including and excluding snowmobiles traveling on snow).

Use on and location of designated routes would be considered in designing allotment management (a
joint effort between permittees and the Forest Service), so that potential impacts from motorized travel
could be reduced.

Grazing permittees would be authorized to continue any off-route motorized activities which are
required to administer their permitted use, under a special authorization.

Livestock grazing and snowmobile use do not occur at the same time on the Grand Mesa National Forest
so there would be impacts to livestock from snowmobile use.

Effects of Closure to motorized travel.

There would be no impacts to livestock management from public motorized travel under this alternative.
Non-motorized users could still cause disturbances to livestock, vegetation and soil resources, as
previously described. These impacts could be lessened through user information/education programs.

Closure to motorized travel would relate only to public motorized travel. If grazing permittees require
motorized access to administer their allotments, this use would be allowed under a special travel
authorization.
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9. Recreation

Effects of Off-route travel by all motorized vehicles.
Off-route travel by motorized trail vehicles.

Visual Quality

Visual scars from ruts, erosion, bog holes and tree removal could result from off-route motorized travel.
Multiple tracks or paths around reservoirs and other bodies of water would reduce vegetative cover in
these areas and lessening the natural forest appearance.

Motorized User Experience

The spectrum of motorized use experiences would continue under these options. Motorized users would
be able to use the existing system and nonsystem roads and trails. Additional travel ways could
continue to evolve as the anticipated use increases. Off-route travel would be available to motorized
users. Nonsystem routes would not be maintained by the Forest Service, which could effect the ease
with which motorized users could travel through the Forest. On the other hand, this could provide
adventure for those who enjoy exploring unmarked and unmapped areas. There would be no separation
of motorized uses.

Non-motorized User Experience

Recreation experience settings such as walk-in fishing lakes, hunting without the noise of motorized
activity, or a sense of remoteness or solitude would decrease in availability under this option.

Winter Recreation Experience

There could be an increase in conflicts between motorized (snowmobiles) and non-motorized
(cross-country skiers) use under this option because motorized activity would not be restricted. Both
types of activities occur on similar terrain.

Hunting and Fishing Experiences

Hunters desiring a non-motorized experience could be negatively impacted by the allowed off-route use
of motorized vehicles. The noise and increased number of hunters could reduce hunter success. Hunters
who desire motorized access into areas they could not normally get to and those who like to use ATVs
to retrieve downed game would be positively impacted by this travel management option.

Disabled User Experience

The ability to use motorized vehicles off-route would enhance the opportunities for mobility impaired
individuals to use the Forest if they use motorized vehicles.

Forest Visitor Safety

Off-route travel and travel along nonsystem, unmaintained routes increases the risk to Forest visitors.
The chance of mechanical problems or accidents is increased off maintained routes. Interactions
between different types of users which could result in accidents is also increased on routes where use
is not segregated or anticipated.

IV. Environmental Consequences Page 51
A. General Consequences of Area-wide Management Options



Grand Mesa Travel Management Plan EA

Effects of Travel by motorized vehicles on designated routes,
(including and excluding snowmobiles traveling on snow).

Visual Quality

These options would minimize visual impacts as all motorized travel would be on designated routes
which would receive routine maintenance. The trails not designated would be allowed to recover
naturally over time. Visual impacts in visually sensitive areas (e.g. along the Grand Mesa Scenic and
Historic Byway) would be rehabilitated where natural recovery would be too slow or inadequate.

Motorized User Experience

Restricting motorized travel to designated routes would eliminate the opportunity to travel off-route
using motorized vehicles. However, designated routes could form networks and loops which would
provide for motorized experiences. Some routes could be designated for different users, reducing
conflicts and improving user safety.

Non-motorized User Experience

Non-motorized user experiences could be enhanced by the options of restricting motorized use to
designated routes. This could reduce the noise and eliminate the presence of motorized vehicles
off-route. The nonsystem routes not designated for motorized use could be available to non-motorized
users without motorized conflicts. Non-motorized routes could also be designated, providing additional
areas for these users.

Winter Recreation Experience

There would be a decrease in conflicts between motorized (snowmobiles) and non-motorized
(cross-country skiers) use under this option where each activity could be restricted to designated routes
or areas. The potential for conflicts between motorized and non-motorized winter recreation would
remain the same where both types of activities occur on similar terrain.

Hunting and Fishing Experiences

The same restrictions of travel only on designated routes would apply during the hunting season.
Hunters desiring or needing more motorized access than would be provided by this option may choose
to not hunt on the Grand Mesa or they can choose to hunt by utilizing one of the designated motorized
roads and trails that provide access to the backcountry. Hunters that prefer non-motorized hunting
would find this hunting opportunity in areas away from roads and trails. Retrieval of down game off
designated roads and trails in travel restricted areas would be by horseback or human back. Hunting
access for hunters not physically able to pack game out would decrease with this option. Physical
limitations due to age, high altitude and general overall physical fitness will be a factor for hunters who
must pack out their game by horse or on foot.

Disabled User Experience
The opportunity for travel off-route would be eliminated, however the improvement of motorized
networks and loop routes on designated routes would still provide for motorized experiences for mobility
impaired users.

Forest Visitor Safety

User safety would be increased because people would be using maintained designated routes rather
than nonsystem routes.
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Effects of Closure to motorized travel.
Visual Quality

Closing an area to motorized travel will reduce visual impacts of motorized travel. Closed routes and
areas would be allowed to recover naturally over time. Visual impacts in visually sensitive areas would
be rehabilitated where natural recovery would be too slow or inadequate.

Motorized User Experience
Opportunities for motorized travel would be eliminated in areas closed to motorized travel.
Non-motorized User Experience

Opportunities for non-motorized use would be increased in areas closed to motorized use. Conflicts
between these types of use would be eliminated. .

Winter Recreation Experience

Opportunities for snowmobiling would not be available under this option. Cross-country skiing
experience would be enhanced because potential conflicts with snowmobiles would not occur.

Hunting and Fishing Experiences

Hunters desiring a more primitive experience would be able to find this in areas closed to motorized
travel. Hunters wanting to use motorized vehicles would have to relocate to areas allowing this
opportunity.

Disabled User Experience

Areas closed to motorized use will not be accessible to most mobility impaired users. Only those who
use non-motorized means of transportation (horse, mountain bike) would be able to use these areas.

Forest Visitor Safety

Non-motorized user safety would be enhanced along designated routes for non-motorized use. These
routes would be maintained for the desired users. Eliminating motorized travel would remove the
potential hazards of having motorized and non-motorized users in the same area. User safety for
non-motorized use off designated routes would not be affected.

10. Roads and Trails

Effects of Off-route travel by all motorized vehicles.
Off-route travel by motorized trail vehicles.

In areas with off-route travel, enforcement of the requirement that travel shall not damage or
unreasonably disturb the land, wildlife or vegetative resources is difficult. As noted in many of the
above sections under environmental consequences, impacts to the land, wildlife or vegetative resources
are probable with travel off route. With a very large, remote area, it is very unlikely that an offender
would be caught while causing resource damage.

Where unacceptable resource impacts occur on nonsystem trails, the benefiting function (e.g. watershed,
wildlife) would have to fund the repair or rehabilitation of the resource. Road maintenance appropriated
funds are available to physically close nonsystem roads by waterbars, ripping, and seeding, but trail
maintenance funds cannot be used to close and rehabilitate nonsystem trails.
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Effects of Travel by motorized vehicles on designated routes,
(including and excluding snowmobiles traveling on snow).

Nonsystem routes would be closed and watershed rehabilitation needs on nonsystem trails would be
completed over time. Road and trail maintenance would be focused on designated routes. Routine
maintenance to ensure drainage structures are working properly and seasonal closures to prevent route
use during wet soil conditions would also protect roads and trails.

With no areas open to off-route travel, there would be more probability for compliance as a result of user
education. Enforcement efforts would be aided since travel off-route would be a violation.

Effects of Closure to motorized travel.

Effects to road and trail maintenance and signing and mapping would be the same as described above,
except that no motorized activities would be allowed or benefited.

11. Special Uses

A special use permittee (e.g. water users, loggers, livestock permittees, oil and gas operators) would be
granted the necessary access provided for in their special use permit, regardless of the travel
management option applied to a given area. However, the responsibility for construction and
maintenance of that access will vary depending on the adopted travel management alternative.

Effects of Off-route travel by all motorized vehicles
Off-route travel by motorized trail vehicles.

Where public access is not restricted to designated routes, the special use permittee would be responsible
for their commensurate share of construction and/or maintenance of their permitted access.

In the case of special use permits for dams and reservoirs, the Forest land upon which dams and
reservoirs are constructed, operated and maintained is available for other uses, including recreation
such as fishing and utilization of dams for trails. The Forest cannot completely absolve the
owners/operators of liability. If a trail accessing a reservoir is a system trail, managed by the U.S. Forest
Service; the responsibility for the safe operation and maintenance of that trail falls upon the Forest
Service. In addition, the road or trail must be designed, constructed and maintained to protect the
structural integrity of the dam and meet safety requirements for the dam.

Effects of Travel by motorized vehicles on designated routes,
(including and excluding snowmobiles traveling on snow).

Holders of special use permits and other authorizations would continue to have access to their permitted
operations. Where motorized public access is restricted on the permitted routes, the permittees would
be responsible for construction and maintenance costs. Permittee access would have special travel
authorization. Access to reservoirs by water users would be on specified route(s) (to each reservoir).
Where access is not closed to the public, no special travel authorizations for access would be required
by the permittees.

Where only special use permittees are allowed to use motorized vehicles by permit, they would have
their travel authorization in or on their vehicle to show they are authorized to be in a restricted area.

Effects of Closure to motorized travel.
Any motorized access required to administer a special use permit would be allowed under special travel

authorization. Any maintenance and/or construction costs associated with the required motorized
access would be the responsibility of the permittee.
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Where only special use permittees are allowed to use motorized vehicles by permit, they would have
their authorization in or on their vehicle to show they are authorized to be in a restricted area.

B. Area Specific Consequences

Brief descriptions of the 18 planning areas can be found in Appendix D. For many of the planning areas,
the consequences of the five travel management options would be the same as described in the section
above. The following discussion describes only additional or unique environmental consequences for a
given planning area.

1. Battlement Mesa
Unique effects of travel management options on the Battlement Mesa area include:

- Off-route-motorized travel is not physically possible in the Sunnyside portion, due to
steep terrain. If this portion of the area were to remain open to motorized travel it
may encourage users to attempt motorized travel which could result in soil erosion
on the steep slopes and negatively impact the bighorn sheep herd which lives in this
area. Changing travel management to “travel only on designated routes” with the
1.3 miles of the Sunnyside road (the only existing route) being designated open would
not result in any additional impacts in this area. Closing this area to motorized
travel would eliminate the opportunity for motorized travel from Plateau Valley to
DeBeque along the Sunnyside road.

- Continuing and enforcing the "travel only on designated routes" management in the
Battlements portion of the area would protect big game transition, calving and
winter ranges. It would also reduce some of the motorized versus non-motorized
recreational use conflicts. Allowing off-route motorized travel will increase conflicts
between motorized and non-motorized users, result in increased erosion on the steep
slopes, and negatively impacting big game by reducing habitat effectiveness in the
area. Closing the Battlement portion to motorized travel would result in a loss of
motorized recreation opportunities in this area.

2. Mud Hill/Road Gulch/Hightower
Unique effects of travel management options on the Mud Hill/Road Gulch/Hightower area include:

- Big game winter range occurs in this area. A closure to motorized vehicles during the
winter protects big game during this critical time period. Any change that would
allow motorized travel during the time animals are on the winter range could
severely impact these animals by causing increased stress and possibly forcing
animals off their preferred range onto poorer quality range. The result could be an
increase in mortality of the animals.

3. Porter
Unique effects of travel management options on the Porter area include:

- Because relatively few motorized travel routes (system and nonsystem) exist in this
area, there is a higher concentration of wildlife and native plant communities due to
higher habitat effectiveness. Off-route motorized travel would result in development
of new travel routes, potentially decreasing habitat effectiveness. Restricting
motorized travel to designated routes would not result in decreased habitat
effectiveness and could increase habitat effectiveness where nonsystem routes may
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be rehabilitated. Closing the area to motorized travel would increase habitat
effectiveness.

4. Ruth Mountain

Effects of travel management options on this area are not unique from those described in the General
Consequences of Area-wide Management Options section on pages 38 through 54.

5. Willow Park/Plateau Creek
Unique effects of travel management options on the Willow Park/Plateau Creek area include:

- This area , as with the Porter area, has higher concentrations of wildlife due to the
greater amount of security habitat resulting from limited motorized travel routes.
Much of this area is currently managed with motorized travel restricted to
designated routes. If this management was changed to allow off-route motorized
travel, habitat effectiveness would be negatively impacted through potential new
route development. Habitat effectiveness within this area could be improved if the
entire area is managed for motorized travel only on designated routes, since areas of
critical habitat would be avoided by designated system routes. Closing the area to
motorized travel would increase habitat effectiveness.

6. Flat Tops

Unique effects of travel management options on the Flat Tops area include:

- Because this area is currently managed for motorized travel only on designated routes,
and the number of designated routes is small, the existing habitat effectiveness in
the area is high, with a correspondingly high wildlife concentration. Because the
terrain is very gentle in this area, the large amount of currently undisturbed habitat
is the major component of habitat effectiveness. If this area were managed to allow
off-route motorized travel, habitat effectiveness would be negatively impacted as a
result of habitat fragmentation by new routes. Maintaining the area as a "travel
only on designated routes” would maintain the existing habitat effectiveness.
Closing the area to motorized traffic would increase habitat effectiveness.

7. Upper Leon

Effects of travel management options on this area are not unique from those described in the General
Consequences of Area-wide Management Options section on pages 38 through 54.

8. Leroux Creek Drainage to Marcott Creek Road
Unique effects of travel management options in this area include:

- Access to reservoirs for water users occurs on routes currently designated as open.
There would be no impacts to water users by continuing existing travel management.
If off-route motorized travel were allowed in this area, additional impacts could occur
around reservoir shorelines and new routes could develop between reservoirs.
Closing this area to motorized travel would shift the maintenance requirements for
reservoir access routes from the Forest Service to the water users. Water users
would still have access to all reservoirs under special travel authorizations.
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9. Marcott Creek to Hwy. 65

Unique effects of travel management options on the Marcott Creek to Hwy. 65 area include:

Off-route motorized travel could impact relic native wetland plant communities
resulting in their decline or loss. Restricting motorized travel to designated routes
which would avoid these plant community sites would lessen this potential.

The high concentration of reservoirs in this area require water users access. Access is
along both system and nonsystem routes. Maintaining the existing travel
management would not effect water user access. Restricting motorized travel to
designated routes could result in limiting water user access to specified routes but
access would continue to be provided to each reservoir. If an access route is not
designated open to the public, maintenance responsibility for that access falls to the
water users. Water users would be assured access to all reservoirs through special
travel authorizations. Closing the area to motorized travel would shift all reservoir
access maintenance responsibilities to water users and all motorized access would be
under special travel authorization.

10. Highway 65 and Trickle Park Road Corridor

Effects of travel management options on this area are not unique from those described in the General
Consequences of Area-wide Management Options section on pages 38 through 54.

11. Highway 65 to Alkali Basin, Below the Rim

Unique effects of travel management options in this area include:

Access for water users to reservoirs is not restricted under the current travel
management regime. Restricting motorized travel to designated routes could impact
water users if the access routes they use are not designated as open to public
motorized travel. Access would not be restricted to water users, but may be limited
to specified routes, and route maintenance responsibilities may shift to water users.
Water user access would be under special travel authorizations. Closing this area to
motorized use would have similar impacts to water users.

12. Lands End and Indian Point

Unique effects of travel management options on the Lands End and Indian Point area include:

Off-route motorized travel could impact unique and relic native plant communities
resulting in their decline or loss. Restricting motorized travel to designated routes
which would avoid these plant community sites would lessen this potential.

The Flowing Park (Indian Point) closure was initiated to enhance elk security cover
with the implementation of the 1984 travel management plan. Because this area
has gentle slopes which do not add to security habitat, the timber stands near
Chambers Reservoir, the narrow mesa top between the rims above Alkali Basin and
Kannah Creek Basin (approximately 1 mile) and the motorized closure of this area
allow it to be a security area for elk, deer, black bear and mountain lions. This area
currently receives non-motorized use because of the gentle terrain. Use is heavy
during hunting seasons. If on or off-route motorized travel was allowed in this area
this security habitat would be lost.

The closure to motorized travel except for snowmobiles traveling over snow, currently
allows a unique experience for non-motorized users in the Indian Point area. The
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level terrain would provide an ideal opportunity for a hiking or mountain bike trail
along the rim,

13. Alkali/Kannah Creek/Whitewater Basin

Unique effects of travel management options in the Alkali/Kannah Creek/Whitewater Basin area
include:

- Big game winter range occurs in the lower elevations of this area, near the Lands End
Road. A winter motorized closure in this area prevents snowmobile activity to
protect wintering animals. Any change that would allow motorized activity in this
area while animals are on the winter range could detrimentally impact these animals
by causing increased stress, relocation to undesirable habitat and increased mortality.

14. Mesa Lakes

Effects of travel management options on this area are not unique from those described in the General
Consequences of Area-wide Management Options section on pages 38 through 54.

15. Coon/Bull/Cottonwood
Unique effects of travel management options in the Coon/Bull/Cottonwood area include:

- A large concentration of reservoirs occur in the upper Bull and Cottonwood drainages.
Access for water users to reservoirs is not restricted under the current travel ,
management regime. Restricting motorized travel to designated routes could impact
water users if the access routes they use are not designated as open to public
motorized travel. Access would not be restricted to water users, but may be limited
to specified routes, and route maintenance responsibilities may shift to water users.
Water user access would be under special travel authorizations. Closing this area to
motorized use would have similar impacts to water users.

- Relic soil areas, high water tables and saturated soils are scattered throughout the
area. Off-route travel would have the most impact on these areas. Restricting travel
to designated routes would attempt to avoid these areas. Closing this area to
motorized travel would eliminate motorized travel impacts on these soils.

16. Horse Mountain/Bonham
Unique effects of travel management options in the Horse Mountain/Bonham area include:

- Potential impacts to water users access to reservoirs in the upper Big Creek drainage
are similar to impacts deseribed for other areas with concentrations of reservoirs.

17. Sheep Flats/Young Lake
Unique effects of travel management options in the Sheep Flats/Young Lake area include:

- Parallel routes separated by a ridge and connected by road extensions on both ends of
the ridge and dissecting the ridge fragment security habitat within this area. These
routes cross perennial streams and wetlands. The ridge connection wanders through
spruce/fir vegetation and stays wet nearly year round. All routes are rutted and have
places where spurs occur to circumvent impassable sections.
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- Off-route travel and travel along nonsystem routes through wet areas is resulting in
loss of vegetation and drying of these sites. Amphibian habitat could be lostasa
result. Streambanks have been broken down and crossings are becoming wider and
shallower.

- Restricting motorized travel to designated routes would reduce the impacts to soil and
water resources and improve habitat effectiveness by reducing the motorized traffic
in the area. Closing this area to motorized travel would reduce the impacts further.

18. Fruita Division
Unique effects of travel management options in the Fruita Division area include:

. Off-route motorized travel could impact the relic willow and wetland habitats as well as
the waterfowl habitat located in this area. Retaining the "travel only on designated
routes” management would continue to protect these habitats. Closing the area to
motorized travel would have the same effect as restricting travel to designated
routes.

C. Specific Road and Trail Consequences

The environmental consequences of the 13 travel route options at the second level of decision have
generally been described under the General Consequences of Area-wide Management Options section.
Travel routes that are designed and maintained for specific uses will have the impacts as described
under the "Effects of Travel by motorized vehicles on designated routes,..." discussions. Non-motorized
travel on routes designed and maintained for non-motorized travel would have similar effects.

Motorized and non-motorized travel on routes that developed as a result of repeated use, as opposed to
being designed and maintained as part of a transportation system, have impacts similar to those
described in the "Effects of off-route travel by all motorized vehicles and off-route travel by motorized
trail vehicles.”

Closing and/or obliterating roads or trails result in impacts similar to those described in the "Effects of
closure to motorized travel” discussions.

The following tables list the specific roads and trails that would have changes in travel management
under the different alternatives. Unique effects of management changes are identified where they will
occur, otherwise effects of different management are as described under the General Consequences of
Area-wide Management Options section.
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TABLE 8. Low Standard System Roads with proposed changes in travel management
Road Name No. %‘,‘,’,’,-‘esl)‘ Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt.3 Alt4
Flowing Park Spur 1E 109.1E 1.10 0 0 cl O
Flowing Park Spur 2A 109.2A 0.80 0 cl 0 0
Flowing Park Spur 2B 109.2B 1.50 0 ct cl 0
Flowing Park Spur 2C 109.2C 0.62 0 ¢! ¢l 0
Weir & Johnson Spur 1B | 126.1B 1.32 0 clAs cl23 0
Hay Park Spur A 129.1A 0.50 C MT* MT MT"
Ryan 129.1G 1.43 C C MT MT
Prebble Reservoir 129.1H 0.25 C C MT* MT*
Eureka Reservoir #2 129.11 0.90 C C MT? MT*
Silver Lake 256 0.8 0 ¢t o o

O = Open to motorized and non-motorized traffic.
C = Closed to motorized traffic, open to non-motorized traffic.
MT = Motorized Trail, open to motorized trail vehicles and non-motorized traffic.

Consequences:

! Loss of motorized access to area. Impact is minimal due to length of spur or parallel route.
Non-motorized access would continue.

Eliminate full-sized vehicle access across dam which could result in structural weakening of the
dam. '

3 Reduce road density in area which may increase habitat effectiveness.

* Motorized recreation opportunity would be improved by using section of closed road to provide
linkages between existing motorized trails, to develop loop routes.
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'TABLE 9. Primitive System Roads with proposed changes in travel management

Road Name No. | remeth [ a1 | A2 | Al3 Altd
Pipeline 110 3.10 0 cl c! 0
Point Cow Camp 112.2B 0.80 0 2 0 0
Pitcairn 112.2C 0.50 0 MT? 0 0
Atkinson Reservoir 114 4.70 0 ct 0 0
Forest Lake Rd. 124 0.40 0 ch c*® 0
IColby Horsepark Reservoir] 127.2A 0.50 0 58 c>° 0
Mid-Griffith Lake 249 0.90 0 0 c* 0
Forty Acre Lake Rd. 256.1A 0.40 o) ct 0 o)
Horse Mtn. 9258.1C 3.10 0 M7 MT® 0
Bureau Pipeline 259 11.00 0 MT? 0] 0
|Cottonwood Cow Camp 259.1A 0.30 0 % MT® 0
Wagon Park 263.1A 1.50 0 0 MT> 0
IColorado Ute Powerline 264 7.40 C MT© M1 Mt
Powerline Spur Al 264.A1 0.50 C MTO M1 Mt
Powerline Spur A2 264.A2 0.90 c MT® Mt mtTY
Powerline Spur A3 264.A3 1.70 C MTO T Mt
Powerline Spur A5 264.A5 3.40 c MTO MTY M1
Buzzard Cow Camp 265.2D 0.70 0 c? 0 0
Dry Owens Creek 268.1A 1.75 0 0 M1 0]
Road Gulch 270.1A 1.00 0 MTS? MT> 0
Labbe Res. 279.13 3.10 0 ct c* 0
South Sheep Creek 281.1A 1.90 §) 0 MT® 8)

O = Open to motorized and non-motorized traffic.
C = Closed to motorized traffic, open to non-motorized traffic.
MT = Motorized Trail, open to motorized trail vehicles and non-motorized traffic.

NM = Non-motorized Trail, open only to non-motorized traffic.

Consequences:
1 Closing this road to motorized travel would improve habitat effectiveness in the Hwy 65 to Alkali
Basin area, in combination with other proposed route travel management changes, to create a larger
area with no motorized routes.

Loss of motorized access to area. Impact is minimal due to length of spur. Non-motorized access
would continue.
3 Closing the road to full-sized vehicles would change the recreational experience available at this
Teservoir.
4 Closing the road to motorized vehicles would change the recreational experience available at this
reservoir from motorized to non-motorized. A negative impact on those desiring motorized access
and a positive impact to non-motorized users.

Loss of motorized access to area. Impact is minimal due to length of spur. Non-motorized access
would continue.

Closing road will reduce sediment produced at stream crossing as a result of motorized travel.

Creating a non-motorized trail from a primitive road would change the recreational experience in
this area. Positive change for non-motorized users, negative change for motorized users.

Changing motorized use to allow only motorized trail vehicles would result in less potential
impacts to the roadbed which would also reduce potential sediment yield from the roadway.
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8 Changing motorized use to allow only motorized trail vehicles would reduce safety hazard of

full-sized and trail vehicles on the same route. Trail would provide linkage between existing

motorized trails to form loop.

10 Motorized recreation opportunity would be improved by using section of closed road to provide

linkages between existing motorized trails, to develop loop routes.

TABLE 10. System Trails with proposed changes in travel management

Trail Name No. | femgly | A1 | A2 | A3 Alt.4
Lake-of-the-Woods 506 5.90 MT NM12 | NM™* MT
Lily Lakes 509 0.50 MT NML3 NM** MT
ICrum Reservoir 511 3.40 NM MT* MT? MT*
Salt Creek 514 3.20 MT NM® NM° MT
|Greenwood 721 1.80 MT NM?2 MT MT
Blue Grouse 722 4.30 MT NMLS NM™° MT
Bull and Brown 1A 724.1A 2.00 MT MT NMLe MT
Bull and Brown 1B 724.1B 1.80 MT NMLE MT MT
Point Camp 725 3.00 MT NMLS MO MT
Drop Off 726 2.20 MT NMS | MOM®T MT
lcache Creek 903 1.40 MT MT NM® MT
Battlement Trail 527 1.00 MT MT NMm® MT

MT = Motorized Trail, open to motorized trail vehicles and non-motorized traffic.
NM = Non-motorized Trail, open only to non-motorized traffic.
MO = Motorcycle Trail, open to motorcycles and non-motorized traffic.

Consequences:

- Changing to non-motorized travel will reduce impacts to soil and water resources, improve wildlife

habitat effectiveness.

Recreational experience will be changes from motorized to non-motorized. Positive for
non-motorized users, negative for motorized users.

Loss of motorized access to area. Impact is minimal due to length of spur. Non-motorized access
would continue.

Motorized route would provide access to BLM land north of Forest. All other routes in the area
would be non-motorized so impact of motorized travel on habitat effectiveness would be minimal.

This trail connects with routes north of the Forest where no public right-or-way occurs. Changing
these trails to non-motorized would reduce the chance of public trespass. Alternate motorized access
Eo the area exists, so there will be no loss to motorized recreation.

Part of plan to provide motorized and non-motorized recreation experiences in the Hwy 65 to
Alkali Basin area, while reducing impacts to soil and water resources and providing wildlife security
habitat. ‘

A single track motorized trail experience would be provided improving the mix of recreational
experiences available on the Forest.

This would eliminate a motorized trail (on the Grand Mesa National Forest) connecting to a
non-motorized trail (on the White River National Forest) reducing the chance of noncompliance
travel on the White River National Forest.
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D. Environmental Consequences of Alternatives

This section contains a discussion of the cumulative environmental effects of four alternative
combinations of area-wide and road/trail management options.

1. Soils and Walter
Alternative 1 (No Action)

Within the areas open to motorized travel off roads and trails (173,200 acres), the present trends of
route encroachment would continue to have the effects described for off-route motorized travel
management options, above. Soil erosion and devegetation would continue or accelerate. Where
sndiscriminate use occurs, soil areas could be rutted and compacted in sub-irrigated meadows, and along
stream and lake margins. Water quality would gradually be more impacted by siltation and point source
pollution.

Impacts to soil and water resources in areas where motorized use is restricted to designated routes and
areas closed to motorized use would remain the same.

Cooperative agreements with user groups could be established to provide cost effective resource
protection, reconstruction and maintenance work that would reduce some existing impacts to soil and
water resources..

Alternative 2 (1991 Travel Plan)

This alternative would be able to accommodate a larger number of users without a corresponding
increase in resource deterioration. More travel would be directed to system routes that are constructed
and maintained to better withstand the use, or to locations which are already dedicated to travel ways.
These system routes will have drainage and design features which would reduce impacts to soil and
water resources associated with road and trail use. Cooperative agreements with user groups would be
established to provide cost effective resource protection, construction and maintenance.

Of the 86,800 acres open to off-route travel, 35,200 acres would permit only trail vehicles (such as ATV s)
off route, and the remaining 51,600 acres would permit all vehicles (e.g. pickups, 4WD) off-route, as
long as resource damage does not occur.

The area open to off-route travel would be reduced by 86,400 acres from the current Travel Plan
(Alternative 1). Those areas remaining open to off-route travel would have the same risks as noted for
Alternative 1 above.

Alternative 8 (Preferred Alternative)

The results of restricting motorized travel to designated routes would be less impacts to soil and water
resources of the Grand Mesa National Forest, as a whole. Designated routes would be operated,
maintained, constructed and repaired to handle the anticipated traffic. Routine maintenance to ensure
drainage structures are functioning properly and seasonal closures during wet soil conditions would
minimize soil erosion, siltation and water quality degradation resulting from traffic use.

On the designated roads and trails where existing resource damage is occurring or where there is
potential for damage, these roads or trails would be relocated or redesigned to reduce impacts to soil

and water resources and regular maintenance will be performed. Cooperative agreements with user
groups would be established to provide cost effective resource protection, construction and maintenance.
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There is a potential that some damage to soil and water resources may occur in the selected areas where
off-route travel by motorized trail vehicles is allowed during hunting seasons for downed game retrieval.
These impacts are anticipated to be localized and minimized since game retrieval should result in only
one or two passes over the same path. Also, the areas where off-route game retrieval would be allowed
are areas with more level terrain and have soils which are less susceptible to impacts from off-route
travel (See Map Figure 5, page 24). Through improved user ethics education and peer pressure the
majority of off-route travel for game retrieval should be done so that resource damage is minimized. If
damage does occur as a result of off-route motorized travel, violators can be cited and fined under current
CFR authorities.

Alternative 4 (TMW Proposal)

Under this alternative, all recreational uses would be encouraged to confine their activities to
established routes (both existing system and nonsystem) that would be operated, maintained,
constructed and repaired to handle the anticipated traffic so as to minimize soil erosion, siltation and
water quality degradation. Because more miles of roads and trails will be open to motorized use in this
alternative over the others, overall impacts to soil and water would not be reduced at the same rate as
under other action alternatives.

On established roads and trails where existing resource damage is occurring or where there is potential
for damage, the roads or trails could be relocated, stream crossings hardened and designed to reduce
sediment loading, bridges constructed and regular maintenance performed. Areas would be
rehabilitated and closed only if all other remedies failed. Cooperative agreements with user groups
would be established to provide cost effective resource protection, construction and maintenance.

2. Vegetation
Alternative 1 (No Action)

Impacts to vegetation in areas open to off-route motorized travel are expected to increase as motorized
use increases. Where motorized travel is restricted to designated routes and where no motorized use
is allowed, impacts to the vegetative resource are expected to remain the same.

Alternative 2 (1991 Travel Plan)

This alternative will have more area where motorized travel is restricted to designated routes than

Alternative 1. As a result, there would be less impacts to vegetative resources than under Alternative
1

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)

The least impacts to the vegetative resource would occur under this alternative since motorized travel
would be restricted to designated routes for the majority of the year. Off-route downed game retrieval
has the potential to result in some localized damage to vegetation, especially during wet soil conditions.
As with impacts to soil and water resources, the impacts to vegetation are anticipated to be localized as
a result of good user ethics and -few passes in any given area. Enforcement of existing resource
protection regulations should also limit impacts to vegetative resources.

Alternative 4 (TMW Proposal)

Impacts to vegetative resources would be reduced over Alternatives 1 and 2 since all travel would be
encouraged to remain on established routes. Impacts to vegetation are not expected to deminish as
quickly as Alternative 3, because off-route travel for downed game retrieval will be allowed over most
of the Forest under Alternative 4.
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3. Fisheries, Aquatic and Riparian Resources
Alternative 1 (No Action)

The current travel management would continue under this alternative. Where off-route motorized
travel is allowed, impacts to fisheries, aquatic and riparian resources would continue, and are expected
to increase as motorized use increases.

Some stream fisheries would be adversely affected by additional fishing pressure resulting from the
anticipated increase in motorized access. Some of the 100 lakes/reservoirs currently accessible by
motorized vehicles would also see increased use with associated shoreline impacts. Four (4) lakes or
reservoir fisheries that are not accessed by motorized vehicles would remain unaffected.

Alternative 2 (1991 Travel Plan)

With more area (83;800 acres more than Alternative 1) being restricted to motorized travel only on
designated roads and trails, stream fisheries habitat would be more protected. A total of eight
lakes/reservoirs would no longer have motorized access, as a result of nonsystem routes being closed,
which would lessen the shoreline impacts at these locations.

There is a potential that some more accessible fisheries may receive increased use (and impacts) as a
result of the increased area with travel restrictions. This potential could be lessened by improving and
maintaining designated routes to established fisheries and advertising the improvements and
alternative fishing opportunities.

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)

Under this alternative, impacts to fisheries, aquatic and riparian habitat would be minimized by
restricting all motorized travel to designated roads and trails. Impacts from off-route motorized travel
would be eliminated, and impacts from motorized travel on designated routes would be lessened by well
designed, constructed and maintained drainage features and stream crossings.

This preferred alternative would provide the least fishing pressure on remote stretches of mountain
streams due to no acres being open to off-route motorized travel. Access to 28 lake/reservoir fisheries
would be closed to motorized vehicles. Motorized access to 76 lakes/reservoirs would continue. See
Appendix F for a listing of which lakes would have changes in mode of access and the access distance.

As with alternative 2, there is a potential that some more accessible fisheries may receive increased use
as a result of restricting motorized travel to designated routes. This potential could be lessened by
improving and maintaining designated routes to established fisheries and advertising the
improvements and alternative fishing opportunities.

Alternative 4 (TMW Proposal)

Under this alternative, impacts to fisheries, aquatic and riparian habitat could be reduced by
encouraging all travel to remainon established roads and trails. Impacts from off-route motorized travel
would gradually be minimized, and impacts from motorized travel on designated routes would be
lessened by well designed, constructed and maintained drainage features and stream crossings as in
Alternative 3.

Motorized access to 103 lakes/reservoirs along established routes would be available. Only Blue Lake
would be limited to non-motorized access. Stream access by established routes would also remain
unchanged. Fisheries currently accessed by off-route means would see reduced impact as a result of
encouraging travel to remain on established routes.
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As with Alternative 2, there is a potential that some more accessible fisheries may receive increased
use as a result of discouraging off-route travel. This potential could be lessened by improving and
maintaining routes to established fisheries and advertisi ng the improvements and alternative fishing
opportunities. '

4. Wildlife Habitat
Alternative 1 (No Action)

Forest Plan direction, standards and guidelines (Forest Plan page II1-76) require that motorized use on
roads and trails be managed to maintain or enhance effective habitat for elk, with a Forest-wide objective
of elk habitat effectiveness at 40% or more. Habitat effectiveness is directly related to the open road/trail
density (miles/square mile). In the areas open to off-route travel, the habitat effectiveness would
continue to decline as new routes are established by users and existing nonsystem routes have increasing
use. Currently, the Forest-wide elk habitat effectiveness, as related to open road and trail densities,
ranges from 54% to 61%. (NOTE: The amount of use [traffic] on the roads and trails is a factor in
calculating habitat effectiveness. A range of traffic was used for the nonsystem trails [from less than
one vehicle per day to greater than five vehicles per day], resulting in the 7% range for habitat
effectiveness.)

Habitat effectiveness for other species would also be reduced by new route development in both open
meadow areas and forests.

Big game winter range would remain protected west of the rim of Lands End and in the Hightower
Mountain area with closures to all motorized vehicles, including snowmobiles, from early winter to
spring (estimated November 15 - May 1). Calving/fawning and summer concentration areas would
receive no special protection under this alternative.

Alternative 2 (1991 Travel Plan)

Impacts to wildlife habitat would be less under this alternative than Alternative 1, because less area
would remain open to off-route motorized travel.

The Forest-wide habitat effectiveness for elk as directly related to open road and trail density would be
58% to 64% (see NOTE above for explanation of range). The effectiveness would decline over time in
the 86,800 acres that would be open to off-route travel.

Big game winter range protection would remain the same as Alternative 1.

Protection of calving/fawning areas would be improved on the south side of Grand Mesa where the Blue
Grouse and Point Camp Trails would be closed to motorized use and motorized travel in the general
area would be restricted to designated routes.

Big game transitional range, summer concentration areas and additional calving/fawning areas would
be protected by restricting motorized use to designated routes along the north side of Grand Mesa and
in the Bronco Knob/Bird Creek vicinity.

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)

With travel only on designated roads and trails for most of the year, encroachment into and disturbance
upon wildlife habitat would be reduced. The Forest-wide elk habitat effectiveness, as related to open
road/trail density, would be 60% at a minimum. (NOTE: The 60% is a minimum because all the
designated routes were assumed to have use greater than five vehicles per day, and there will be no
nonsystem routes or new user developed routes in the area.)
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Big game winter range would be protected with the same restrictions as in Alternatives 1 and 2. In
addition, areas along the north side of Grand Mesa would be closed to snowmobile use (except on the
groomed and/or marked snowmobile trails) in the spring when elk calving and use of the transitory
range is taking place (estimated start date of area closure would be April 15). This would not likely
affect snowmobiling opportunities, because snow conditions which would allow elk to move into the area
are not conducive to snowmobile use.

As with Alternative 2, the Blue Grouse Trail No. 722 would be closed to motorized vehicles and the area
designation for the Doughspoon-Granby Reservoirs area would be travel only on designated routes.
However, this alternative would designate the Point Camp Trail No. 725 and the Drop Off Trail No. 726
as expert motorcycle (single track) trails, closed to ATVs and opened seasonally (approximately July 15
to September 15). The trails would provide an expert motorcycle experience, while providing security
habitat during the elk calving period and during the big game rifle season. In addition, the use by expert
motoreycle riders is expected to be very low. The habitat effectiveness for elk (86%) would be essentially
equal for Alternatives 2 and 3 for this area.

Off-route motorized trail vehicle travel during the big game hunting seasons would be allowed only in
certain areas (see Tables 3 and 5) and could potentially impact big game and wildlife habitat in these
areas. The impacts would be reduced from Alternatives 1 and 4, since the area where off-route travel
could occur is reduced and the season when this travel can occur is shortened. Off-route motorized
activity may result in big game animals being displaced out of the areas where this activity is occurring.

Alternative 4 (TMW Proposal)

Impacts to wildlife habitat under this alternative would be similar to Alternative 1, because all existing
travel routes would remain available for use.

The Forest-wide habitat effectiveness for elk as directly related to open road and trail density would be
54% to 61% (see NOTE above for explanation of range), the same as for Alternative 1, because all existing
routes would remain available for travel. The effectiveness is not expected to decline significantly over
time since new route development would be discouraged. However, the potential exists for reduced
habitat effectiveness if new routes become established.

Big game winter range protection would remain the same as Alternative 1.

Protection of calving/fawning areas, transitional range and summer concentration areas would be
gained over Alternative 1 as a result of encouraging all travel to remain on established routes. In
addition, area and/or route closures could be used in specific areas for specific seasons as needs are
identified and documented or if wildlife disturbance problems developed.

5. Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species

All travel management activities are subject to the provisions of the Endangered Species Act. To comply
with the requirements of the Endangered Species Act, all travel management activities would be cleared
for species occurrence, prior to any new ground disturbance, on a case by case basis. Travel management
activities have the potential to adversely affect threatened, endangered and proposed plant and animal
species on the Forest unless species and their habitat are protected where they are known to occur, and
provisions are made to protect new populations, new species, and new habitat when located.
Threatened, endangered and proposed species are protected by law. Where future biological
assessments indicate that these species could be adversely affected by any travel management activities
appropriate measures will be required to prevent impacts on any of these species.

A site specific biological assessment for threatened, endangered and proposed species; and a biological
evaluation for Federal candidate species and species the Forest Service identifies as sensitive will be
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conducted for each future travel management action, such as the construction of a new trail that may
result from this environmental assessment.

Cumulative effects of travel management and subsequent activities (i.e. construction or new routes)
and other projects planned for the Grand Mesa National Forest (i.e. timber sales, oil and gas exploration
and development, etc.) must also be considered. Future biological assessments for travel management
activitites must be closely coordinated with other existing and proposed resource management actions.

Alternative 1 (No Action)

This alternative could have the most potential impacts on threatened, endangered and sensitive species
in areas open to off-route motorized travel. Unrestricted travel could adversely affect threatened,
endangered and sensitive species or their habitat in areas where populations exist that are not currently
known to exist. Monitoring of known populations/habitats and closures during critical periods would
prevent potential impacts.

Alternative 2 (1991 Travel Plan)

Alternative 2 would have the second highest potential to result in impacts on threatened, endangered
and sensitive species because it would have the second largest amount of land available for off-route
motorized travel. Unrestricted travel could adversely affect threatened, endangered and sensitive
species or their habitat in those areas where travel is not controlled, if populations exist that are not
currently known to exist. Monitoring of known populations/habitats and closures during critical periods
would eliminate potential impacts.

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)

This alternative would have no potential for impacts on threatened and endangered species and the
least potential for impacts on sensitive species because motorized travel would be restricted to
designated system routes designed to avoid known populations/habitats for these important species for
all or most of the year. During big game hunting seasons, off-route travel by ATVs for downed game
retrieval has the potential to impact individuals of threatened, endangered and sensitive species that
may occur in the areas where motorized down game retrieval is allowed (see Map Figure 5 for areas
where ATVs can be used for downed game retrieval). Monitoring of known populations/habitats and
closures during critical periods would eliminate potential impacts.

Alternative 4 (TMW Proposal)

This alternative would have similar potential for impacts on threatened, endangered and sensitive
species as Alternative 1. Ideally, all modes of travel would be encouraged to remain on established
routes. However, nonsystem routes which were developed without the benefit of environmental analysis
(to determine potential impacts - some of which could be on these important species) or proper design
and maintenance may need to be relocated to prevent impacts to threatened, endangered and sensitive
species. Monitoring of known populations/habitats and closures during critical periods would eliminate
potential impacts.

6. Livestock Management
Alternative 1 (No Action)

Livestock distribution, and utilization of forage could continue to be impacted in those areas with
off-route travel. Grazing permittee access would not be affected.
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Alternative 2 (1991 Travel Plan)

Disturbance to livestock by off-route travel would be less than Alternative 1 in the additional 83,800
acres where travel is restricted to designated routes. Grazing permittee access would remain the same
with special travel authorization under the grazing permit where motorized access is necessary in
restricted areas without a designated route.

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)

Effects on livestock distribution would be minimized with the preferred alternative as no off designated
route travel is permitted. As with Alternative 2, administrative procedures would be used to grant
permittee access where it is necessary.

Alternative 4 (TMW Proposal)

Effects on livestock distribution would be minimized with this action as all recreational use would be
encouraged to travel only on established routes. User groups, permittees and others would be
encouraged to work cooperatively with the Forest Service to mediate problem areas.

7. Recreation
Alternative 1 (No Action)
Visual Quality

In those areas where off-road travel has created visual scars from ruts, erosion and bog-holes; the
scarring would continue. The magnitude or extent of visual impact would be a function of user numbers
and user ethics, and is not accurately predictable. The present trend indicates that visual impacts would
increase.

Visual quality concerns are greatest along the Grand Mesa Scenic Byway, which receives the most
vehicle and people use on the Forest. Currently nonsystem routes developed by indiscriminate use are
visible from the Byway in the Long Slough, Flowing Park and Lands End areas. Under this alternative,
additional nonsystem routes could develop within view of the Byway in the future.

Motorized User Experience
Table 7 on page 35 displays the approximate miles of system and nonsystem roads and trails that would
be available for full-sized vehicles and motorized trail vehicles. In addition, off-route motorized travel
would be allowed on the 86,800 acres designated as open.
No routes are specifically identified as single track or motorcycle trails.
Not all travel ways would be signed or appear on maps. Without good direction, signing and mapping,
it would be difficult for newcomers to the Forest to reliably find their way . However, it would provide
adventure for those who enjoy exploring trails that are unmarked or not mapped.

Non-motorized User Experience
Non-motorized use is allowed throughout the Forest unless specifically restricted.
Nineteen (19) miles of trail would be open to hikers only (upper loop of Crag Crest National Recreation

Trail, Land-O-Lakes overlook trail, trails around Mesa Lakes, and the inter-campground system
between Ward Lake and Alexander Lake, including the interpretive trail near the Visitor Center).
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An additional 85 miles of system trails would be designated for non-motorized use in Alternative 1.

Conflicts between users may occur where non-motorized and motorized use overlap. This potential
problem could be lessened by providing information about allowed uses at trailheads, visitor centers
and other visitor contact points.

Winter Recreation Experience

Snowmobilers and cross-country skiers would continue to use the existing trails and suitable areas. As
use increases the potential for conflicts between these users may increase.

Hunting and Fishing Experiences

Hunting seasons run from late August (archery) through mid-November (regular rifle). Hunters who
use motorized vehicles (i.e. ATVs) to access areas and retrieve downed game would continue to have this
opportunity in areas open to off-route travel (approx. 173,200 acres) and along designated routes in
restricted areas (within 144,000 acres). The anticipated increase in use of motorized vehicles during
hunting season could decrease hunter success in these areas because of the length of time these activities
occur (approximately three months) and the fact that big game tend to avoid such disturbances and can
be displaced off the Forest onto private lands. There could also be a decrease in the quality of
backcountry hunting experiences for non-motorized hunters in areas where off-route motorized travel
is allowed. Hunters desiring a non-motorized experience could find this opportunity restricted to areas
with existing motorized use restrictions or closures.

There would be no change in access to lake/reservoir fisheries under this alternative. Four (4) lakes
currently have only non-motorized access. The remaining 100 lake/reservoir fisheries either have
motorized road or trail access or are in areas where off-route motorized travel is allowed. Under this
alternative, impacts to fisheries accessed by motorized vehicles is anticipated to increase. There would
be a corresponding decrease in more primitive backcounty fishing experiences as a result.

Disabled User Experience

The No Action alternative would provide the most access to those who are in someway limited by physical
conditioning, age, or disability; with the greatest area open to off-route travel (173,200 acres). This
would apply to accessing the backcountry for motorized recreation pursuits (i.e. sight-seeing, fishing
and/or hunting).

Forest Visitor Safety
Forest visitor safety may decrease as a result of increasing use and travel on and off nonsystem routes.

Alternative 2 (1991 Travel Plan)
Visual Quality

Evidence of off-road travel would not be eliminated but would be reduced from Alternative 1, due to the
increased area of motorized travel only on designated routes (i.e. 83,800 acres more than Alternative
1). Nonsystem routes in the restricted areas would be allowed to recover naturally.

Visual impacts along the Grand Mesa Scenic Byway, would be reduced as a result of more areas having
motorized travel restricted to designated routes only. Under this alternative, additional nongystem
routes could develop within view of the Byway in the future, within the Lands End and Marcott Creek
to Hwy 65 planning areas, since these areas would remain open to off-route motorized travel.
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Motorized User Experience

Table 7 on page 35 shows the miles of system and nonsystem roads and trails that would be available
for motorized use under this alternative. This includes some existing nonsystem routes . Primitive and
low standard system roads would be authorized as open to unlicensed vehicles (ATVs and dirt bikes) as
well as licensed standard-sized vehicles. The combination of trails and roads would provide a network
of 489 miles available to motorized trail vehicles. Proposed new trail construction to create loop
connections between existing roads and trails and authoerization to allow unlicensed motorized trail
vehicles to use portions of graveled roads as trail connections will improve the recreation opportunities
for motorized users.

No miles would be specifically set aside for single track motorcycle trails.

Motorized trail experiences will be lost on 23 miles of existing system trails that would be reclassified
for non-motorized use only.

Areas allowing off-route travel will be reduced by 86,400 acres from Alternative 1. This would limit the
opportunities for off-route exploration by motorized users.

Non-motorized User Experience

As with Alternative 1, non-motorized uses are allowed throughout the Forest unless specifically
restricted. “Hiker only" restrictions apply to 19 miles of system trail. Table 2 on page 21 lists system

trails that would be redesignated for non-motorized use in Alternative 2. (19.3 more miles than
Alternative 1)

Opportunities for non-motorized experiences could also increase in areas where off-route motorized
activity is restricted.

Winter Recreation Experience
Same as Alternative 1.
Hunting and Fishing Experiences

The 227,800 acres of "travel only on designated routes” would provide more non-motorized hunting and
fishing experiences than would be available in Alternative 1. Less conflict between motorized and
non-motorized users during hunting would occur within the "travel only on designated routes” area as
those seeking a more remote hunting opportunity would gravitate to the restricted areas where open
trail density is lowest. Those needing or desiring the use of a motorized vehicle for access or retrieval
of downed game may move to the remaining 86,800 acres that would be open to off-route travel.

Under this alternative a total of 8 lake/reservoir fisheries would have non-motorized access only.
However, as the tables in Appendix F show, these lakes/reservoirs are within 0.6 miles of motorized
access and one (East Stell Lake) is within 1.1 miles of motorized access. These changes will increase
the opportunities for more primitive backcountry fishing experiences. Motorized access to lake/reservoir
fisheries would still be allowed to 96 lakes/reservoirs.

Disabled User Experience

Access opportunities off route would be reduced in the additional 86,400 acres where motorized travel
would be restricted to designated routes. Mobility impaired users would still be allowed off-route
motorized access in open areas. Access on designated routes is expected to improve as a result of routine
maintenance and by having a defined network of roads/trails.
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Forest Visitor Safety

Forest visitor safety is expected to increase under this alternative because motorized users will be using
more maintained system travel routes than in Alternative 1. Signing will be improved to warn users
of motorized trail vehicle use along low standard and primitive system roads, to reduce the potential
hazards associated with mixing traffic on these routes.

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)
Visual Quality

The preferred alternative would minimize visual impacts from off-route travel and nonsystem route
development since all motorized travel would be on designated routes, with maintenance and/or repair
needs focused on the designated system. The trails not designated as open would be allowed to recover
naturally, over time. Visual impacts in visually sensitive areas (e.g. along the Grand Mesa Scenic
Byway) would be rehabilitated where natural recovery would be too slow or inadequate.

Motorized User Experience

Off-route motorized travel will be eliminated under this alternative, with a corresponding loss of
off-route motorized exploration experiences.

Motorized use would continue on approximately 322 miles of system roads and approximately 198 miles
of system trails designated as open to motorized travel. Approximately 28 miles of nonsystem trails
would be made part of the system. Table 3 on page 25 list the roads and trails where management would
change.

Standard-sized vehicles would be allowed on all system roads. Passenger cars would be discouraged
from primitive and low standard roads. Primitive and low standards system roads would be authorized
as open to unlicensed vehicles (as in Alternative 2).

Approximately 15 miles of system trails currently open to motorized use would be redesignated for
non-motorized use only (See Table 3 on page 25). In addition 299 nonsystem trails currently open and
used for motorized travel would no longer be open.

This alternative would designate the Point Camp Trail No. 725 and the Drop Off Trail No. 726 as expert
motorcycle (single track) trails that would be closed to ATVs and only open seasonally (approximately
July 15 to September 15). The trails would provide an expert motorcycle experience, while protecting
the area during the elk calving period and provide elk security during the big game rifle season. Both
trails are more suited for single track use than the wider ATV. The Drop Off Trail needs some relocation
and reconstruction work to safely accommodate even expert riders.

Non-motorized User Experience

As with Alternatives 1 and 2, non-motorized uses are allowed throughout the Forest unless specifically
restricted. Hiker only restrictions would apply to 19 miles of existing system trail. As previously
mentioned, Table 6 (page 34) lists system trails that would be redesignated for non-motorized use
(approximately 15 miles greater than Alternative 1).

Opportunities for non-motorized experiences could also increase in areas where off-route motorized
activity is restricted.
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Winter Recreation Experience

Alternative 3 would have limited impacts on snowmobile activity on the Grand Mesa National Forest.
All existing snowmobile areas and routes would be unchanged. Winter travel restrictions to protect big
game winter range would remain the same in the lower Kannah Creek and Mud Hill/Road
Gulch/Hightower planning areas. Snowmobile activity off designated routes would be restricted in elk
calving areas and transitional range on Battlement Mesa and the north slopes of Grand Mesa, beginning
approximately April 15. This new restriction should have little impact on snowmobile use in these areas
since snow conditions which would allow animals to move into these areas in the spring are not normally
conducive to snowmobile activity.

During analysis for this new travel management plan, a new snowmobile trail paralleling the West
Bench Trail was proposed. Though not part of this preferred alternative, this parallel trail could be
considered in the future.

This alternative would result in no changes to existing cross-country ski areas. Improved user
information about additional experiences available at these areas (i.e. backcountry skiing in the Ward
area) could result in more people finding a diversity of skiing opportunities.

Hunting and Fishing Experiences

Under this alternative there will be reduced opportunity to use motorized trail vehicles (e.g. ATVs) for
backeountry access for hunting and fishing. Off-route motorized trail vehicle access would only be
allowed during hunting seasons for downed game retrieval in limited areas (portions of the Mud
Hill/Road Gulch/Hightower, Porter, Ruth Mountain, Upper Leon, Lands End and Sheep Flats/Young
Lake planning areas as shown on Map Figure 5, page 24). Off-route ATV travel for downed game
retrieval would be restricted to afternoon hours (noon to 5:00 p.m.) and hunters would be encouraged
to not carry firearms on their ATVs while traveling to retrieve game. Approximately 80,283 acres, or
99 8% of the Grand Mesa National Forest would be available for off-route motorized trail vehicle access
only to retrieve downed game.

For the majority of the Grand Mesa National Forest, hunters desiring or needing motorized access would
be restricted to using designated motorized routes. Off-route access to remote areas would be limited
to non-motorized means. Hunters preferring non-motorized hunting experiences would have increased
opportunities because there would be more area where motorized travel off-route would not be allowed
than in any other alternative. Hunting opportunities for hunters not physically able to walk or ride
horses into remote areas would decrease in this alternative.

An total of 28 lake/reservoir fisheries would be accessible only by non-motorized means in this
alternative. As shown in Appendix F, most of these 28 fisheries are within 0.1 to 1.1 miles of motorized
access routes. The remaining 76 fisheries would be accessed by motorized routes. The change in access
may result in loss of motorized access to favored fishing areas for some users. Fishing use may
concentrate around lakes/reservoirs with good motorized access routes. Reducing motorized access to
some fisheries would increase the opportunity for more primitive fishing experiences.

Disabled User Experience

No motorized access would be permitted off route, limiting those who need motorized means to travel
off route for hunting, fishing, etc.. However, approximately 322 miles of signed and maintained system
roads and 198 miles of system motorized trails would be available to get into the backcountry, providing
safer and more dependable access routes.
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Forest Visitor Safety

All motorized travel would be on maintained system routes, reducing the potential for accidents caused
by terrain related problems. Restricting motorized use to designated routes could increase the number
of users on these routes, potentially increasing the safety hazard to users. Signing will be improved to
warn users of motorized trail vehicle use along low standard and primitive system roads, to reduce the
potential hazards associated with mixing traffic on these routes.

Alternative 4 (TMW Proposal)
Visual Quality

Visual impacts of recreational travel could be reduced since travel would be encouraged to remain on
established routes. Maintenance and/or repair needs would be focused on the primary transportation
system; however, primitive routes would not receive maintenance. Visual impacts in visually sensitive
areas (e.g. along the Grand Mesa Scenic Byway) would be rehabilitated where natural recovery would
be too slow or inadequate.

Motorized User Experience

Table 7, page 35, shows the approximate miles of system and nonsystem roads and trails that would
be available for motorized use under this alternative. Standard sized vehicles would be allowed on all
established roads (passenger cars would be encouraged to use only paved and graveled roads).
Motorized trail vehicles would be allowed on graveled, low standard and primitive roads (including those
roads identified as closed in the other alternatives), as well as all trails not specifically designated as
non-motorized.

A system of primary roads and trails would be established using existing system and nonsystem routes,
plus the proposed new route construction identified in Alternative 3. Selected trails will be classified
as Special Category Trails, when they are particularly suited to a specific use. Uses other than the
appropriate use would not be prohibited or excluded from a Special Category Trail; however, user
experiences would be enhanced through improved signing and information regarding appropriate route
usage and expected users.

There would be no loss in opportunities for motorized travel on established routes under this alternative.
Because off-route travel would be discouraged there could be less opportunity for this activity under
this alternative. Overall, motorized user experiences would be improved as a result of improved signing,
mapping and user information on the primary transportation system.

Non-Motorized User Experience

Non-motorized use is allowed across the entire Forest, unless specifically restricted. Under this
alternative, all users, including non-motorized users, would be encouraged to restrict travel to
established routes. Table 7 lists the miles of routes that would be available for non-motorized users.
Hikers would have the upper loop of the Crag Crest National Recreation Trails and existing and proposed
inter-campground/lake trails just for foot travel; mountain bikers and horseback riders can use all other
available routes.

Because no use would be prohibited on any given trail, there is a potential that motorized uses could
occur on trails more appropriate for non-motorized activities. This could increase potential conflicts
between users and result in a loss of non-motorized experiences,

Non-motorized user experiences could be enhanced through improved signing, mapping and user
information, similar to what is described for motorized users above.
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Winter Recreation Experience
Same as Alternatives 1 and 2.
Hunting and Fishing Experiences

Hunters would be encouraged to remain on established routes; however off-route access for hunters to
reach remote areas and for game retrieval would be allowed everywhere except in areas closed to
motorized travel (i.e. Alkali/Kannah Creek/Whitewater Basin). Vigorous enforcement of existing
anti-damage regulations may be necessary to reduce resource damage. Special hunting regulations
would allow off-route access by ATVs in the afternoon (noon to 5:00 p.m.) to retrieve downed game,
provided damage to the land does not occur. Firearms should not be carried during game retrieval if
using ATVs. This would continue to provide the opportunity to use ATVs while reducing conflicts
between motorized and non-motorized hunters during prime hunting hours.

Only one lake fishery would remain closed to motorized access under this alternative. The remaining
103 lakes/reservoirs could be accessed by motorized vehicles by road or trail. This could result in a loss
of primitive backcountry fishing experiences if motorized use increases at the more remote locations.

Disabled User Experience

This alternative would provide the most access for all recreational users. In compliance with the
Americans with Disabilities Act, there would be no barriers to the physically challenged or aged and no
special privileges would need to be extended to them for their chosen mode of access since no type of
travel would be prohibited on any route (although some routes would be identified as being more suitable
for non-motorized uses versus motorized uses, for example).

Forest Visitor Safety

Visitor safety hazards could increase under this alternative as a result of motorized trail vehicles
exploring trails previously designated as non-motorized and by mixing both full-sized and motorized
trail vehicles on all Forest roads other than the 25 miles of paved highway. Visitor travel along
unmaintained nonsystem routes would continue, which would have associated travel hazards.

8. Roads and Trails
Alternative 1 (No Action)

Road and trail maintenance would continue to be focused on system routes. Nonsystem roads and trails
would continue to be expanded and developed in the areas open to off-route travel. Signing and mapping
would be improved on designated routes, but with increasing development of nonsystem routes, overall
guidance and direction for users would still be lacking.

Normally a No Action Alternative results in no changes from the existing situation. There would be an
exception in this case. To become consistent with the State of Colorado’s Off-Highway Vehicle law, all
unsurfaced system roads (low standard and primitive) would be authorized as open to unlicensed
motorized trail vehicles. Signing would be needed along these routes to inform people that mixed
full-sized and trail-sized traffic is allowed and should be anticipated. All routes available to motorized
trail vehicles would be placed on the State OHV map.

A new travel map displaying system routes and travel regulations would be prepared as a result of all
alternatives. For Alternative 1, this would entail updating system routes currently not shown on the
map. Maps specifically designed for a given user group (i.e. motorized trail users, 4WD enthusiasts,
mountain bikers, etc.) similar to the existing cross-country ski and snowmobile trail maps, would
provide additional information about the travel options available on the Grand Mesa National Forest.
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Alternative 2 (1991 Travel Plan)

Road and trail maintenance would continue to be focused on system routes. Signing and mapping would
be improved on designated routes, and guidance and direction for the user would improve in the "travel
on designated routes" areas. The 86,800 acres remaining open to off-route travel would have an
increasing number of unmarked routes as new user established trails are developed.

As with Alternative 1, all unsurfaced system roads (low standard and primitive) would be authorized
as open to unlicensed motorized trail vehicles. Signing would be needed along these routes to inform
people that mixed full-sized and trail-sized motorized traffic is allowed and should be anticipated. All
routes available to motorized trail vehicles would be placed on the State OHV map.

A new travel map displaying system routes and travel regulations would be prepared as a result of all
alternatives. Maps specifically designed for a given user group (i.e. motorized trail users, 4WD
enthusiasts, mountain bikers, ete.) similar to the existing cross-country ski and snowmobile trail maps,
would provide additional information about the travel options available on the Forest.

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)

Approximately 299 miles of nonsystem routes could be closed and watershed rehabilitation needs on
nonsystem trails would be completed over time on the entire 351,700 acres of the Grand Mesa National
Forest. Some of these nonsystem routes may not be closed if partnership agreements between user
groups and the Forest Service are entered into to reconstruct and/or maintain particular routes a group
would like to see as part of the system. Trail maintenance would be focused on the 198 miles of motorized
trail and 119 miles of non-motorized trail (317 total trail miles).

Road maintenance would continue on 322 miles of open system road. Most of the 70 miles of system
roads that would be closed are logging roads within timber sale areas. These roads will be used for
future timber harvests, but due to concerns like wildlife habitat or road maintenance costs, they are not
left open to public motorized use. Closed logging roads would be available for non-motorized uses. Where
closed logging roads, now or in the future, would provide a linkage for 4WD road or motorized trail
networks, they will be considered for addition to the designated route system with the project specific
environmental analysis (i.e. timber sale, gas well access, etc.).

Unlicensed motorized trail vehicles would be allowed on all low standard and primitive system roads
and approximately 24 miles of gravel roads (for short sections) to provide linkages between motorized
trails, as a result of authorizing these roads open to unlicensed motorized vehicles. Signs informing
users of mixed traffic on these roads would be posted to reduce the potential safety hazards to Forest
visitors. All routes available to motorized trail vehicles would be placed on the State OHV map.

Signing and mapping (i.e. guidance and direction) of the designated system, along with nonsystem route
rehabilitation, would enable the user to be more assured of finding their way around the Forest and
reaching their desired destination. Maps, such as the current cross-country ski and snowmobile trail
maps, designed specifically for a given user group (i.e. motorized trail users, 4WD enthusiasts,
non-motorized users such as mountain bikers), will provide better information on road and trail
networks designed for specific uses. With motorized travel only on designated routes, the travel map
should be much simpler to understand.

Alternative 4 (TMW Proposal)

As in Alternative 3, trail maintenance would be focused on the primary trails, consisting of
approximately 203 motorized trail miles and 101 miles of trail most appropriate for non-motorized use.
In addition, 299 miles of currently nonsystem routes would remain open to both motorized and
non-motorized trail users.
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Road access would continue on 404 miles of system roads. About 191 miles of this road system is
currently closed for administrative reasons (i.e. active timber sale, retain wildlife habitat effectiveness,
reduce road maintenance costs). Under this alternative these roads would be available for hiking,
horseback, ATV, motorcycle and 4WD use after termination of the administrative action. Information
signs would be installed at the beginning of these roads warning the user that no road maintenance
would be done on these roads and that travel would be at the risk of the user. During wet conditions,
there is a potential for road damage to occur on these unmaintained routes.

The primary trail system would be added to the State OHV map as being open to off-highway vehicle
traffic, which could result in receiving funding for maintenance through grants and cooperative
management. These grants are acquired by user groups for work on public land. Close cooperation
would be needed between the Forest Service and user groups to make use of this funding alternative.
This would also apply for the other alternatives in this analysis.

All non-paved, dirt and gravel-surfaced roads would be open to registered, non-licensed off-highway
vehicles. This access would provide trailhead access from parking areas, links between motorized trails
and alternative motorized routes for users not desiring a more challenging trail experience. In addition,
there would be less need for parking and staging areas at each trailhead. Signs indicating a mix of both
large and small vehicles would be placed at all major entry points to the system. This would alert drivers
of full-sized vehicles to watch for small vehicles.

Signing and mapping (i.e. guidance and direction) of the established system, along with some nonsystem
route rehabilitation, would enable the users to be more assured of finding their way around the Forest
and of reaching their desired destination. Maps, such as the current cross-country ski and snowmobile
trail maps, specifically for a user group (i.e. motorized trails users, 4WD enthusiasts, mountain bikers)
will provide better and easier understanding of information - particularly for those not as familiar with
Grand Mesa as some of the local public. These travel maps should make it much easier for all users to
confine their activities to established and desired routes.

9. Sp_ecial Uses
Alternative 1 (No Action)

There would be no change in management and administration of special uses (e.g. logging, livestock
management, dam/reservoir administration, etc.) under this alternative. No special authorization
would be necessary to allow administrative/permitted travel in restricted areas.

Reservoir operators would continue to have concerns of increased maintenance on those roads and trails
used jointly by the public and the water users, as well as liability concerns where trails cross their dams.

Alternative 2 (1991 Travel Plan)

Holders of special use permits and other authorizations would continue to have access to their permitted
operations. If public motorized access is prohibited, special use permittees would need special travel
authorizations to continue their administrative purposes. These would be gained through approved
written requests from permittees. Where public access is restricted, the permittee would be responsible
for maintaining the access routes they require to administer their permits.

Where multiple trail networks access a reservoir, for example, only specified access route(s) would be
left open. Water users would be restricted to use the specified route(s) to access their facilities.

Liability concerns would be decreased where specific routes over dams are designated by the Forest
Service as system trails.
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Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)

Access to reservoirs by the water users would be on a specified route(s) (to each reservoir). Where
access is closed to the public, access would be allowed to water users or other permittees by special
travel authorizations. Travel authorizations would be requested in writting by permittees.

Existing multiple road and trail access would be reduced to specified route(s) to access each reservoir.
The Forest land upon which dams and reservoirs are constructed, operated and maintained are available
for other uses, including recreation such as fishing and utilization of dams for trails. The Forest Service
cannot completely absolve the owners/operators of liability; however, if a trail accessi ng areservoiris a
designated system trail, managed by the Forest Service; the responsibility for the safe operation and
maintenance of that trail falls upon the Forest Service. In addition, the road or trail must be designed,
constructed and maintained to protect the structural integrity of the dam and meet safety requirements
for the dam.

Alternative 4 (TMW Proposal)

All established routes would remain open to users under this alternative, resulting in no changes to
access availability to administer special uses on the Forest.

Private land trespass has the greatest potential to occur with Alternative 4 since some roads and trails
that would remain open under this alternative dead end at the Forest boundary with no public access
“through private lands.

Public use of irrigation ditch service roads and routes across dams would be the highest under
Alternative 4, resulting in the greatest liability concerns for ditch and dam owners/operators. Additional
maintenance costs would be incurred.

Public use of gas pipeline, aqueduct and other utility corridors would occur with this alternative,

resulting in the greatest liability concerns for utility corridor permittees, as well as increased
maintenance needs and costs.

10. Social/Economic Effects

Analysis of the socioeconomic effects of the Grand Mesa Travel Management Plan will center around
the following major issues:

1. Travel management may affect local economies. The Economic Impact Analysis will
discuss job and income effects.

2. The Forest Service cannot afford to implement a change in travel management. The
Financial Analysis will discuss the costs of the alternatives.

3. Travel management may change lifestyles of individuals now using the area. The
Social Analysis will discuss changes in lifestyles.

Economic Impact Analysis

Background
The economic impact analysis is an analysis based on assumptions. Exact information on dispersed
recreation use levels on the Grand Mesa and how people react to road closures and the construction of

loop trails is not available and is generally very expensive to obtain. Theref: ore, a number of assumptions
were made on the existing level of dispersed use on the Grand Mesa National Forest and how people
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react to travel management actions. Different assumptions other than those used in this analysis will
of course lead to different conclusions. Efforts were made to keep the assumptions realistic and
reasonable. This analysis has attempted to take into account different viewpoints by using a range of
values such as those presented in Table 11 (below) and the different scenarios used in the analysis on
pages 82 through 84. The range of values analysis allows the reader to examine the different possible
offects of the alternatives using different assumptions.

Dispersed motorized and non-motorized recreation use will be the activities primarily affected by travel
management. Access to developed camping, visitor information, winter recreation, and developed day
use sites will largely be unaffected by travel management. The alternatives will predominately change
access to dispersed sites on the Grand Mesa, when the Grand Mesa is free of snow.

Dispersed use on the Grand Mesa is estimated at somewhere between 253,000 and 436,000 recreation
visitor days (RVDs) annually. A recreation visitor day is one person spending twelve hours, four people
spending three hours, or any other combination of people times hours which equals twelve people-hours
in some kind of recreation activity on the Forest: The analysis will use 253,000, 352,000, and 436,000
RVDs to assess the current local (Delta, Mesa and Montrose Counties) job and income levels which are
dependent on dispersed recreation on the Grand Mesa. These use levels can be further broken down
into motorized and non-motorized uses. Table 11 below lists motorized and non-motorized use levels for
the three different total dispersed recreation use estimates.

Winter use levels (annual RVDs) are assumed to be unaffected because these uses are not limited by
dispersed roads and trails. Non-motorized use levels (annual RVDs) are assumed to not be affected
because the alternatives do not decrease access opportunities and because current dispersed
non-motorized use levels are significantly below the inherent capacity of the Grand Mesa.

A number of local businesses provide equipment, supplies and services to dispersed recreation users
and as a result, local jobs and income are dependent on the number of people and the time they spend
on the Grand Mesa enjoying different dispersed recreation activities. Between 1/2% and 3/4% of all jobs
and income in Delta, Mesa and Montrose counties are dependent on dispersed recreation on the Grand
Mesa.

TABLE 11. Estimated Grand Mesa Dispersed Recreation Use Levels (RVDs)
Use Estimate Total Motorized Non-Motorized
Low 253,000 219,000 34,000
Moderate 352,000 307,000 45,000
High 436,000 380,000 56,000

(See Economic Working Papers in the project planning files for specific calculations. Use is based on
1993 Forest Service Recreation Information Management [RIM] data and estimates of how much use
is dispersed and how much occurs on the Grand Mesa versus the north halfof the Uncompahgre Plateau.
RIM data is based on professional estimates by Forest Service recreation managers and actual visitor
counts in developed sites, annually. Dispersed recreation use figures are estimates based on
observations.) NOTE: All big game hunters were assumed to be dependent on dispersed motorized
roads and trails for some part of their hunting experience.

The Forest Service uses a mathematical model called IMPLAN, which estimates jobs and income in
local economies using 1990 US Census data. IMPLAN models a local economy as a matrix of
buying-and-selling industries and businesses in what is termed an Input-Output model. Given an
increase or decrease in the sales of one or more industries, IMPLAN can estimate job and income effects.
Increases or decreases of sales in IMPLAN can be related to increases or decreases of recreation use on
the Grand Mesa (For a further explanation of Input-Output analysis and IMPLAN read Miernyk 1965;
Harmston & Lund 1967; Miller & Blair 1985; & Taylor, Winter, Alward, & Siverts 1983).
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The 1994 Colorado Labor Force Review Data Supplement indicates total employment in Delta, Mesa
and Montrose Counties averaged 65,971 people employed from January 1993 to December 1993.

IMPLAN estimated total existing jobs at 71,925 in the Delta, Mesa, Montrose County area. Acomparison
of IMPLAN jobs with Colorado Labor Force Review employment (65,971) on the surface shows IMPLAN
overestimates jobs by about 9%. This is not entirely true. Part of the difference is due to the way IMPLAN
counts jobs and the State of Colorado counts employment. An IMPLAN job consists of one personat a
given occupation for one day or one year, both are considered IMPLAN jobs. A person who works at one
occupation full time and another part time occupation is counted as two IMPLAN jobs. That same
individual would be counted as one person employed by the Colorado Labor Force Review, whether that
person has one, two or five jobs. The difference in how jobs and employment are counted would lead to
IMPLAN estimating a higher number than the Colorado Labor Force Review (J anuary 1994 page 15).
If IMPLAN jobs were adjusted for the number of people having two or more jobs to be compatible with
Colorado Labor Force Review employment, the two estimates would be shown to be closer together,
which tends to verify the IMPLAN job estimate.

The Colorado Department of Labor and Employment ES-202 data base estimates total wages covered
by unemployment insurance to be $1,000,900,000 in 1992 in Delta, Mesa and Montrose counties.
Adjusting to 1993 dollars and for an estimated 10% of wages which are not covered by unemployment
insurance, the total wages for Delta, Mesa and Montrose counties would be $1,140,500,000. The
IMPLAN total wage estimate for the same area is $1,336,600,000 or approximately 17% more than the
Colorado Department of Labor estimate.

All jobs and income presented in this analysis are those calculated with IMPLAN.
Current Dispersed Motorized Use

Dispersed motorized use is that recreation use at least partially dependent on the dispersed motorized
road/trail system on the Grand Mesa (passenger cars, 4WDs, ATV, motorcycles).

Using the three Grand Mesa dispersed motorized recreation use estimates of 219,000 RVDs, 307,000
RVDs and 380,000 RVDs, IMPLAN estimated dispersed motorized recreation dependent jobs and
income at 321 jobs - $4,300,000 in salary; 402 jobs - $5,300,000 in salary; and 454 jobs - $6,000,000 in
salary respectively. The job and income estimates reflect direct, indirect and induced jobs from dispersed
motorized recreation taking place on the Grand Mesa.

When compared to the total local economy, Grand Mesa dispersed motorized recreation dependent jobs
reflect 0.44%, 0.56% or 0.63% of the Jobs in the Delta, Mesa, Montrose area depending on whether one
is looking at the low, moderate or high dispersed motorized use estimates. While these jobs are a minor
part of total local jobs and their loss would not cause catastrophic effects on the local economy, they are
still very important to the people who have them and add to the economic diversity and stability of the
area.

Current Dispersed Non-Motorized Use

Dispersed non-motorized use is that recreation use which is not dependent on the dispersed motorized
road/trail system on the Grand Mesa.

IMPLAN was also used to estimate the current number of jobs and income dependent on dispersed
non-motorized use on the Grand Mesa. Again arange of three different use levels were examined: 34,000
RVDs, 45,000 RVDs and 56,000 RVDs. Dispersed non-motorized jobs and income estimated from
IMPLAN are 57 jobs - $736,000 in salary, 75 jobs - $968,000 in salary, and 93 Jobs - $1,205,000 in salary.
In general jobs and income dependent on dispersed non-motorized recreation is no more than 20% of
the jobs and income dependent on dispersed motorized recreation.

Page 80 IV. Environmental Consequences
D. Environmental Consequences of Alternatives



Grand Mesa Travel Management Plan EA

Alternative Effects on Existing Use

This analysis focuses on the impacts to existing dispersed motorized uses of the Grand Mesa area, which
depend on primitive roads and trails.

Dispersed motorized use levels (annual RVDs) are assumed to not be affected by anincrease in the miles
of dispersed motorized roads and trails because current dispersed motorized use levels are significantly
below the inherent capacity of this system, which means that crowding is not a factor in the number of
trips taken and the length of stay of each trip. Of the 1,499 letters received on the draft Grand Mesa
Travel Management Plan, motorized users did not complain of crowded conditions.

The major effect of the alternatives are assumed to be from changes to or the loss of existing dispersed
motorized use opportunities. As opportunities are changed or lost, people may take fewer trips of shorter
duration, or may stop engaging in dispersed motorized recreation on the Grand Mesa completely.

Non-motorized users can use motorized trails, but motorized users cannot legally use non-motorized
trails. It is not currently known the extent non-motorized use occurs on the dispersed motorized trail
system on the Grand Mesa, but this use is assumed to be low due to the number of advertised developed
trailhead facilities established for the non-motorized user. Heavy motorized use on a trail would tend
to further discourage non-motorized recreation use.

Table 12 below lists the total trail/road miles for each of the alternatives.

TABLE 12. Alternative Dispersed Road and Trail Miles
Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4
Dismg et heats
Primitive Roads 219 181 192 271
System Trails 152 169 198 203
Nonsystem Trails 267 139 0 299
Total Motorized 638 489 390 773
Dispersed |
Non-Motorized Trails ‘
Non-Motorized 85 105 100 82
ﬁgggmgned Primitive 0 3 0 0
Hiker Only 19 19 19 19
Total Non-Motorized 104 127 119 101
Total Digpersed 742 616 509 874

Alternative 4 is the only alternative that has fewer miles of non-motorized trails than currently exists
in Alternative 1. In this case, three miles of non-motorized trail would be converted to a motorized trail.
Non-motorized users would still be able to use the trail, but the recreation experience would change if
motorized users were on the trail at the same time.

Dispersed motorized use will be affected the most by Alternatives 2 and 3, which decrease the number
of miles of primitive roads and trails available to the motorized user. Alternative 4 would not in itself
increase the number of motorized RVDs on the Forest, but it would increase the quality of the recreation
experience available because of the opportunity to explore new areas and meet fewer other people.

Due to the uncertainty of existing recreation information and how people will react to changes in Grand
Mesa travel management, the job and income impacts discussed below for each alternative and scenario
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will be presented as a range of values. The effects of the alternatives will be examined by how much
each alternative reduces existing dispersed motorized recreation opportunities. For this reason,
Alternatives 1 and 4 show no effect because they either maintain existing opportunities or increase
them. In addition, each alternative displays different scenarios on how people will react when confronted
with a road or trail closure where one did not exist before.

The scenarios are based on how dispersed motorized users may change their spending habits when
encountering a road/trail closure and therefore, how road and trail closures may affect local jobs and
income. Motorized users reaction scenarios to road/trail closures are:

0%
10%
25%

The 0% scenario assumes that as dispersed motorized users are confronted with road closures, they
simply find other places on the Grand Mesa to use their motorized vehicles. The 10% scenario assumes
that as dispersed motorized users are confronted with road closures, they receive less enjoyment from
their outings on the Forest and spend 10% less time on the Forest. This can occur from fewer trips or
from trips to other areas outside the local economy (Delta, Mesa, Montrose Counties). Under the 10%
scenario, if 10% of the trails and roads were closed a 1% decrease in dispersed motorized use would occur
along with a 1% decrease in jobs and income. Under the 25% scenario, if 10% of the trails and roads
were closed, a 2.5% decrease in jobs, income and dispersed motorized use would occur. It is the
professional opinion of Forest Service managers that the actual effects from restricting motorized use
will fall somewhere between the 0% and 10% scenarios. There are others who believe the effect will be
more extreme, which is the reason the 25% scenario was included in Table 14.

The other factor in estimating job and income impacts of the alternatives is the change in dispersed
motorized road and trail miles from the current situation, Alternative 1. Table 13 below lists the changes
by alternative.

TABLE 13. Change in Dispersed Motorized Road/Trail Miles From Alternative 1

Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4
Change in Miles 638 -149 -248 +135
Percent Change NA -23% -39% +21%

Table 14 below displays the estimated range of job and income losses for each alternative and scenario.
To obtain job and income effects, total jobs or income from dispersed motorized recreation is multiplied
by the negative change in road/trail miles (Table 13) and by the scenario percentage.

TABLE 14. Estimated Job and Income Losses From Road Closures
Alt. 1 Alt, 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4
0% Scenario
Jobs 0 0 0 0
Salary (Millions) 0 0 0 0
10% Scenario
Jobs 0 -Tto-11 -12 to -18 0
Salary (Millions) 0 -$0.1 to -$0.14 -$0.17 to -$0.23 0
25% Scenario
Jobs 0 -19 to -27 -31 to -24 0
Salary (Millions) 0 -$0.25 to -$0.35 -$0.4 to -$0.6 0
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Another factor which complicates the estimation of job and income effects of the alternatives is the effect
of closing portions of the Grand Mesa to off-road/trail travel except for the retrieval of down game during
the big game hunting season. Alternatives 1 and 4 do not place additional restrictions on off road
hunting, while alternatives 2 and 3 do. Alternative 4 actually increases off-road and trail opportunities.

A survey of 38 hunting camps on the Grand Mesa provides some information on how hunters feel about
different travel restrictions. This survey does not stand up to statistical tests of randomness, necessary
sample size, or having unbiased questions. It does provide some information, which is better than having
no information. The results of the survey are as follows:

1. Roughly half the camps had ATVs in them.

2. Roughly one quarter of ATV camps indicated the ATV was for game retrieval only.
The other three quarters indicated they were going to access their hunting area with
the ATV. :

3. Roughly half of all camps indicated ATVs should be limited to trails only.

4. Those camps, which relied on foot access only (about one third of camps) wanted to
see ATV restricted to roads and trails and were split on whether some areas should be
closed completely to motorized use.

5. All hunting camps were also split on whether some areas should be closed to motorized
use.

6. About one third of the camps had at least one hunter from Colorado.

7. One does get the impression from reading the entire survey that most hunters could
live with restricting all motorized use to roads and trails, except when retrieving game.

8. A few camps (2) indicated they thought the area they were hunting in was too crowded.

Information from the 1,499 letters sent in response to the draft Grand Mesa Travel Management Plan
indicate some (10) people have purchased ATVs to hunt on them, and have indicated if ATV use is
restricted, they will hunt elsewhere.

Big game hunting is responsible for approximately 165 jobs and $2,300,000 in income annually on the
Grand Mesa, or one-third to one-half of the jobs and income dependent on dispersed motorized
recreation. Table 15 below displays the possible added effects of restricting off-road/-trail motorized
travel during the big game hunting season using percent scenarios similar to those used for total
dispersed motorized recreation in Table 14. The effect on big game hunting dependent jobs and income
is based on the acres of the Grand Mesa open to off-route travel. Currently 173,200 acres of the Grand
Mesa are open to off-route travel. Alternative 2 reduces the number of available acres to 86,500;
Alternative 3 reduces the available acres to 83,300; both alternatives reduce the acres open to off-route
travel by approximately 50% when compared to Alternative 1. The difference between Alternatives 2
and 3 is that Alternative 3 excludes the west end of the Battlement Mesa area, which is generally too
steep for off-route travel. Table 15 below shows the effects of both Alternatives 2 and 3 to reducing acres
open to off-route travel by 50%. Alternatives 1 and 4 do not decrease the acres of off-route motorized
access and their affect on big game hunting use is zero. Alternative 1 is the current situation, and
Alternative 4 is less restrictive than Alternative 1. Again, it is the professional opinion of Forest Service
managers that the actual effect of restricting off-road motorized travel during hunting season falls
somewhere between the 0% and 10% scenarios in Table 15. There are others who believe the effect is
more extreme, which is why the 25% scenario was included in Table 15.
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TABLE 15. Effects of Restricting Off-Route Motorized Travel During Big Game Hunting
Alt. 1* Alt. 2 l Alt. 3 Alt. 4*
% cenaniot
Jobs 0 0 0
Income (Millions) 0 0 0
10% Hunting
nario
Jobs 0 -5 to -8 0
Income (Millions) 0 -$0.07 to -$0.11 0
25% Hunting
nario
Jobs 0 -13 to -20 0
Income (Millions) 0 -$0.17 to -$0.27 0

* Alternative 1 is the current situation. Alternative 4 is less restrictive than Alternative 1.

The Rio Grande National Forest has restricted motorized use to designated roads/trails on the Forest
map and allowed off-route downed game retrieval during the big game hunting seasons after 12:00 noon,
for the last two years. Motorized use on the Rio Grande National Forest has continued to increase
despite the restrictions on motorized travel.

Use on the Rio Grande National Forest is effected more by large population centers such as Denver or
Colorado Springs, than is the Grand Mesa National Forest; but if the total motorized use pattern on
the Grand Mesa is similar to the use pattern on the Rio Grande NF, the most likely effect of restriction
on motorized travel is the 0%, or no-effect scenario, for both general dispersed motorized recreation and
big game hunting. Under this assumption, the greatest effect of restricting motorized travel would be
to slow the future growth in the local dispersed motorized recreation industry.

Alternative Effects on Future Use

Future marketing of the Grand Mesa for dispersed motorized use may attract additional people to the
area, with a gain in local jobs and income. All alternatives can benefit from an enhanced sign and
mapping system. Alternatives 3 and 4 have a coordinated system of signed loop trails each covering
large areas of the Grand Mesa. Alternatives 1 and 2 have more miles of primitive roads and trails than
does Alternative 3, while Alternative 4 has the most miles of trails of all the Alternatives. Taking these
factors into consideration, Alternative 4 would be the clear leader in being able to handle increased use
and being attractive to the motorized user and would be the easiest to market to the dispersed motorized
user. It is not clear if having a coordinated system of trails or having a greater number of trail miles
would be more important to marketing dispersed motorized recreation. If trail miles are more important
to marketing, then the preference would be Alternatives 1,2 and last, 3. If having a coordinated system
of trails is more important to marketing, then the preference would be Alternatives 3, 2 and last, 1.
Dispersed motorized recreation marketing preferences are summarized in Table 16 below:

TABLE 16. Alternative Compatibility With A Dispersed Motorized Marketing Strategy
Ad(Ilvi[tional Trail Miles Coordinated Loo S}éstem Most

ost Important Importan
More Compatible Alternative 4 Alternative 4
Alternative 1 Alternative 3
Alternative 2 Alternative 2
Less Compatible Alternative 3 Alternative 1
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Where would a dispersed motorized marketing strategy leave the dispersed non-motorized user looking
for solitude? Information on this subject is not known with any degree of precision. A few areas would
be closed to motorized use in all alternatives, such as the Kannah Creek Area. It is also possible that
terrain could effectively separate the motorized user from the non-motorized user in many areas, but
exact information on the ability to do this is lacking. Some areas would be opened up to summer
motorized use, where it does not now exist. A dispersed motorized marketing strategy if not managed
properly would tend to put pressure to open up additional areas to motorized use and non-motorized
use would tend to decrease. As motorized use increases on motorized trails, these trails will become less
desirable to the non-motorized user. Jobs and income would not decrease with a decrease in
non-motorized use because motorized use tends to attract more people who alse spend slightly more
money per RVD in the local economy than does the dispersed non-motorized user.

Would a marketing strategy, combined with improved signing and a system of loop trails, and generally
increasing local population levels make up for the possible decrease in motorized use under Alternatives
2 and 3? Will a significant number of hunters choose to hunt elsewhere if motorized hunting is restricted
to motorized trails in Alternatives2 and 3? Will motorized users of the Grand Mesa, in fact, decrease
their use of the Grand Mesa in response to closing or restricting roads and trails on the Grand Mesa.

More than half of hunting camps surveyed had an ATV in them. Many dispersed motorized users (more
than half the letters commenting on the draft EA were from outside the Mesa, Delta, Montrose areas)
as well as big game hunters (more than half the hunting camps surveyed were out-of-state hunters)
come from outside the local area. Dispersed motorized users from outside the area can easily choose to
recreate or hunt somewhere else. Local dispersed motorized users and hunters who depend on road/trail
motorized travel would be less inclined to go elsewhere. A small number of motorized users have
indicated they will stop using the Grand Mesa if motorized use is restricted. g

Site Specific Effects

A number oflodges on the Grand Mesa depend on the business of dispersed motorized and non-motorized
users who stop by before or after recreating on the Grand Mesa, or who stay overnight and base a day’s
dispersed activities out of the lodges. If dispersed recreation uses of the Grand Mesa change, these
businesses may see expect a proportional change in their profitability.

Winter use of the Grand Mesa can make or break the profitability of several of the lodges on the Grand
Mesa. Agreat deal of marketing and trail grooming is done at the lodges’ expense to attract cross-country
skiers and snowmobilers. One very important winter trail is the Sunlight to Powderhorn snowmobile
trail (also known as the SP trail), which links the Sunlight Ski area near Glenwood Springs to the
Powderhorn Ski Area near Grand Junction during the winter months. Almost annually problems have
occurred when winter logging activities plow through or over sections of the SP trail in the winter. This
significantly disrupts the winter experience of snowmobilers, by creating snowplowed roads and logging
debris, as well as creating hazards in the SP trail from snowplowing. The lodges are trying to market
a pristine winter experience, with which winter logging activities are not compatible.

Forest Service Financial Impacts

The financial analysis examines Forest Service costs for each of the travel management alternatives
over a twenty year period. Each of the action alternatives (2,3 and 4) will cost more than is now being
spent in travel management. Even the No Action alternative costs more than is now being spent on
Grand Mesa travel management. Table 17 below summarizes the costs to the US Forest Service of the
Alternatives.
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TABLE 17. Alternative Forest Service Costs
| Alt. 1 | Alt. 2 | Alt. 3 | Alt. 4
Annual Costs
Years 1-3
Maintenance $68,350 $71,265 $71,500 $92,715
Rehabilitation $ 8,067 $37,270 $23,800 $49,487
Trail Construction $ 0 $27,000 $14,400 $14,400
Total $76,417 $120,477 $109,700 $156,602
Years 3-5
Maintenance $68,350 $71,265 $71,500 $92,715
Rehabilitation $ 0 $ O $ 0 $ 0
Trail Construction $ 0 $27,000 $14,400 $14,400
Total -~ $68,350 $98,265 $85,900 $107,115
Year 6-20
Maintenance $68,350 $71,265 $71,500 $92,715
Rehabilitation $ 0 $ O $ O $ O
Trail Construction $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0
Total $68,350 $71,265 $71,500 $92,715
Twepty Jear $951,286 $1,192,140 $1,101,860 $1,461,470
Discounted Cost ’ E ’ 7

The major difference in costs among alternatives is in the miles of trail construction and the miles of
non-system trails, which are either closed or will be upgraded to protect soil and water values and receive
minimal maintenance in the future.

Trail construction costs $15,000 per mile for a 48" wide motorized path designed for ATVs and $6,000
per mile for a 24" wide motorized path designed for motoreycles. Alternative 1 has no trail construction,
Alternative 2 has nine miles of 48" wide trail construction, and Alternatives 3 and 4 have four miles of
48" and two miles of 24" trail construction. Miles of new trail construction for Alternative 3 was reduced
from the original proposal as a result of public comments concerning implementation costs (from 44
miles to 6 miles). InTable 17 above, trail construction costs are averaged over a five year period.

The cost of closing or rehabilitating the non-system trails ranges from a total of $11 400 in Alternative
1, which closes 60 miles and ignores the remaining 267 miles; to $134,550 in Alternative 4, which brings
all 299 miles up to a minimal standard needed to protect soil and water. Alternative 2 upgrades 139
non-system trail miles up to minimal soil and water standards and closes 188 miles of non-system trails
at a total cost of $98,270. Alternative 3 closes 299 miles of non-system motorized trails at $56,810. In
Table 17 above, non-system trail rehabilitation costs are averaged over a three year period and are
combined with system motorized and non-motorized trail rehabilitation costs.

Rehabilitated non-system motorized trails also cost about $35 per mile annuall y, for minimal
maintenance. Over a 20 year period the discounted cost of closing a non-system trail is $190 per mile
and the cost of rehabilitating and maintaining a non-system trail is $925 per mile.

Average maintenance funding allocations for trails, low standard roads, and primitive roads on the
Grand Mesa has been approximately $36,000 for trails and $16,000 for primitive and low standard roads
annually, but has been decreasing at a 5% to 10% rate.

Estimated needs from Alternative 1, the current situation, is for $32,267 in trail money and $40,350 in
road maintenance money. So while motorized and non-motorized trails receive adequate funding, low
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standard and primitive roads receive a little more than one-third of the funding they need. Table 18
below summarizes historic and needed funding for rehabilitation and maintenance by alternative.

Rehabilitation of trails that remain open for use is done through trail funding. Rehabilitation of trails
that would be closed must be funded by the benefitting resource (i.e. wildlife, soil or water funds).
Funding needs shown in Table 18 reflect only those requiring road or trail funds.

TABLE 18. Historic and Anticipated Funding Needs Years 1-3
Historic Alt. 1 Alt, 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4
r dard /
;%W Stan $16,000 $40,350 $34700 | . $35,850 $46,750
ads
Trails $36,000 $32.067 $62,078 $40513 $95 451
Difference From Historic
7
%’” Standard +152% +117% +124% +192%
adas
Trails 12% T72% +13% +165%

Current funding indicates that while the trail system is adequately funded, the low standard/primitive
road system is not. This has been a common complaint within the Forest Service as well as with the
public.

Alternatives 2 and 3 would decrease the funds needed to maintain low standard/primitive roads under
Alternative 1 by 35% and 28% respectively, but would not solve the problem, assuming funding levels
do not change. Alternative 4 would increase funding needs by 40% over Alternative 1 funding needs.

Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 would increase trail funding needs by 72%, 13%, & 165%, respectively, for the
first 3 years. While previous trail funding levels have been adequate, there is no guarantee that funding
levels will automatically increase to meet the needs of the alternative selected.

Conversely, Alternative 1 would require $3,800, Alternative 2 would require $11,737 and Alternative 3
would require $18,937 per year for three years, from wildlife, soil, water, etc. funds to rehabilitate trails
that would be closed to future use.

Alternatives 2, 3-and 4 call for motorized trail construction. Alternative 2 constructs 9 miles of trail at
a cost of $135,000. Alternatives 3 and 4 construct 6 miles of trail at a cost of $72,000. There are two
different ways a trail construction project can be funded: as a Regional Capitol Improvement Project
(CIP) and through Forest trail construction funds. To obtain CIP funding the Forest must compete with
other projects within Region 2, as well as the Forest’s own projects submitted in previous years. The
Forest already has 20 years of CIP funding requests submitted to the Regional CIP system. Additional
projects are not likely to be funded in the near future. Forest trail construction funds amount to less
that $100,000 annually and are generally intended for small construction or rehabilitation projects. In
fiscal year 1994 the Forest received only $75,000 in Forest trail construction funding, and budgets are
expected to decrease further in fiscal year 1995. From fiscal years 1991-1993 the Forest Plan indicates
the Forest should have built 150 miles of trail on the Forest. Actual trail construction miles were 80.2
miles or 53% of the targeted number. In summary, the Forest has generally not received the funds
needed to maintain low standard and primitive roads or construct trails. This trend is expected to
continue, and alternatives which call for additional road maintenance funds will not help this problem.
While Grand Mesa trail maintenance and rehabilitation funds have historically been funded at adequate
levels, general funding levels are decreasing and requests for added funding may go unmet. It is unlikely
the trail construction projects will be able to compete in the Regional CIP system. The motorized trail
construction projects could be funded with Forest trail construction funds if the motorized trails were
given priority over all other non-motorized and motorized trail construction projects on the Forest.
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An alternative to Forest Service funding is funding through matching funds from other agencies or
private foundations. Volunteer labor from public interest groups is another alternative way to fund trail
maintenance, rehabilitation and construction. While cooperative and matching funds have been used
in the past, it is not currently known how much of the potential funding shortfall could be made up
through cooperative funding and volunteer labor.

Social Impacts

Grand Mesa National Forest dispersed recreation opportunities affect people in two main ways. First,
many people enjoy different aspects of recreating on the Grand Mesa. It provides opportunities to be
with families and loved ones, opportunities for exercise, opportunities to hunt and fish, as well as the
simple enjoyment of being in the great outdoors. Second, some people also depend on recreation use of
the Grand Mesa either directly or indirectly for their jobs, with which they provide for themselves and
their families.

The loss of & job can be extremely disruptive to individual employees and their families. The loss of a
recreation opportunity, while not as catastrophic as the loss of a job, tends to affect more people, and is
still very personal to the people experiencing the loss.

The potential for a change in jobs and income was discussed above. A discussion of changes in other
social impacts will be discussed below.

Dispersed Motorized Users

Many people enjoy participating in dispersed motorized and non-motorized recreation on the Grand
Mesa. Recreation use estimates indicate that motorized dispersed users outnumber non-motorized
dispersed users by about five-to-one.

Generally people are not as emotionally involved in recreation opportunities they may gain sometime
in the future as they are in recreation opportunities they have experienced in the past. People tend to
associate, as a right, recreation opportunities they have experienced in the past. The term for this is
prescribed rights. While prescribed rights to recreation opportunities have no legal standing, they are
very important to the people who experience them. Therefore, while creating additional opportunities
for people to enjoy a given form of recreation is important and beneficial, taking away an opportunity
affects people more deeply. The primary social effect of the travel management alternatives is the
possible loss of recreation opportunities people are now experiencing on the Grand Mesa.

Motorized users enjoy the ability and freedom to quickly go to a favorite area or trail on the Forest, or
to simply explore. When a road or trail is closed or the ability to hunt from an ATV is denied, people
who experience the loss feel violated, in that they can no longer go and enjoy themselves where or how
they have in the past. In addition their feelings about their vehicles are also involved. They feel they
paid good money for the vehicle and they should be able to take it wherever they want. They bought it
to quickly take them where they want to go, to visit places they may not have been able to get to otherwise
due to time, physical condition, or other reasons.

The alternatives which close the greatest miles of roads/trails will have the greatest negative social
effect on motorized users. Table 19 below ranks the alternatives as to effects on motorized users.

TABLE 19. Motorized User Social Effects
Most Negative Alternative 3
Alternative 2
Alternative 1
Most Positive Alternative 4
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Dispersed Non-Motorized Users

Over the last ten years dispersed non-motorized users have experienced a change in the Grand Mesa.
ATVs, which were few and far between ten years ago, are now plentiful; especially during the fall big
game hunting season. The non-motorized user can still go where he or she wants, but must search out
the few remaining secluded non-motorized areas left on the Grand Mesa if they do not want to be within
the sights and sounds of motorized use.

Dispersed non-motorized users also face possible additional losses of opportunities, but their losses are
generally more subtle, such as the gradual increase in motorized use and subsequent loss of solitude in
existing areas where motorized use is allowed. A more dramatic loss occurs when non-motorized areas
are opened up to motorized use, such as the new route linking the Granby Reservoirs with FDR 122,
The area in between is unique to the dispersed non-motorized user because it is accessed by a year-round
paved road (Highway 65) with ample parking. It can be accessed by anyone capable of hiking who may
not be able to afford an ATV, 4X4, truck or high clearance vehicle. Once a forest visitor is one-quarter
to one-half mile away from the road there are ample opportunities for solitude: hiking, hunting and
fishing without the sights or sounds of motorized traffic or for the most part, other forest users. This
area is the site of a number of small 30-50 year old timber sales in which the roads have been successfully
closed at least 10 years ago. Terrain limits other motorized access. The area is shared by snowmobilers
and cross-country skiers during winter without serious conflicts. Dispersed non-motorized opportunities
between the Granby Reservoirs and FDR 122 would be lost or greatly diminished under alternatives 2,
3 and 4. :

Table 20 displays the non-motorized social effects from trail construction and possible effects of increased
motorized use.

TABLE 20. Non-Motorized User Social Effects
Most Negative Alternative 4
Alternative 2
Alternative 3
Most Positive Alternative 1

11. Irreversible and Irretrievable Impacts

An irreversible commitment of resources results from actions altering an area to the extent that future
options area lost. This term applies primarily to the effects of use of nonrenewable resources, such as
minerals, or to factors such as soil productivity that are renewable only over long periods of time. An
irretrievable commitment of resources results from the loss of production, harvest or use of natural
resources. Irretrievable losses are not necessarily irreversible losses.

Soil : Off-route travel and travel along nonsystem routes could result in impacts to soil resulting in
compaction or erosion to the extent that soil productivity may be permanently impaired. These impacts
would be very limited in area, primarily occurring where soils are saturated most of the year or during
wet soil conditions. Impacts are directly related to the amount of motorized travel that occurs on a given
site. This potentially could be both an irreversible and irretrievable loss.

Vegetation: As with soil, impacts to vegetation resulting from off-route travel and travel along
nonsystem routes could result in impacts that could reduce plant vigor and ultimately result in plant
loss. Impacts are directly related to the amount of motorized travel occurring on a given site. If soil
productivity is impaired on any given site, impacts to vegetation potentially could be an irretrievable
loss.
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Fisheries, Aquatic and Riparian Resources: Impacts to these resources could result from heavy
use along riparian areas and at stream crossings. Compaction of soil, loss of vegetation, increased
sedimentation would all contribute to degrading these resources. Here again, if soil productivity is
impaired and/or threatened, endangered or sensitive species are involved, these impacts would be
irretrievable.

Wildlife Habitat: Habitat fragmentation that could result from new nonsystem route development
(a potential in Alternatives 1, 2 and 4) could result in irretrievable impacts on habitat effectiveness for
species which require large areas of uninterrupted habitat. The impacts would vary depending on route
density and use levels. Species limited to small habitats could also be negatively impacted by new route
development. Where motorized travel is restricted to designated routes the potential for irretrievable
impacts to wildlife habitat are greatly reduced.

There would be no irreversible or irretrievable impacts to threatened, endangered or sensitive species
as aresult of any alternative. Individuals of these species may be impacted in certain cases, but impacts
would not effect the livelihood of any species as a whole.

There would also be no irreversible or irretrievable impacts to livestock management, recreation
opportunities, roads and trails, special uses or local economies as a result of any travel management
alternative.

12. Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects are those environmental effects which when considered separately may not be
significant, but when considered together may resultin a cumulatively significant effect. These may be
the effects of past and future actions considered together with a proposed action, or may be the effects
of similar actions within the reasonable vicinity of the proposed action.

Cumulative effects of each travel management alternative on the various affected environments have
been described in the discussions above. In addition, other activities occur and are planned for on the
Grand Mesa National Forest (i.e. timber sales, subdivisions, oil and gas exploration and development).
Some projects effect travel management and some do not; but all projects effect the Forest ecosystems
located on the Grand Mesa. :

The general impacts of projects which implement the Forest Plan are disclosed in the Final
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Forest Plan (e.g. past, present and future
timber sales; permitted livestock grazing; etc.). Potential impacts of oil and gas development are
presented in the Final Oil and Gas Leasing Environmental Impact Statement.

Additional activities not specifically planned for or identified in the Forest Plan or this assessment
include things like:

- Annual events which occur under special use permits (Arctic Cat tests prototype
snowmobiles along Lands Ends Road area for several days. The Boy Scouts of
America hold their Klondike Derby near the intersection of Hwy 65 and Lands End
road. During each event, support crews and spectators take up most of the
snowmobile parking in this area . These activities brings several hundred people and
cars to this intersection creating safety hazards along the highway.)

- The Grand Mesa Capital Investment Project proposes to construct new and improve
existing recreational facilities along the Grand Mesa Scenic and Historic Byway.

This list is not all inclusive.

If mitigation measures are implemented as proposed during the variety of projects occurring on the
Grand Mesa and monitoring is used to determine whether project implementation and mitigation is
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resulting in the anticipated way, then cumulative effects from all these projects should not be significant
in the long term.

Consultation and coordination with the following agencies, individuals, and groups has occurred
regarding this proposed revision to the Travel Management Plan for the Grand Mesa National Forest.
This included meeting with and discussing the specifics of the revision and soliciting issues or concerns
they might have.

(P = Primary member) (A = Alternate member)

Member Representing
William Sutton (P) Environmental (Western Colorado Congress)
Scott Kenton (P)
Scott Jorgenson (A)
John Burritt (A)
Charles Lutje (P) Water
Jim Norfleet (A) Engineer, Colorado Division of Water Resources
Bud Hawkins (A) Water
Glen Hinshaw (P) Wildlife (Colorado Division of Wildlife)
Roger Lowry (A)
Kirk Madriaga (A)
John Martin (P) Motorized Users
Royal Collard (A)
Kim Kokesh (A)
Ray Ring (P) Lodge Owners & Grand Mesa Resort Company
Chuck Harrington (A)
Gordon Nelson (A)
Ken Anderson (A)
John Trammell (P) Trout Unlimited
Greg Corle (A)
Mike Davis (A)
Bud Burgess (P) Grazing Permittees
Jake Jacobs (A)
Mark Smith (A)
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Jack Lowe (P)
Roger Cesario (A)
Dave Mapes (A)

Len Brooks

Gene Grossman

Kathy Abramson
Tom Sierzega
Frank Robbins
John Beckley

Carol Howe

Outfitters and Guides

District Ranger, Grand Junction
District Ranger, Collbran

Collbran/Grand Junction Zone Wildlife Biologists
Collbran Ranger District Forestry Tech.- Recreation
Forest Transportation Planner

Forest Recreation Staff Specialist

Assistant Land Management Planning Specialist
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Bob and Diana Beltz
John Martin
Glen Neigenfind

Pat Marah
Bill Sutton
Kim Kokesh
Royal Collard

Grand Mesa Jeep Club
Grand Junction Motorcycle Trail Riders Association

Montrose Motorcycle Trail Riders Association (and
mountain bike advocate)

Thunder Mountain Wheelers
Thunder Mountain Wheelers
Thunder Mountain Wheelers
West Slope ATV Club and West Slope Snowmobile Assoc.
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SUMMARY OF CONSENSUS/ISSUE RESOLUTION

Meeting Date ISSUE
Issue Discussed
or resolved

4/28/92 Using "1991 Plan" as a base, reached consensus on following issues:
The Forest Service must make decisions with the best data
currently available. (i.e. no delay for better data)

Preventing resource/wildlife damage is guiding principle.

Adhere to existing FS standards on all FS travelways.

Access to dams by water users shall be on designated routes.
Travel on dams to be managed to protect dam owner's interests.

FS to be involved and monitor public comment during summer and
hunting seasons.

Trails destined to be closed and replaced shall be closed as the
new ones are opened.

Temporary trail closures should have a target date/situation
until damage is fixed.

Centralize trailheads and add trailhead facilities parking,
signing, toilets.

Acquire right-of-way outside National Forest.

Issues not resolved or disagreement with '"91 Plan"

9/25 1. Combined with #11

5/26;6/4;6/23 2. (Don't, Do) connect Granby and pipeline and BLM under BLM's
new plan.

6/4 3. Open West Bench Trail to ATV and motorcycles vs Don't open to
motorized.

5/26;6/4; 4. (Open, Close) Bluegrouse and Point Camp to OHV's. Open Indian

6/23;9/3 Point and Flowing Park.

5/26;6/4;6/23 5. (Open, Do not open) Bull and Brown to motorcycles.

1/19/93 6. (Open, Do not open) established ATV trails for hunting season.
Address ATV and OHV game retrieval.

7/9 7. No change in 1991 travel management proposal regarding off

trail travel between Leroux Creek Rd. and 0ld Surface Creek Rd.
except Green Mountain Trail.

g9/25 8. No expansion of motorized use from tabled plan - exceptions:
logical loop connections.

Will Do 9. F.S. shall manage travel to prevent breaking cattle
distribution.

9/25 10. New looped or interconnected trails should be planned into the

system

9/25 11. Have no area open to off route travel.

5/26;6/4;6/23 12. (Keep, Don't keep) Dirty George unroaded.

472 13. Eliminate Middle Fork Brush Creek Trail

9/3 14. No motorized trail from upper Buzzard Creek to Buzzard Park.

9/25 15. Add motorcycle trails.



1/15/92

1/28/92

2/6/92

2/25/92

3/5/92

3/24/92

4/2/92

NOTE:

CHRONOLOGICAL SUMMARY
CONSENSUS/DECISIONS
BY
GRAND MESA TRAVEL MANAGEMENT WORKING GROUP

Organization/process development.

Issues/concerns from each member.
Information request for maps, 1laws, regulations, environmental
considerations required.

Standards and guidelines from Forest Plan that relate to travel
manangement reviewed.
Agreed to look a 6 area groupings to cover Forest.

Used decision matrix for Kannah Creek area.
Consensus reached on following:
Area closed to motorized use
Close Indian Creek access road
Close Beef Trail access road
Deferred mountain bike use decision until mountain bike users input.
(Note: Will be resolved/addressed in EA)

Mountain bike input
Proposal for using Decision worksheets for environmental documentation
of decisions for each area.

No winter use restrictions in Battlement Mesa area; however will not
provide special emphasis for over snow travel in area.

(Issue #13) Consensus reached in Battlement Mesa area on following:
Existing designated trail system to remain open to all motorized
and non-motorized trail uses.

No need to identify hiker/horse only trails

Forest Service will be responsible to determine which
"non-system" trails to be left open or closed to all uses.

Forest Service will use positive sign management (i.e. trail
closed unless signed open)

Any seasonal restrictions to be discussed at next meeting.

Following meeting and prior to 4/28 meeting, members were polled and

agreed to use the "1991 Plan" as a base for making changes.



4/28/92 Using "1991 Plan" as a base, reached consensus on following issues:
The Forest Service must make decisions with the best data
currently available. (i.e. no delay for better data)

Preventing resource/wildlife damage is guiding principle.

Adhere to existing FS standards on all FS travelways.

Access to dams by water users shall be on designated routes.
Travel on dams to be managed to protect dam owner's interests.

FS to be involved and monitor public comment during summer and
hunting seasons. «

Trails destined to be closed and replaced shall be closed as the
new ones are opened.

Temporary trail closures should have a target date/situation
until damage is fixed.

Centralize trailheads and add trailhead facilities parking,
signing, toilets.

Acquire right-of-way outside National Forest.

Issues not resolved or disagreement with "91 Plan"

1. Combined with #11

2. (Don't, Do) connect Granby and pipeline and BLM under BLM's

new plan.

3. Open West Bench Trail to ATV and motorcycles vs Don't open to

motorized.

4. (Open, Close) Bluegrouse and Point Camp to OHV's. Open Indian

Point and Flowing Park.

5. (Open, Do not open) Bull and Brown to motorcycles.

6. (Open, Do not open) established ATV trails for hunting season.

Address ATV and OHV game retrieval.

7. No change in 1991 travel management proposal regarding off

trail travel between Leroux Creek Rd. and Old Surface Creek Rd.

except Green Mountain Trail.

8. No expansion of motorized use from tabled plan - exceptions:

logical loop connections.

9. F.S. shall manage travel to prevent breaking cattle

distribution.

10. New looped or interconnected trails should be planned into the
system

11. Have no area open to off route travel.

12. (Keep, Don't keep) Dirty George unroaded.

13. Eliminate Middle Fork Brush Creek Trail

1. No motorized trail from upper Buzzard Creek to Buzzard Park.

15. Add motorcycle trails.



5/7/92

(Issues 2,4,5) No consensus on U alternatives in Dirty George area.

5/26/92 Bob Storch discussed procedural guidelines and the importance of the

6/4/92

6/23/92

Broup using a consensus decision making process. The Travel Mangement
Working Group recommendations will be the preferred alternative if the

~ Broup reaches consensus in the overall plan.

Frank Robbins will be technical consultant to group.

Adopted procedural guidelines with some changes.

(Issues 2,4,5,12) Dirty George area. Subcommittee to identify
Solution to Dirty George.

(Issues 2,4,5,12) Tentative consensus reached on Dirty George area
(but to be reviewed next meeting after viewing map)(See detailed map)
Signing must be informative about uses permitted on trails and
uses in overall area.
All motorized use in the area will be restricted to designated
routes.
Close Blue Grouse Trail to motorized use.
The Point Camp Trail will be open to expert motorcycle users (No
ATV's permitted).
Reroute the Bull & Brown Trail, Dirty George Trails to a new
westerly route which will be open to motorized trail vehicles
(ATV and motorcycle) to the Battlement and Granby Reservoirs.
Open a designated route around the rim of Indian Point and
Flowing Park to motorized trail vehicles (ATV and motorcycle).
(Issue 3) Consensus was reached on the West Bench Trail (from Mesa
Lakes Lodge to Powderhorn Ski Area) as follows:
Keep the West Bench Trail closed to motorized use.
Provide a snowmobile route to the south of the West Bench Trail
(not on the bench itself). Referred to snow/winter subcommittee.
Improve signage to reduce snowmobile and x-country skier
conflict.
Winter/sSnowmobile subcommittee formed.

(Issues 2,4,5,12) Eight (of nine) members agreed on the modifications
Lo the Dirty George tentative consensus of 6/4 as follows (See map):
Keep w/current trails below the rim on Working Group map.
Defer decision w/proposed ATV trail on top of Indian Point.
Add Drop Off Trail and tie back to Flowing Park Road at Flowing
Park Reservoir as an expert motorcycle trail. Manage the same as
the Point Camp Trail. Drop Off Trail will be relocated for
better erosion control and drainage and reconstructed to provide
better safety. This addition will provide a loop route for
motorcycles.
Assume a seasonal closure on Point Camp and Drop Off trails. The
date will be set by the Forest Service taking into consideration
elk calving periods in the spring and hunting season in the fall.
Motorized user representative will provide a written position on
this area relating to the closure of Blue Grouse Trail and lack
of overall plan for a recreation trail system.



7/9/92

7/28/92

8/6/92

8/25/92

(Issue #7) The group accepted the Green Mountain Area map with the
following changes (See detailed map):
Change map color of Cedaredge pipeline from yellow to black (i.e.
road designated open to 4WD).
Change map color on Marcott/Beaver Creek Trail (section 8) from
yellow to orange (i.e. designated trail open to ATV's).
Remove trail across Cole Reservoir No. 5 dam (Not needed)(i.e.
closed to motorized use).
FS will consider a possible horse trail from Little Giant
Reservoir to Reynolds Reservoir across Green Mountain.
Need to coordinate with Paonia Ranger District concerning travel
management on Elk Park Trail (Overland Reservoir to District
Boundary). Can this be a motorized trail all the way through to
Leroux Creek?
Remaining trails marked in yellow will not be designated open to
motorized trail vehicles.
The group reached consensus on the green mountain area.

Information session on dam safety and law enforcement.

Received maps identifying preferred routes from following:
Grand Mesa Jeep Club
Western Slope ATV Club
Thunder Mountain Wheelers
Working Group requested Forest Supervisor do the following:
Close areas in '92 hunting season to travel only on designated
routes;
Install large signs at Forest entrances;
Better education efforts on travel management.

Forest Supervisor response to requests from 8/6/92 meeting and planned
actions for the '92 hunting season.
The Working Group agreed on the strategy of emphasizing education and
information as well as focusing law enforcement on key problem areas.
The group requested the Forest to consider a list of ideas for the
1992 hunting season information strategy.

(NOTE: See flyer and news articles/releases)

Dave Patterson presented mountain bike user recommendations and
preferences.



9/3/92

9/22/92

9/25/92

(Issue #14) Consensus was reached on the Buzzard Trail area as follows

(NOTE: see detailed map):
All area between Buzzard Divide Road #265 and Leon Creek would be
travel only on designated routes.
Manage the roads and trails designated open to maintain primitive
recreation experience and low user density that now exists.
Routes designated open to motorized vehicles should include:

Buzzard Trail (ATV's)
Porter Creek Road (U4WD's)

Identify other designated ATV routes in Porter Mountain area
Re-establish Silver Spruce Trail at East end to Buzzard Divide
Road and resolve right-of-way at Leon Creek side.
Retain current existing routes that are designated on Travel Map
Trail segments that will be designated open need to be relocated
or reconstructed to repair damage to wetland areas, vegetation,
and correct other resource damage that is now occuring.
Roads and trails that are not designated should be closed and
rehabilitated.
Include a spring closure for big game calving period and to allow
wet road and trails to dry sufficiently to carry traffic.
Close segment of road from Willow Creek to Wagon Park to full
size vehicles.

(Issue #4) Consensus was not reached on Indian Point (Six voted to
retain current closure to motorized travel, one opposed) .

Kim Kokesh will submit minority report detailing reasons for
recommending a designated motorized trail loop.

(NOTE: Consensus on Dirty George area (6/4 & 6/23 meetings) tied to
motorized travel on Indian Point and Rx 2A in Dirty George area).

Jim Norfleet will provide water users trails map.

Consensus was not reached on the Lake of the Woods Trail. (Five votes
for and two opposed to closing trail to motorized use except by
special use permit by water users.)

Agreed to following related to mountain bike trails:
Use existing trails where possible
Plan and develop a bike trail system that interconnects lodges
and campgrounds between Mesa Lakes and Alexander Lodge.
Hay Park/Cedar Mesa Reservoir. Recommendations for better management
of trails in the area was discussed.
Spring Creek/Bull Creek Area consensus as follows:

Keep area closed unless public access needed to BLM lands to the
north. If needed, designate one route to access BLM lands.
(Issues 8,10,11,15) Combined remaining issues with following

resolution:
The working group recommends travel only on designated routes
with direction to the Forest Service to design and develop trail
systems in the current green areas for each specific type of
user. In addition, the Forest Service will review the whole
system for logical trails networks (i.e. review yellow areas for
extensions or connections to make loops, etc.).

Consensus on recommendation to not asphalt pave Trickle Park Road.
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1/19/93 (Issue #6) Reached consensus (7 voted for, 1 abstained) on travel only
on designated roads and trails during hunting season (same as summer
travel). No OHV use off designated routes to retrieve down game.

Working Group reviewed draft map of designated roads/trails network.
Discussed pros/cons, but left final decision to Forest Service as to

network/designated systenm.
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Appendix B

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT

INTRODUCTION

Since 1991, the Forest Service has invested extensive effort into gaining informed public comment
for the revised Grand Mesa Travel Management Plan.

In late 1991, the Grand Mesa Travel Management Working Group was formed to make recommen-
dations to the Forest Supervisor for a travel management plan revision. The Working Group had nine
members, representing a cross-section of forest users and interests.

Federal, State and local agencies were informed and consulted throughout the planning effort. Indi-
viduals and organizations were informed of progress on the travel plan through the local media and
mailings. The planning effort included Open Houses in Delta, Grand Junction, Mesa, Denver and
Cedaredge. In addition, about 300 copies of the Environmental Assessment were distributed to inter-
ested individuals and organizations, and local government offices in September of 1993.

Indicative of the success in reaching individual and group users of the Grand Mesa National Forest
are the more than 2,500 letters and petition signatures received.

Every letter the Forest Service received commenting on the Grand Mesa Travel Management Plan
was read by a member of the core planning team. The team identified 1,854 different comments. From
these comments, an analysis team identified 60 generalized issue statements. It then classified each in-
dividual comment under the issue to which it pertains. (The following pages list 44 issue statements.
Several have sub-issues for a total of 60 issue statements.)

The planning team then developed responses to these 60 issue statements.

If you wish to see where your comment was incorporated into the process, find your name in the al-
phabetical listing at the end of this chapter. Under your name will be shown the issue numbers t0
which your comments were assigned.

All of the original letters are on file in the Planning Records.

1. Is it necessary to change the way travel is managed on Grand Mesa National Forest?

Given current trends, the Grand Mesa National Forest of the future will not look the way the public
wants it to in 25, 50 or 100 years. ,

Grand Mesa National Forest, with its 200 lakes and 560 square miles of beauty, has become one of
the state’s most popular recreation areas. Use of motorized vehicles for recreation has increased dra-
matically during the past decade, causing increased impacts on the land and plants and animals that
live there.

Unplanned roads and trails created by repeated motorized use criss-cross the Forest. Some of these
roads and trails pass through riparian areas, shifting the delicate balance of ecosystems. Others cut
through prime wildlife habitat.

If left unmanaged, motorized travel on Grand Mesa National Forest can reasonably be expected to
create serious problems for the health of the Forest. An opportunity exists now o favorably influence
the future condition of this Forest, an opportunity that might not be available in 2020.

The Forest Service has the responsibility to address existing and potential problems and to capitalize
on this opportunity.

Travel management is not new. The Grand Mesa National Forest travel management plan was last re-
vised in 1984. Periodic review and validation will need to be done again every few years.

In reaching a decision, the Forest Service has made every effort to seek a reasonable, sensible and re-
sponsible approach that involved the public to the maximum possible extent.

Page B-1



Grand Mesa Travel Management Plan EA

The travel plan revision will identify travel management actions that will provide a variety of recrea-
tion opportunities and access needs for many users while meeting resource management objectives,
This includes identifying roads and trails and deciding what activities can take place, when and where.

No plan of this extent can possibly please every interest. The Forest Service cares about how the
travel plan will affect the many interests and has given careful consideration to them.

While all Forest users want the Forest Service to provide a quality recreational experience, we be-
lieve they also wish to protect water quality, soil, vegetation, wildlife and fish habitat so these re-
sources will be in good condition for future generations to use and enjoy.

2. There is concern that not enough objective scientific data exists showing motorized vehicles
are damaging Grand Mesa NF.
The purpose of this plan is to prevent future damage, allow existing damage to heal, and to provide for a
wide variety of recreational uses, now and in the future.
Explanations of effects of travel on soils, fisheries, wildlife, cultural resources, vegetation and water
are found in Chapter IV of this document.
The result of limiting motorized travel to designated routes would be less impacts to soil, wildlife, vegeta-
tion and water resources on Grand Mesa National Forest. Designated roads and trails would be designed
and maintained to decrease soil erosion and damage to vegetation. These routes would have bridges or
stream crossings designed to protect water resources. Wildlife needs also are taken into consideration
when planning designated routes.
Where there is resource damage or the potential for damage on designated roads or trails, these trav-
elways may be relocated or redesi gned and regularly maintained to prevent or reduce damage.
For the purpose of this Travel Management Plan Revision, 18 distinct areas have been delineated on
Grand Mesa National Forest. The areas were established based on particular features considered in
travel management such as soil, water and wildlife habitat. Area boundaries follow roads, trails or
natural land breaks as much as possible. The impacts of each travel management option are evaluated
for each of the 18 areas. The planning areas are shown in figure 2, page 5. Area descriptions and the
impacts of each area-wide travel management option are evaluated in the Environmental Conse-
quences section, beginning on page 55 of this Environmental Assessment.

3. Do motorized vehicles disrupt wildlife?

Roads and trails are essential for recreation, timber management and fire control. However, there is a
large body of evidence showing that human presence and motorized vehicles can negati vely affect
wildlife.

Roads and trails bring people, machinery and noise into the Forest while taking away wildlife secu-
rity. Road and trail use influence the habitat of animals and birds. Many impacts can be mitigated
when roads and trails are properly designed and located. (see mitigation measures, Chapter 3, page
36-38)

Unplanned roads and trails that result from repeated, indiscriminate use can cause even greater stress
as wildlife areas of security and cover grow smaller and smaller.

Some assume animals will just move to other habitat, but adequate alternative habitat does not al-
ways exist, or it’s on private property in lower areas. Being forced onto marginal habitat can result in
less healthy animals and fewer offspring. Crowding in the new habitat can result in increased stress.

Winter recreation activities can place severe physical burdens on wildlife. Stored energy needed to
survive the winter is unnecessarily expended if animals must travel through snow to escape noise or

Page B-2



Appendix B

direct harassment.

Fish can be affected by sediment from unplanned, unmaintained roads and trails. Motorized vehicles
crossing streams can cause bank erosion, resulting in sediment entering the stream. Sediment settles in
gravel where fish spawn and can cause gravel to cement together, affecting reproduction. Insects, a
food source for fish, that live in this gravel also may be affected by sediment generated from motor-
ized vehicles crossing streams.

While a few stream crossings may seem harmless, there is the possibility of many crossing places de-
veloping. This could harm the future fisheries on Grand Mesa if the public does not address the prob-
lem.

4. How will travel management be enforced?

Improved information and maps will be posted at major traitheads and other locations in the Forest.
This would include maps showing designated roads and trails, closures and restrictions, and informa-
tion on trail markings throughout the Forest.

Forest Service law enforcement officers regularly patrol Grand Mesa National Forest and issue cita-
tions for violations. But with such a vast area of 1and, it would only be possible to adequately enforce
travel restrictions with help from those who own the land -- the public.

Peer pressure is expected to play a large role in encouraging compliance with new travel regulations.
The Forest Service believes most citizens are law-abiding and aware of damage caused by indiscrimi-
nate use of Forests. People usually try t0 inform other recreationists who appear to be unaware of regu-
lations.

5. More and better signs are needed to help guide users of Grand Mesa NF.

Sign;s‘ and maps are essential tools in directing travel on the Forest. More and better signs will be
placed during the implementation phase of the travel management plan. The Forest Service recognizes
that improved signs and maps are a tremendous aid in understanding and complying with the travel
management plan.

It will take time to get all the necessary signs in place. Signs will indicate whether roads and trails
are open or closed and whether or not there are travel limitations.

The first priority will be the placement of signs at roads and trails that are closed. These are primar-
ily roads and trails that branch off from main routes. Entryways to these non-system routes will be
obliterated. There is also a need to have signs explain why roads and trails are closed and why there
are travel restrictions.

6. The Forest Service should educate the public to avoid further resource damage.

Continuing education efforts will be part of this travel management plan.

There are numerous free pamphlets, brochures and videotapes on how, when and where to ride in
National Forests. These materials detail what areas, such as meadows, steep hillsides and stream-
banks, should be avoided when traveling on the forest.

Information on how to avoid disrupting wildlife and the environment is included. There are bro-
chures on trail courtesy as well. Much of this information was produced in cooperation with ATV, mo-
torcycle, mountain bike and snowmobile groups. Maps showing travel routes and restricted areas are
available at all Forest Service offices and Visitor Centers.

The Forest Service also will display Forest user regulations and etiquetie in area newspapers and rec-
reation and hunting special editions.
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7. Travels impact and damage should be monitored for several years before making a travel
management decision on Grand Mesa NF.

Impacts have been monitored for years. Changes in the type of travel and amount of travel are noted
in the Purpose and Need Section (pages 1-4). While it would be helpful if monitoring information was
more extensive, the Forest Service has photographs and other documentation of damage to the Forest
on system and non-system trails and roads.

So-called "non-system" routes are those that were developed over time by various users — ATV,
livestock, game and horse back riders. These routes sometimes dead end or become impassable in a
short distance. Some closely parallel engineer-designed roads or trails. Roads that appeared because of
repeated use do not meet design standards. They don’t have drainage systems to reduce erosion and
they are not maintained.

There are 327 miles of nonsystem roads and trails on Grand Mesa National Forest which have been
identified on USGS quad maps.

There are 349 miles of professionally designed and constructed roads that are inventoried and main-
tained as part of the Forest transportation system. Money is budgeted for their maintenance. They usu-
ally are identified on signs and maps.

To protect the health of the Forest, roads and trails must be built and maintained to protect water
quality, soils, vegetation, wildlife and other environmental elements.

Objectives to help meet this goal include:

* Provide a system of access routes to meet current and future demands for a wide variety of Forest
users. .

* Provide for diverse Forest visitor experiences and degrees of access.

* Reduce erosion on trails and reduce sedimentation at stream crossings.

* Provide attractive trails and trailheads with good user guidance and signs.

Reduce conflicts among various users.

Involve user groups in signing and maintaining trails.
Reduce use in critical wildlife habitat.

Protect riparian areas from disturbance and damage.

* % B »

8. Question combined with number 19.

9. Closing roads and trails will cause more resource damage on remaining roads, trails and
lakes.

Resource damage would be minimized through the use of culverts and drainage as well as by routing
traffic around wetlands and other sensitive areas. (See mitigation measures, Chapter 3, page 36) Des-
ignated roads and trails will be designed and maintained to handle the im pacts of increased traffic on
the Forest.

Partnerships with user groups can play a large role in the repair and maintenance of roads and trails.
ATV, motorcycle and snowmobile clubs are some of the organizations that spend considerable time
helping keep the Forests clean and trails maintained.

10. People whose mobility is impaired will not have full access to Grand Mesa NF if all off-
road vehicles have to stay on designated roads and trails.
The Americans with Disabilities Act requires that reasonable modifications be made to policies and
procedures to accommodate individuals with disabilities in public places. The Act states that modifica-
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tions should be "readily achievable.”

Under the preferred alternative, special-use authorizations will be available for mobility impaired
people in cases where their form of transportation doesn’t conform with the travel plan. For example,

a trail vehicle (ATV) is defined as being less than 48 inches wide. A mobility-impaired person’s trail
vehicle may be 60 inches wide. In that case, the individual could receive a permit to use the wider ve-
hicle, providing the trail can safely accommodate it. The application for the permit would be similar to
that used by the Colorado Division of Wildlife for mobility impaired people.

Under the preferred altemative, a four-mile, hiker-only trail will be built from Big Creek to Bonham
Reservoir with access to stream fishing along the way. The trail will be accessible (Level 3) for the
mobility challenged, which includes some older people who have difficulty walking on steep slopes or
long distances. This trail will be developed using natural features along the way.

There are four levels of trails. The first level is the natural state of the land. Levels 2 and 3 are more
developed and the fourth level is the most accessible. Levels are determined by degree of slope, hard-
ness of surface, width of trail and the side slope.

A Level 3 trail is planned to connect Land-o-Lakes Overlook trail and parking area with a proposed
trailhead southeast of the Lands End Road and State Highway 65 junction. Plans are to provide semi-
primitive, dispersed campsites along the route for people with disabilities.

Most lakes on Grand Mesa are only a short distance from designated roads and trails. With an im-
proved road and trail system, most forest users, including mobility-impaired people, will have access
to a wide variety of recreation experiences,

11. Dam owners and workers need access to maintain dams.

Open roads and trails would provide access to most dams and reservoirs.

Special-use authorizations will be issued for motorized access to dams and reservoirs where roads or
trails are closed to motorized use. Reservoir owners could use this special travel authority only for ac-
tivities associated with operation of the facility -- not for recreation activities. State dam inspectors
also would be allowed access to all dams and reservoirs.

People needing access to work on dams, build fences or perform other duties described in their spe-
cial-use permits would apply for off-road travel authorization at the District Ranger office administer-
ing the area. There would be no cost for off-road travel authorizations. These travel authorizations
would be granted based upon written requests by a facility owner and/or permittee. Individuals mak-
ing the request for the special travel authorizations would be required to carry Forest approval while
in the travel restricted areas. (see page 14 for more details)

Access routes closed to public motorized use but open 10 permittees would be signed.

Any Federal, State or local official, or members of a rescue or fire fighting effort would be exempt
from restrictions or closures.

12. The Environmental Assessment is not clear about travel restrictions on snowmobiles.

Snowmobiling would be allowed on the majority of Grand Mesa National Forest, with a few excep-
tions. About 163 miles (117 groomed) of snowmobile trails would be signed and shown on maps in
cooperation with snowmobile groups. Also, about 50 kilometers (31 miles) of cross-country ski trails
will be signed and mapped with the help of cross-country ski groups.

Snowmobiles would not be allowed in areas closed to protect big game:

* The AlkaliNKannah CreeK\Whitewater Basin and Mud Hill/Road Gulch/ Hightower planning areas
would be closed to protect big game on winter range. Closure dates are dependent on snow conditions,
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presence of animals and winter habitat. Average closure dates are Nov. 15 to May 1.

* The Indian Point area would be closed to all motorized vehicles through hunting season (until
Nov. 15) Snowmobile use in this area after that date is allowed.

* Elk calving areas and spring range on Battlement Mesa and the northem slopes of Grand Mesa
(see Figure 6, page 26) would be closed to snowmobile use off of designated routes, beginning about
April 15 each year.

13. New Forest maps are needed.

A new travel map will be prepared with updated road and trail locations and detailed travel regula-
tions. It will clearly show travel systems, networks and restrictions. The new Grand Mesa National
Forest map should be available in 1995. It will be a standard Forest Service travel map, with standard
symbols and colors.

In addition, maps specific to ATVs, snowmobiling and other types of recreation will be developed in
cooperation with user groups, to highlight trail systems for different users.

14. There should be a system of connecting road and trail loops with varying levels of difficulty.

The preferred alternative would focus on operating and maintaining a network of roads and trails to
provide a full spectrum of recreation opportunities. These would include primitive and maintained
trails -- as well as paved and graveled roads -- designed to provide a variety of experiences for Forest
users. Tables 6 and 7 on pages 34 and 35 summarize the road and trail systems that would be available.

Motorized travel will be permitted on designated routes for the entire 351,000 acres. Designated
routes would include:

* 192 miles of low-standard and primitive roads for high clearance and four-wheel-drive vehicles,
and unlicensed motorized trail vehicles.

* 25 miles of asphalt paved road.

* 105 miles of graveled surface roads maintained for passenger car use. (ATVs would be allowed
on short segments of graveled roads that serve as linkages between trails.

* 379 miles of roads and trails for motorized trail vehicles. This includes 192 miles of low-standard
roads, 191 miles of designated trails, 24 miles of gravel roads and seven miles of motorcycle-only
trails. This network is designed to ensure connections so that use of surfaced roads by unlicensed mo-
torized vehicles will be limited. This will improve travel safety on Grand Mesa National Forest.

* Three separate single track motorcycle/dirt bike trails (closed to ATVs) would be provided by us-
ing five miles of existing trails and building two miles of new trail. Point Camp and Drop Off trails,
on the south side of Grand Mesa, would be changed from non-motorized to motorized use. The pro-
posed new trail would follow existing snowmobile trails along West Leon Creek.

* 100 miles of trails for hikers, mountain bikers and horse riders. These trails would be closed to
motorized vehicles. The 187 miles of motorized trail would be available for these same users. Moun-
tain bikers also would likely use the 192 miles of low standard roads.

* 19 miles of trails for hikers only. These trails would be closed to horses and mountain bikers and
all motorized vehicles.

15. There is a safety concern with different types of motorized vehicles on gravel roads.
The Forest Service shares this concemn. Gravel roads may be uneven, have washboards and loose
gravel that can cause vehicles to skid and slide. ATVs and motorcycles are small and the drivers of
trucks and cars sometimes do not see them.
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State law (CRS 33-14.5.101) provides that off-highway vehicles may not be operated on State
streets, roads or highways unless designated open by the State or a United States agency. Counties
may chose to allow off-road vehicles on county roads. However, there are no county roads on Grand
Mesa National Forest.

Only 28 miles of road and 13.2 miles of trail are currently designated on the 1993 Colorado OHV
Trails and Riding areas map as open to off highway trail vehicles on Grand Mesa National Forest. The
Forest proposes to designate all unsurfaced low standard and primitive roads and short segments of
graveled roads as open to OHV use. To reduce potential safety hazards that may result from mixed
traffic, the Forest intends to put up warning signs.

Under the preferred alternative, designated roads and trails would be maintained, making travel on
the Forest safer for everyone.

A. There are concerns about general safety on Grand Mesa National Forest.

Under the preferred alternative, all motorized vehicle travel would be on maintained routes, improv-
ing safe travel conditions.

Some concemn was expressed that motorized access would not be allowed off designated routes in
the event of a life-saving emergency. Emergency operations are exempted from these regulations.

Access also would be allowed for the operation, maintenance and repair of dams on Grand Mesa Na-
tional Forest. The preferred alternative provides for adequate access for equipment should there be an
emergency at one of the dams.

A suggestion also was made that roads be closed during adverse weather conditions. Many roads are
closed in the Winter because it’s too difficult and too costly to maintain them. Others are closed in
the Spring to prevent damage to fragile ecosystems. During unexpected thunderstorms, downpours or
other adverse conditions, Forest users would want to use good judgment on which roads or trails to
use. Some can be dangerous during storms. In other cases, damage to roads and trails can occur if trav-
eled on while wet. ’

16. Combined with #11.

17. How was public input to the Draft EA used.

Public opinion has helped guide Forest Service policies, plans and operations during its 90 years of
service. The agency still has a mandate to serve people by managing the National Forests insuch a
way as to provide the greate'st good to the greatest number. As required by law, and continuing tradi-
tion, the Forest Service invested extensive effort into gaining informed public comment regarding the
Grand Mesa National Forest Travel Management Plan. These efforts are detailed on pages 7-9.

Some 2,500 letters and petition signatures were received from the public regarding the proposed
travel plan. These letters were studied and areas where additional information was needed were deter-
mined.

As a result of public comment the Environmental Assessment has been modified. Particular informa-
tion the public asked for includes:

* Language that clarifies how water users and dam inspectors will have access to water facilities on
Grand Mesa National Forest (see pages 14 and 36).

* Improved maps

* Analysis of an additional alternative. Alternative 4 was submitted by Thunder Mountain Wheelers.
Elements of this alternative are compared in the same manner as all other altematives (see pages 29-
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32 and 63-89).

* Analysis of possible socioeconomic effects of a new travel management plan. This includes an esti-
mate of jobs and income in Mesa, Montrose and Delta Counties that might be influenced by changes
in recreational travel on Grand Mesa National Forest. Social effects of closing roads is also briefly dis-
cussed (see pages 78-89).

* A more detailed Environmental Assessment (see page 9 and Chapter I'V, beginning on page 38).

* Game retrieval with motorized trail vehicles will be allowed off designated routes in certain areas
between noon and 5 p.m. (See Map Figure 5, page 24).

It should also be noted that the public will be consulted on any significant future changes to this
travel management plan.

18. The local economy will be negatively impacted if travel is limited on Grand Mesa.

Economic impacts of changing the Grand Mesa Travel Plan are difficult to determine with any de-
gree of certainty due to a number of variables. Many local businesses provide supplies, equipment and
services to recreationists. Some local jobs and income are dependent on the number of people using
the Forest and the amount of time they spend in the area. For a detailed discussion of possible im-
pacts on the Jocal economy due to a new travel management plan, please see pages 78-89 of this docu-
ment.

19. Many people oppose the loss of ORV miles.

While motorized travel would be limited to designated routes only, the overall result will be a sys-
tem of loop trails and roads that will provide a mixture of recreational travel experiences for all Forest
users. Limiting travel to designated roads and trails will allow forest users and the Forest Service to fo-
cus efforts on maintaining these roads and trails.

Grand Mesa National Forest has 25 miles of asphalt paved roads (includes 20 miles of State High-
way 65) and 105 miles of gravel surfaced roads which are maintained for passenger car use.

Under Alternative 3, unlicensed vehicles such as ATVs and dirt bikes, would not be pemmitted on the
above 130 miles of asphalt and graveled roads used by passenger car and truck traffic, except for
small sections of graveled roads that provide linkages in the travel system.

Designated unsurfaced, low standard or primitive roads ("dirt" roads) would be classified as "author-
ized open roads" in accordance with the State of Colorado’s off-highway vehicle law. It would be le-
gal to ride an unlicensed vehicle, such as an ATV or dirt bike, on these roads. In addition, the roads
would serve as links to trails open to motorized trail vehicles and be part of the available trail network.

All trails are open to hiking, horseback riding and mountain biking, except those specifically desig-
nated for hikers only.

Acquisition of key trail rights-of-way will be pursued to enhance public access, particularly in those
areas isolated by private land.

Alkali/Whitewater Basin area, and most of the Mud Hill/Road Gulch/Hightower area would be
closed to motorized use in the winter, to protect big game on winter ranges. These closure dates arc
normally from mid-November to May 1. The majority of Kannah Creek is closed to motorized traffic
all year to protect municipal watersheds. A small portion of the Kannah Creek (Lands End Road) arca
would be open seasonally to motorized traffic, but closed to snowmobiles. (See Figure 6, page 26)

Designated travel ways would be posted, have signs on the ground, and be shown on the new travel
map.

A total of 299 miles of trail would be closed, and rehabilitated as needed. These are trails that were
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created by repeated use, rather than being engineer-designed and built. These closed trails would not
be maintained.

A. Some people are opposed to the loss of 4WD miles -- The preferred alternative would focus on
operating and maintaining a network of roads and trails that would provide a full spectrum of recrea-
tion opportunities. It would provide for all types of travel and meet the needs of a variety of users.

Motorized travel would be permitted only on designated routes for the entire 351,000-acre forest.
Under the preferred altemative, designated roads on Grand Mesa National Forest would include 192
miles of roads for high clearance and 4WD full size vehicles. There are also 25 miles of paved road
and 105 miles of graveled roads suitable for passenger cars. Under the preferred alternative, there
would be 27 miles less low standard and primitive roads for 4WD use. See table 7 on page 35 for
mileage comparisons of the four alternatives. Also see maps in Appendix C, which show road and
trail networks for all alternatives.

B. Some people are opposed to the loss of ATV miles - There would be a total network of 414
miles of ATV trails and roads.

Under the preferred alternative, an engineer-designed, motorized trail network would be developed.
This would include 132 miles of existing developed trails, 24 miles of primitive roads, three miles of
low standard roads and 28 miles of user-developed trails. In addition, four miles of new trail is pro-
posed.

An interconnected trail network that would avoid most surfaced roads would be created by joining
the 28 miles-of user-developed trail and four miles of new trails. Approximately 24 miles of graveled
roads would be used as short connections between ATV routes.

Unsurfaced, low standard and primitive system roads would be designated as "open roads” under
Colorado’s Off-Highway Vehicle Law. This would make 192 miles of road also open to ATVs and
dirt bikes, for a total network of 414 miles. The network would be designed to ensure connections so
the use of surfaced roads by unlicensed motorized vehicles would be minimized.

The preferred alternative would have 46 more miles of motorized vehicle system roads and trails
than the current system has. Under this alternative, 267 miles of non-system routes for motorized trail
vehicles would be closed. (See table 7 and Appendix C for more details.)

C. Some people are opposed te the loss of motorcycle/dirt bike miles - Separate single-track mo-
torcycle/mountain bike trails (closed to ATVs) would be provided by using five miles of existing trail
and constructing two miles of new trail.

Under Alternative 3, Point Camp and Drop Off trails, on the south side of Grand Mesa, would be
changed from non-motorized to motorized use. The proposed new single-track motorcycle/mountain
bike trail would follow an existing snowmobile route along West Leon Creek.

There would be 100 miles of trails maintained for non-motorized users: hikers, horse riders and
mountain bikers. Mountain bikers also would likely utilize the 192 miles of low standard roads.

The Indian Point area would remain non-motorized but consideration would be given to a new
mountain bike trail that would provide an exceptionally scenic bike route and provide an easy ride for
casual mountain bikers or for biking families.

Lake-of-the-Woods Trail (No. 506) would be closed to motorized use. Four hi gh-quality fishing
lakes on this trail would be accessed by foot. The other trail that will be studied would provide alink
connecting the lodges on Grand Mesa.
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The preferred alternative would add seven miles of new trails for motorcycle and dirt bikes. A total
of 267 miles of non-system roads and trails would be closed under Alternative 3. (See table 7 and Ap-
pendix C for more details)

D. Trail miles should be added.

Opportunities to provide additional trails will be considered in the future. The Forest Service will
work with user groups to determine what opportunities may be needed or could be provided. Under
Alternative 3, some new trails would be added in the future to provide a network of loops. Some trails
would be limited to certain users, while other trails would be available for all users.

One network of trails would use 132 miles of existing engineer-designed trail, 24 miles of primitive
roads, 24 miles of graveled roads, three miles of low standard roads, 28 miles of user-developed
roads, seven miles of motorcycles-only trails and four miles of proposed new trail.

An additional 192 miles of dirt roads would be open to ATVs and dirt bikes, for a total of 414 miles -
of routes.

Three separate single track motorcycle/mountain bike trails (closed to ATVs) would be provided us-
ing five miles of existing trail and constructing two miles of new trail for a total of 7 miles.

A network of 100 miles of trail would be provided for foot, horseback or mountain bike travel. Peo-
ple on foot, horseback or mountain bike could also use the 191 miles of motorized trails. Mountain
bikers could use the 192 miles of low standard roads in the road and trail network as well.

There would be 19 miles of trail for hikers only.

20. Many people expressed opinions and comments on matters that are beyond the scope of the
Travel Management EA.

Many comments were received which were beyond the scope of the Grand Mesa National Forest
Travel Management Plan Revision and therefore could not be dealt with here. Some comments could
not be dealt with because of the limited authorities of the Forest Service. The purpose of this revision
is to identify the travel management plan that will provide safe access for recreation users, provide a
variety of recreation opportunities, support resource management and protect the ecosystem.

A. Some people expressed general support of the plan.
Many individuals and organizations are supportive of the preferred altemative. Following is a sam-
pling of these comments.

"If the Forest Service, which has custody of this resource, does not get control, within the next 15 or
20 years motorized recreation will destroy the balance of nature and disrupt watersheds...then we’ll
have to spend billions restoring it."

"The plan is balanced. It allows for multiple-use of Grand Mesa and prohibits abuse of fragile eco-
logical resources."” ‘

"It achieves balanced recreational opportunities on Grand Mesa with amplc opportunities for hikers
to escape motorized vehicles and enjoy the beauty and solitude of the Forest.”
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“Supportive of implementation of travel management plan developed by the Forest Service and
Working Group, which put forth a serious and honest effort that allows for travel and environmental
protection.”

"The plan was developed from recommendations by the Grand Mesa Travel Plan Working Group,
which represented all users."

“It’s necessary to eliminate off-road and off-trail motorized use to protect soils, vegetation and wild-
life and to prevent new networks of roads and trails."

*The plan is a good one. Noise and damage of ATVs spoils our enjoyment of the Forest. Would like
outdoor solitude in unspoiled places o be protected so that it remains for others to enjoy."

"Grand Mesa can be protected only by placing some limitations on motorized vehicles."

"The plan represents a fair balance of use by the many and diverse desires of those who enjoy Grand
Mesa."

B. Many people expressed opposition to the proposed travel plan. Some of their individual
comments are listed in items #27 and #36. Numbers 21-27 identify additional reasons for oppo-
sition to the plan.

21. This plan does not support multiple-use of public lands.

Altemative 3 does support multiple-use of Grand Mesa National Forest.

It’s mandated by Congress that the national forests be administered for multiple use. These uses in-
clude outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, wildlife and fisheries.

"Multiple-use" means the management of all the renewable resources of the National Forests so that
they are used in the combination that will best meet the needs of the American people. All land can
not always be used for all of these purposes. The uses must be managed in coordination with each
other and without impairing the productivity of the land.

To ensure that the land will remain productive and in good shape for future generations, it’s some-
times necessary to stop or limit some uses of the Forests. Some limitations are long term and some are
temporary.

22. Limiting travel denies the public its rights on public lands.

Congress mandates that the Forest Service protect public lands and has given the agency the author-
ity to put into effect rules and regulations to achieve this goal.

The Forest Service provides leadership in the management, protection and use of the National For-
ests. It is sometimes necessary to limit certain uses of the forest to ensure it will remain in good shape
for people to use and enjoy now and for generations to come.

Access to Grand Mesa National Forest is not being closed, but motorized use is being directed t0
designated roads and trails to protect the Forest. Non-motorized use will not be changed by the pro-
posed altermnative.

The Forest Service has the responsibility to provide a wide spectrum of recreation and economic op-
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portunities to the public.

A, Alternative 3 is not fair.

The purpose of Grand Mesa National Forest Travel Management Plan is to provide a variety of rec-
reation opportunities and access needs for many users, while protecting the ecosystem. The ultimate
goal is to ensure that the Forest will be in good condition for present and future generations to use and
enjoy.

The Forest Service has aggressively sought to involve as many members of the public as possible in
order to arrive at the best possible methods to achieve this goal. The preferred altemnative considers
all types of recreationists and provides opportunities for each of them. While it may not be possible to
please all Forest users, a serious effort was made to include the public in a fair decision-making proc-
ess.

The Forest Service also has modified the preferred altemative to address many public concems.

23. Special rules should be imposed on out-of-state visitors to National Forests.
Citizens from other states cannot be denied the right to use Grand Mesa National Forest, nor can
special rules or fees be imposed on them only.
The forests belong o all citizens of the United States. Forests were established for use and enjoy-
ment by all, not only the citizens of the state where each forest is located.

24. Alternative 3 creates a Wilderness on Grand Mesa.

The preferred altemative would not make Grand Mesa National Forest a Wilderness.

No motorized vehicles or bicycles are allowed in Wildemness areas. The proposed travel plan would
not prohibit the use of motorized vehicles on Grand Mesa National Forest. Trail and road networks
and loops would provide a wide range of recreation opportunities on the Forest. These opportunities
include roads and trails for hikers, horseback riders and mountain bikers. A network of trails and
roads would provide ATV and four-wheel-drive users a variety of recreation experiences. Paved and
graveled roads allow access for passenger cars.

Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests include eight designated Wildemess Areas for those
who prefer a wildemess experience.

Wildemess areas were set aside by Congress in 1964 to assure "that an increasing population, accom-
panied by expanding settlement and growing mechanization, does not occupy...all areas within the
United States..."

25. Unlimited travel should be allowed on all National Forests.

The Travel Management Plan Revision addressed here pertains only to Grand Mesa National Forest.
There may be other forests where travel is not limited.

The option of eliminating all travel restrictions on Grand Mesa National Forest was not considered
in detail because it conflicts with the Forest Plan management goals. These goals are listed on page
11

The Forest Plan states that roads may be opened or closed to prevent unacceptable resource damage,
enhance wildlife scclusion, reduce maintenance costs or to avoid high hazard locations.
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26. There are concerns that the actions of a few people may result in restrictions for the major-
ity.

The Travel Plan is not based on the actions of a few people. Rather, the Forest Service is taking
steps to protect Grand Mesa National Forest so that all people, now and in the future, will have the op-
portunity for a quality experience -- in recreation as well as for other uses of this public land.

The Forest Service must make every effort to seek a reasonable, responsible approach to this poten-
tial problem.

Through signs, maps and education efforts, the Forest Service attempts to help people leam where
and when they may travel and with what type of vehicle. While the majority of citizens understand
this and comply with regulations, there may always be a few people who will not.

27. Many people are opposed to further travel restrictions.
Many individuals and organizations are opposed to restrictions outlined in the proposed travel man-
agement plan. Following is a sampling of their comments.

"Leave it alone. Don’t close any more public land."

"The public should be able to use public lands. Don’t close any roads or trails."

"Opposed to closing roads and trails to campers and ATVs. We need to preserve our rights to public
lands. We don’t need any new roads, just to use the ones already there."

"Public lands should be open for the public to use and enjoy. Motorized recreation benefits the ma-
jority of the public.”

"Why do any roads or trails need closed? Motorized vehicle users have as much right to use the for-
est as anyone else.”

“There is no need for closures. Maybe in the future, but not now.”

During the past decade, recreational activities on Grand Mesa National Forest have increased signifi-
cantly. More people using the forest cause more impacts on land, water, vegetation and wildlife.

The public and forest managers have expressed concems that if travel on Grand Mesa National For-
est is left unmanaged, it will cause serious problems for the health of the forest. It’s the Forest Serv-
ice’s responsibility to address potential problems to ensure the forests will be in good condition for
present and future generations to use and enjoy.

The Grand Mesa National Forest Travel Management Plan was last revised in 1984. In the future, it
will probably be revised every few years.

The Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests Plan describes goals and activities
for recreation and other uses of Grand Mesa National Forest.

The purpose of this travel management plan revision is to identify the travel management that will
provide for a wide range of recreational activities, support resource management and protect the envi-
ronment.

The preferred alternative will focus on operating and maintaining a network of roads and trails that
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would provide for a wide range of recreation opportunities for everyone.

A. Some people support a plan that is more restrictive than Alternative 3.
Some people would like to see motorized trail vehicles prohibited on the Forest. They generally con
tend that these vehicles create unplanned, unregulated roads on public lands which disrupt soils,
vegetation, wildlife and people.

Under the Forest Service’s preferred alternative, travel would be limited to designated roads and
trails. The use of road and trail networks would reduce impacts on soils, vegetation, wildlife and water
resources.

While there is a need to protect ecosystems, the Forest Service also must provide recreation opportu-
nities for all forest users.

28. There are concerns about lack of trail maintenance in the past and the future.
These are valid concems. They reaffirm the need to focus energies on a designed road and trail sys-
tem. The Forest Service, in cooperation with user groups, could concentrate their efforts and have a
well-maintained road and trail system for all users to enjoy.

29. There are questions about how the Forest Service informed and involved the publicin
travel management.

Public involvement was extensive in developing the travel plan. The Forest Service made an effort
to get a broad spectrum of informed public comment regarding Grand Mesa National Forest Travel
Management plan.

First, a brief background on travel management planning on Grand Mesa National Forest. The 1984
Travel Management Plan was revised in 1991 and a Decision Notice signed by then-Forest Supervisor
R.E. Greffenius. The decision was appealed and after several attempts to find a resolution, the deci-
sion was withdrawn in 1991 by Forest Supervisor Robert L. Storch. He noted that the revision failed
to address all forms of travel, and that a broader range of people and organizations needed to have an
opportunity for input into the travel plan revision.

In the winter of 1991, the Grand Mesa Travel Management Working Group was formed to make rec-
ommendations to the Forest Supervisor for an alternative travel management plan. The working group
held its first meeting in January, 1992. It met twice a month for the next nine months. The group had
nine members representing a cross-section of the following Forest users and interests:

Motorized recreation

Outfitters and guides

Trout Unlimited

Westemn Colorado Congress

Water users

Grazing pemittees

Colorado Division of Wildlife

Lodge owners

District Rangers for Grand Junction and Collbran Ranger Districts

The public was invited to attend Travel Management Working Group meetings. News releases were

sent to all area newspapers describing what took place at each meeting, and inviting the public to at-
tend the next meeting. Meeting notes were distributed to a list of about 250 interested parties.
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Working Group meetings concluded in September, 1992. On Sept. 3, 1993, an Environmental As-
sessment for the Grand Mesa National Forest Travel Management Plan Revision was released for pub-
lic comment. A sixty day comment period followed, during which about 2,500 individuals and organi-
zations commented.

Five open houses were held in September and October, 1993 in Delta, Grand Junction, Mesa, Den-
ver and Cedaredge. Forest Service representatives were available for discussion at each open house. In
addition, Forest Service personnel met with various user groups during the comment period.

As a result of this public comment, the Draft Environmental Assessment was reconsidered and sub-
stantial changes proposed. This Environmental Assessment is open to public comment until a deci-
sion on a travel plan is made.

30. ATV use should be allowed for game retrieval.

Under Alternative 3, all motorized travel on Grand Mesa National Forest would be limited to desig-
nated roads and trails. These same restrictions would apply during hunting season on most of the For-
est. Motorized trail vehicles could be used for off-route game retrieval on 80,283 acres (see Map Fig-
ure 5, page 24). Off-route motorized use would be allowed between noon and 5 p.m. only to retrieve
down game. Hunters wanting to use motorized vehicles to retrieve game would need to hunt
in areas allowing this opportunity.

Retrieval of down game off designated roads and trails throughout the majority of the Forest would
be by horseback or human back. The improvement of road and trail networks and loop routes on desig-
nated roads would provide access to hunting areas.

31. ATVs should not be allowed for hunting.

Many hunters prefer a non-motorized experience. They said the noise and increased number of hunt-
ers negatively impact hunting and harasses wildlife.

Travel on designated roads would apply during hunting season, just as it would the rest of the year.
This would mean hunters cannot use motorized vehicles to retrieve down game off of designated
trails, except in select areas (see Map Figure 5, page 24). Hunters desiring more motorized access
than proposed in Alternative 3 could choose to hunt in a number of less restricted National Forest sys-
tem lands close to the Grand Mesa National Forest.

A. ATVs should be allowed for hunting.

As noted above, travel regulations would apply to all motorized vehicles on Grand Mesa National
Forest, throughout the year. Hunters may use ATVs as long as they stay on designated roads and
trails. For information on game retrieval, see item No. 30 in this section.

In Colorado, it is illegal to hunt from any motorized vehicle without a permit given to disabled hunt-
ers by the Colorado Division of Wildlife.

32. The travel management plan will not be cost effective.

The majority of the proposed travel system would consist of existing roads and trails. Some new
trails would be built and some reconstructed to provide the road and trail loop connections for the sys-
tem. It’s anticipated that user groups and the Forest Service will work in cooperation to build and
maintain the system.

The proposed system would be more cost effective and safer than trying to maintain and patrol the
many incidental roads and trails criss-crossing the forest.
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Construction of new trails would be a major cost in implementing the new travel plan. As a result of
public comment on the cost of travel management, the preferred alternative now has 40 less miles of
proposed new construction. Repairing damage on user-developed trails that will be returned to a natu-
ral state is another cost. These costs would be spread over several years. Signs and travel maps will be
necessary at the beginning of the implementation stage.

33. Some people are opposed to one or more of the following:

A. ATVs on the forest

B. 4WDs on the forest

C. Motorcycles on the forest

D. Horses on the forest

E. Hikers on certain trails

F. Snowmobiles in certain areas

The Forest Service and citizens are working hard together to produce a travel plan that will meet the
needs of all users while managing the Forest so it will be in good shape for people of today and people
of the future.

With good management and the cooperation of all Forest users, opportunities will continue for all
people to enjoy public lands.

The preferred alternative does set aside certain roads and trails for the exclusive use of some types of
transportation. There would be trails that only hikers could use and trails that only horses, hikers and
mountain bikers could use. There also would be roads and trails for ATV and motorcycles, both
jointly and separately. Snowmobile routes and cross-country ski areas provide opportunities for winter
recreationists.

34. Some people support Alternative 3 because it:
A. Protects the environment
A number of people believe the preferred altemative contains measures essential to the protection of
Grand Mesa National Forest. Following are some of those comments:

"“The working group and FS have worked hard to create a plan that promotes a need to stop deteriora-
tion of the forest from high impact use. We applaud the plan, it represents the interests of many user
groups."”

"Alternative 3 represents a reasonable approach to travel management. It will limit encroachment
into key wildlife areas and protect important winter habitat areas."

"Trails left open would receive more much-needed maintenance. Closing areas will allow much of
the sensitive montane ecosystem to recover."

B. A number of people believe the preferred alternative considers all forest users. Some of
those comments follow.

"Believe the working group put forth a very serious and honest effort to develop a travel manage-
ment plan that allows for off-road vehicle travel while protecting the environment and respecting inter-
ests and desires of all other users of the Mesa." ’
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Grand Mesa can be protected only by placing some limitations on motorized vehicles. The plan
leaves ATVs and 4-wheelers plenty of room."

" Attended Open House in Cedaredge and conclude that Alternative 3 is an acceptable management
plan. It does not close all trails to ATV and motorcycle use.”

“Implementation of the preferred alternative will allow varied recreational use of forest lands while
promoting the protection and well-being of the Mesa’s ecological resources."

35. A few people desire non-competing/segregated use.
To provide a variety of recreational experiences, and to Support resource management without harm-
ing the environment, some travel routes would be designated for specific uses. For instance, some
trails will be for hikers and horses only and some will be limited to ATVs and motorcycles. Roads and

trails proposed under Altemative 3 are shown on maps at the end of this document, and listed on page
24.

36. The preferred alternative isn’t restrictive enough.

Several people said Altemative 3 isn't restrictive enough. In creating a travel plan, the Forest Serv-
jce has taken great care to ensure that all forest users will have the opportunity for a quality recrea-
tional experience. The preferred alternative would provide a variety of recreation and access for forest
users while protecting the environment.

Following is a sampling of those comments.

*_would like to see transportation limited to shanks mare [foot travel]."

"Support plan, although it falls short of taking necessary steps to manage motorized use of forests.
Responsible management dictates restriction of ATVs to existing primitive roa a

“The Forest Service needs to understand non-motorized and motorized use of trails are incompat-
ible. Plan falls short in closing trails."

“All options on ATV are too lax. During hunting season, they should be restricted to 10 am.- 3
p.m. for retrieval only. If enforcement is a problem, outlaw ATVs enti rely.”

"In addition to road closures proposed in the plan, we encourage closure of all recent and future log-
ging and oil/gas roads to recreational use and to enforce their prompt reclam ation.”

A. Several people said the preferred alternative is too restrictive

Following are samples of comments from people who think the proposed travel management plan is
too restrictive.

“I followed the working group progress with great interest, but was disappointed that a very restric-
tive plan was selected.”

Page B-17



Grand Mesa Travel Management Plan EA

"Alternative 3 would likely result in over-regulation of snowmobiles, and congestion."

“The preferred altemative denies access to recreationists who depend on some type of motorized ve-
hicle for access."

"Restrictions will severely limit the possibilities of our retirees and elderly people being able to visit
the country we live in and work all of our lives to enjoy."

"Limiting use of ATVSs limits the public’s recreation experience."

“The restrictions proposed are much 00 restrictive and a gross over-reaction."”

37. This Travel Management plan conflicts with the Forest Plan/NEPA process.

The proposed Grand Mesa Travel Management Plan follows the standards and guidelines set forth in
the Forest Plan. It also is in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act process.

The travel management plan is being revised to bring it into compliance with the Forest Plan for
Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests. The Forest Plan states that roads and
trails will be managed to ensure recreation opportunities while protecting wildlife and other natural re-
sources. These objectives may be met by seasonal closures or travel restrictions.

The proposed travel plan would allow travel on designated loops and networks of roads and trails,
Travel on designated roads and trails only would reduce damage to soils and vegetation, and reduce
impacts on water resources. Encroachment into wildlife habitat would be minimized.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was enacted to encourage productive and enjoyable
harmony between people and the environment while protecting the environment and increasing hu-
man understanding of natural resources. (NEPA, Sec. 2)

NEPA requires in-depth analysis, public information and public participation in all significant re-
Source management decisions. Public information has been constant on this issue since 1990 and pub-
lic involvement has been intense since 1992. This document contains the Environmental Assessment.

38. Historic roads should be left open.
Planned road and trail closures should not be affected by Revised Statue 2477. This law applies only
to those roads established prior to the reservation of lands for the National Forests. In the case of
Grand Mesa, the Battlement Preserve was established in 1892. Typically, any roads that existed at that
time would likely be today’s primary access routes.

39. It’s necessary to use 4WDs and ATVs to access fishing lakes.

There are 104 lakes and reservoir fisheries on Grand Mesa. Under the preferred alternative, 28 fish-
ing lakes and reservoirs would be accessible by non-motorized means only. Most of the fisheries are
within 1.5 miles of a route designated for motorized use. Motorized access will be available to 76
lake/reservoir fisheries.

Routes to and around the reservoirs would be limited to a single road or trail, versus the multiple
"braided" routes that now exist in many places. Single maintained routes would reduce impacts on
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soils and vegetation.
As detailed in comment No. 11, special authorizations or road use permits will be available for peo-
ple needing access to dams and reservoirs for monitoring, operation and maintenance.

40. There are concerns about travel management effects on adjacent lands.
The Forest Service has enlisted the help of other Federal, State and local entities to help identify en-
vironmental consequences and help develop alternatives that are compatible with adjacent lands. A
list of agencies and organizations involved in this process is on page 91-92 of this document.

41. Passes should be issued to control the number of people using Grand Mesa National Forest.
Reservation and pass approaches have been initiated to control visitor levels at a number of National
Parks and on some National Forests where massive numbers of visitors have caused negative impacts
on the land. The Forest Service believes that impacts on Grand Mesa National Forest have not yet
reached a level where a pass is necessary.

42. Some people support additional seasonal closures.

Seasonal closures protect the environment and wildlife during critical periods. Some areas, such as
Alkali/Kannah Creek/Whitewater Basin and most of the Mud Hill/Road Gulch/Hightower would be
closed to motorized use every year during the winter and spring to protect big game on winter ranges.
The entire Kannah Creek and Whitewater Basin area, and Indian Point would be non-motorized to pro-
tect municipal water sheds and wildlife security areas.

Other reasons for seasonal closures include protection of deer and elk staging and calving areas, and
migration routes. Disturbances and habitat losses may place unnecessary Stress on wintering wildlife
herds and can cause increased mortality. Other areas are closed as needed to protect roads during wet
seasons.

The need for closures is constantly evaluated and portions of land and roads are closed when
deemed necessary.

43. There needs to be an additional alternative.

According to the National Environmental Policy Act, the range of alternatives should include all rea-
sonable alternatives. Each alternative must be rigorously explored and objectively evaluated. The alter-
natives in this Environmental Assessment have been changed from the Draft Environmental Assess-
ment to reflect public concems and to clarify the basis for identifying the alternative that offers the
greatest net benefit to the public.

During public comment on the Draft Environmental Assessment, a fourth alternative proposal was
received from Thunder Mountain Wheelers, an off-highway vehicle user organization. This alterna-
tive has been included as one of the alternatives evaluated in this Environmental Assessment. Its ef-
fects are evaluated in the same manner as all other alternatives.

44. There are concerns about whether the preferred alternative is achievable.
All altenatives considered in detail are feasible and achievable.
The Forest Service hopes the public will perceive the final decision as being fair, reasonable and
something all people can abide by. The support of forest users is vital to successful implementation of
the Grand Mesa Travel Management Plan.
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19D 20 27

Lynn Hinkle
04 19B

Bob Hinkley
12 27

Keith Hinricks
27

Chris Hinton
27

John Hinton
27

Mike Hinton
05 19D 27
Yvenne Hinton

05 27 27
Carl Hoch
10 27
Randy Hocker
27
Dave Hockman
27
Debbie Hocum
27
Kevin Hocum
27

Merle Hodges
27

Jack and Pat Hodson

22A

Jim Hodson
22 MWA

Don Hoffer
22

Roger Hogan
27

Walter Hogan
27

Laverne Hoier
27

Bob Holden
27

Donald Holder
27

Ernest Holder
27

Charles Holesworth
27

Jack Holland
12 27

Lorreta Holland
12 27
Robert Holme
12 27
Bill Holt
27
Fred Hopping
12 27
Rose Hopping
12 27
John Horey
10 22 39
David Horn
27

Leonard Horuer
2

Julia Hosea

020304 09 12 14 18
42
Robert Hosea

02 04 09 10 14 18 42

Jack Hough
27

Shirley Hough
27

Toni Houseweart
27

Carl Howard
27

Robert Howe
20 28 42

Clayton Howell
27

Bonnie Hudgeons
27

Fred Hudgeons
27

Dan Hudson
27

Danial and Delaine Hudson
10 19A 19B



Jim Hudson
02 20 22A

John Huebsch
27

Dale Huff
27

Doug Huff
27

Eugene Huffington
20A

Kirk Huffington
34B

Mary Kay Hughes
21 34A 34B

Bob and Ann Huisor
27

Jeff Hull
27

Dan Humnich
27

Donald Hunt
27

James Hunt
10

Richard Hunt
27

Ryan and Mrs. Hunt
27

Scott Hunt
27

Steve Hunt
27

Terry Hunt
27

Mrs. Brian Hunter
27

Yvonne Hunter
19A 19B

Susan Hussemann
27

Mitchell Huston
27

Bob Hutchinson
10

Chris Hutchison
20A 35 36

Pat Hutchison
10

WB Huttoa
27

Samuel Hutton
27

Erwin Impson
27

Bob Inge
26

Robert Ingoldby
01 27

Paul Ingram
27

Jon Isaacs
27

Jan Jackson
27

Jim Jackson
27

Jim and Jan Jackson
12 20 22A

Mike Jackson
27

Greg and Shawna Jacobs

19A 28

Joyce Janison
12 27

Paul Janson
21

Christine Jarus
34A

Sevte Jay
27

Tracy Jeferson
27

Dawn Jeffryes
12 27

Michelle Jeffryes
12 27

Mike Jeffryes
12 27

Nina Jenkins
12 27

Grant Jennings
12 27

Jack Jensen
27

Cheryl Johnson
12 27

Don and Joan Johnson
28 36A

Edward Johnson
27

Jeff Johnson
18 27 31A

John Johnson
27

Larry Johnson
27

Morgan Johnson
12 27

Oint Johnson
19A 19B 19D 27

Roger Johnson
10 19A

David Jones
122

Melva Jones
11 16

William Jones
27

Scott Jorgensen
15A 20A

Richard Joy
27

Bill Jury
19D 22 28

M.J. Jury
20 25

Diane & Donald Kahle
27

John Kalus
27

Janice & Jerry Kaspar
27

Herman Kaspereit
27

Dewayne Kasperiet
27

Kenneth Kastella
27A 36

Paul Kato
20A 27A 33A 33B

Herman & Luella Kauff-
man
21

Jake Kauffman
27

Rick Kauffman
v/ 373

Henrietta Keenan
21

David Keiss
27

Jeff Keith
27

Herbert and Myra Keller

02 04 21 22A 36A

Randy Keller
34A

James and Terry Kellerby

25

Melvin Kellog
10

Melvin Kellogg
27

Carmen Kempf
12 27

Kenny Kempf
20 28

Dick Kendall
27

Georgia Kendall
27

Joe Kendrick
12 27

Robert Wayne Kennedy
02 28

Jim Kent
06 27 289

Scott Kenton
20A 29

Dixie Kenyson
27

Larry Kessler
27

Chris Ketchum
27

Stephen Ketter
27

Jeffery Kicla
27

George Kiefer
12 27

Laurie Kiess
27

Tom & Vicki Kilmer
27

Dennis King
20A 27A 33A

Julie Kirk
20 22

Kenney Kirk
2022 29

John Kirkpatrick
27

Karey Klaus
27

Julia Kleven
10

Albert Kline
12 27

Patrick Kloth
27

Jerry Knight
27

Katherine & Forrest
Knobel

10 12 14 15 20 31A
Amy Koch

12 27
Dick Koch

12 27

Harold Koch
12 27



Kathy Koch
12 27

Ryan Koch
12 27

Scott Koenigsfeld
31

Cindy Kokesh
27

Kim Kokesh
02 20 2A

Bill Kolb
27

Howard Konken
27

Tyson Konken
27
Scott Kooken
27
Leo Kopesz
12 27
John Koppenhafer
12 224 27
Joseph Kovalchick
27
Michelle Kraai
27
Jim Kraemer
27

Michael Krattli
27
Robert Kribel
34A
Lyle Kuhl
18 19A 31A
Steve Kuhl
i8

Bruce LLoyd
27

Chris LaFever
27

Marcia Laiminger
27

George B. Lange
27

Linvall Lange
28

Mel Langland
10

James Langston
34A

Ronald and Mary Lasley

33A 33B 33C 34B

DeEtta Latta
27

Amanda Lauderbach

20

Preston Lauderbach

27

Larry Layton
27

Peggy Layton
27

Mike LeBlanc
27

Marjorie & Bud Leaman

27
Jeff Leany
12 27
Earl Lee
12 27
Von Lee
27
JM. Lehman
10
Frank Leintz
12 27
George Lemley
06 1022 27 32

Joan Lemley
27

Hershell Lenard
27

Luann Lendiden
27

Thomas & Dianne Lancas- Dexter Lewis

ter

12 27
Terri Lance

19 28 42
Ed Land

27

Joe Land
27

Danni Langdon
27A 34A

George Lange
27

27

Karen Lewis
33A 33B 33C 34A

Larry Lewis
27

Linda Lewis
27

Lynn Lewis
27

Howard Lilly
2

Ronald Lilly
10 27

Russ Limberg
2

Tim Lincoln
27

Gordon Lindholm
27

David Linman
27

Tara Linn
27

Tim Linn
27

Robert Locke
19 22

Sheila Locke
22

Paul Loe
12 27
Karl Logan
27

Mary Logan
27

Roger Long
27

Beverly & David Long-

crier
27

Richard & Christine

Longrier
27

Amy Loper
20A

Esequiel Lopez
27

James Lord
12 27

Louisiana-Pacific Corp.

Tim Kyllo
18

David Loveland
31A

William D. Low
27

John A. Lowe
27A 33A 34A

Glen Lowell
22 36A
James Lowell
12 20 22
Ralph Lue
27
Doug Luger
18 31A
Cheryl Lumbandy
27

Mike Lundquist
27

Ronald Lusby
0z 22

Jerry Lusk
27

Vanessa Lusk
27

John Luther
12 27

G.W. Lutsch
27

John W. Lyons
27

Chris MacBeth
27

Cherie MacDonald
10

Rance MacDonald
o2

Donald Macumber
27

John Maddux
27

Chuck Madison
27

George Manley
18

James Mannie
27

Joe Manzanakes
27

Pat Marah
01 02 13 20

Patrick Douglas Marah
02 04 06 07 09 10 13

14 19 27 36A 42

David Markham
27

Karen Marlof
27

Patrick Marlof
27

Paul Marshall
20

Clarence Martin
10 27

John Martin

02 05 13 14 15 17 18
19 19A 19C 20 22A 29 38

43

David Martinez
27

Tony Martinez
27

Frank Maseto
12 27



o

Michael Mast
12 27

James Mathews
2 27

Jolina Mathews
27

Brad Matoush
21

Edward Matson
12 27

Howard Matson
27

Jim Mattingley
10 22A 27

Larry Mautz
18

Carl Mayer
27

Mr. Carl Mayer
27A

Larry Mayers
27

Charles and Lee Ann
McAda

04 34B 36

George McCabe
10 20

Hollis McCabe
27

Janice McCabe
10 20

Kevin McCabe
27

Edmund McCarty
27

Jenny McCarty
27

David McClelland
21

Kristen McClellen
27A 34A 34B

M. McClosky
27

Lee McCuin
27

Lioyd Dean McCullan
12 27

John McCullough
27

Debra McDaniel
32

Eldon McDaniel
24

Suzanne McDonald
10 27

Stanley McKFarland

12 27

Don McKay
19A 19B 19D 27

William McKee
27

Bob McKeon
27

Ronald McKinley
12 27

Ronnie McMaher
18 19A 31A

David McPherson
27

Glenna McQuigg
27

Milton McQuigg
21

John McRae
27

Edmond McVercruyssen
12 27

Daniel McWhirter
27

Russell Meaders
27

Jack Means
10 27

Mildred Means
10 27

Donald T. Mease
10

Brad Meek
27

Craig Meier
27

Garth Meier
27

Gary Meier
27
Bettie Ann Meineke
27
Bob Meineke
27
Brandy Ann Meineke
27
Scott Meineke
27
Frank Melody
19 22
Robine Melson
27
David Merriam
06 13 14 22A 24 27

Bill Merrill
34A

Gail Merrill David Montoya
27 10 22
Mesa County Commission- Bob Moore
ers Doralyn Genova 27
38 Nancy and JC Moore
Gary Metheny 27
12 Robert Moore
Lynn Metzger 27
z Bob Moorehead
Rod Metzger 27
z Grover Morash
Ken Meyer 27
2z Gary Morford
Ralph Meyer 02 24
27
K. Morgan
John Miawski 27
z Danny Morton
Henry Mikesauh 27
10 16 David Jr. Moss
M.V. Milanowski 27
2A Tammy Moss
e o Pincnilion
of Denver Ralph Hamilton gt
Motorcycle Trail Ridin,
02 13 14 19D 30 Assoc. élenn Neigenﬁnﬁ
Carl Miller 17 18 27
z Motorcycle Trail Riding
Dan Miller Assoc. }oe Soderberg
27 17 27
Robert Miller Motorcycle Trail Riding
27 ‘és%ociation Glenn Neigen-
Robert J. Miller mm 03 04 05 09 13 18
0421 20 21 28 29 37
Scott Mills Motorcycle Trail Riding
25 Association Robert Beltz
Andrew L. Miln 38
20 22 Roy Mudge
Daniel Minchee 17 19D 22
27 Dick Mueller
Tessa Minderhall 02 10 27A 30
227 Frank Mueller
Doug Mitchell 12 27
27 Chris Muhr
Les Mitchell 34A 34B
27 R.L. Mullen
Angie Mitchem-Riggs 20A
21 Noe Munoz
Marvin Moeller 27
01 27 Tom Murdock
Carmen MofTitt 27
2z Cecil Murray
Earl Monroe 33A 33B 33C 34A
10 11 14 16 22A 28 Richard Myers
Shawn Monson 27
27 Norma Jo Nachtman
Marion Monteleone 12 27

27



Alan Navande
27

C.W. Neigenfind
21 27

Dorothy Neigenfind
21 27

Glenn Neigenfind
17 18 20

Charles Neighbors
2

Charles T. Neighbors
20

Al Nelson
12 27

Gene Nelson
18 31A

John Nelson
34A

Tammy Nelson
12 27

Vernon Nelson
19 27

Joy Neuschwanger
27

Robert Neve
27

Mike Nevins
10 27

Linda Newell
12 27

Norman Nicholas
27

Oscar Nickerson
10

Todd Nickerson
10 22

Dianne Niebling
10

Barbara Niswander
27

Kenneth Nochtman
12 27

Robert Noland
27

Shirley Noland
27

North Fork Hunting Club -
alpin

Ron H
09 19B 19D 22A 24 27
27A 28 29 30 36A
Northern Colorado Trail
Riders Dan Blankenship
02 03 19C

James Norton
27

Randy Noyes
27

John O’Connell
27

Wilma QOase
27

William Obert
27

Donald Odneal
10 27

John and Elizabeth Offult

33A 3A
Bill Ogden
20

Bob Ogden
20 25

Carolyn Ogden
21 36A

John Ogden
12 27

Jannel Ogle
20 22

Laurie Ogle
224

Sarah Ogle
20 36A

Tyler Ogle
20

William Ogle
20

Manuel Ogless
12 27

Wayne Oldham
05 24

Don Olin
27

Bonnie Olson
27

Les Olson
27

Omni Investigations and
Training Mike Nevins
10
Robert Onsager
27
Open House comments
02 03 11 13 15 16 18
35 42
James Opp
27
Margaret Orijas
20A
Lisa Orosg
27

Michael Orpi

Norma Jean & R.E. Norton 5,

27

W.B. Orr
20 4

Keith Osborne
27

Beth Overacker
2 27

Michael Owens
2225

Fred Pace
27

Edward Pacheco
2

Lance, Julie Pacheco
10 19A 19B

Louie Pacheco
10

Ralph Pacheco
10 20
Judy Padilla
12 27
Lee Padilla
12 27
Melvin Page
19A
Robert Page
27

Sandra Page
27

Tracy Pagone
27

Ella G. Painter
12 27

Truman Painter
12 27

J. Palmer
12 27

Paonia Peddler Bill Mann
18 20A

Jonny Parker
27

Nelson Parsons
27

Larry Pauley
22

Jacque Paulson
27

James Payne
27

John Payner
12 27

Charles Peacock
27

Judy Peacock
20 22 27

Larry Peacock
27

Marlene Peacock
27

Robert Pearce
27

Ron Pearce
27

William Pearce
27

Lon Peaslee
12 27
Don Pechman
27
Roger Peek
27
Ellis Penland
27
Frank Penland
27
Gerald Penland
18 19A 31A
Brett Penley
27
Forrest Pennel
10 24 27
Delight Pennell
10 18
Brad B. Percefull
09 19 20A
Joe Perhovich
27
Gordon Perry
27A 34A
Jerry Peterson
27
JoAnn Peterson
27
Petition 1
20
Petition 2
18 22A 36A
Petition 3
20 22A
Petition 6
13 14 20 22A
Joseph Petnils
10 18 31A
John Petrich
04

Al Pfifer
27

Carl Pfifer
27

Allen Phillips
27

Judith Picard
04 22A 26 27



Mike Picard
06 32
George Pickering
27
Ted Pierce
02 20 2A 27
Richard Piland
09 20 27 28 40
Michael Pipnao
12 27
Angela Pitt
27
Daniel Pitt
27
Edward Pitt
27
Kenneth Pitt
27
Shirley Pitt
27
Susan Pitt
27

Velma & John Pitt
27

Steve Pittel
12 27

Emmitt E. Pittman
12 27

Evert Pittman
1227

Thea Pittman
12 27
John Plane
27
Jory Plotts
12 27
Richard Plozin
12 27
Bill Poland
27

Randall Polson
27

Linda & Harvey Pontius
1227

Barb Poole
20A 35 36

Darold & Robin Popish
27

Fred Popish
27

Sharon Popish
27

Ramon Porra
27

Jack Porter
27

Jack and Ruth Porter
10 32
Roger Potuzak
21
Craig Prammel
27
John Price
18 19A 31A
Mike Price
27

Randal Price
27

Wait Prince
27

Ken Pulliam
02 36A

C. Queen
27

Mark Quire
34B

Ric Quisenberry
12 27

Jack Rader
27

Juliana Rader
27

G.H. Ragnes
12 27

Faron Raike
27

Gary Raisio
27

David Rann
12 27 35

Brian Raphe
04 22 25

Brian Rapke
27

Scott Rathbun
27

Delton B. Ray
20

Red River Snowmobile
Club Jerry Hogrefe
27

Dave Redell
27
Rebecca Redell
27
Nathan Reed
24 27
Joe Rendon
04 30
Nick Repac
10 22 22A 36A

Betty Resner
12 27

Earl D. Resner
12 27

Danny Retersa
27

Ivy Rezak
01 27

Bob Rhodes
27

John Rhodes
19 22

Mary Lee Rhodies
21

Marl Richards
04 27

Murle Richards
19

H.L. Richardson
27

Larry Richardson
18 19A 20

Richie Richardson
27

Roy Richardson
27

Steven Riley
27

Gary Rinderle
2A 27

Linda Rinderle
10

Richard Rivera
10 18

Beth Robbins
27

Cristin Robbins
27

Thomas Robbins
22 27 28

Tom Rebbins
12 27

Trevor Robbins
27

John R. Roberts
34A 34B

Kate Roberts
27

Myles Roberts
27

Yictor and Dorothy
Roberts

20 38
GAry Robi

27

Jeff Robinson
12 27

Jim Robinson
12 27

Jose Luis Rodriguez
2A 26 27

Albert Rodriquez
27

Mike Rodriquez
12 27

Hermann Rohling
27

William Rolf
19 22

Randy Romanin
27

Rick Romanin
27

Domingo Romero
27

JoAnn Romero
27

Juan Romero
27

Laido Romero
27

Steven Romero
27

Tom Romero
27

Melvin Rothrock
19B

Ron Rowe
12 27

Dave Ruck
27

Steve Rupp
27

Chris Ruske
21

David E. Ruth
12 27

Conrad Rylen
12 27

Bryan Sabbavah
27

Dick Samson
02 10

Carlos Sanchez
12 27

H. Sander
1227

Mark Satterly
18 19A 31A

J.W. Saunders
19D



Donald Scarrow
12 27

Joyce Schad
27 ,

Rex Schad
27

Gogg Schaub
12 27

Alan Schauster
27

Jean & Tom Schauster
27

Jim Schauster
27

Dan Scherer
27

Jeff Schindler
27

Michael and Mona
Schmalz

27

Dean Schmoker
27

Edgar Schneider
12 27

Caren Schnittkee
27

Jackie Schoonover
02 24

Lue Schoonover
2224 25

Steven Schreiner
27

George Schroeder
27

Patrick Schroeder
19A 19B 19D 27

Ronald Schroeder
27

Vic & Debra Schroeder
21

Rino Schubert
27

Gail Schull
06

Mike Schull
05 06 30

Jon Schultz
27

Francis Scidmore
12 27

Harold Scidmore
12 27

Howard E. Scott
20A 35 38A

Ron and Julia Scott
05 12 20A 35 36

Ronald Scott
11 17 28 29 30
Russell Scott
34A

Jerry and Betty Seale
02 20 22 22A 27

Robert Seaton
12 27

E.J. Sedivy
27

David Seeber
27

Rhonda Selders
12 27

Colin Sevier
27

Robert Sevier
27

Richard and Marcia Shaf-

fer
03 27A 33A 33B 33C

Steven Shaffer
27

Charles Shalnut
27

Michael Shaner
21

Marianne Sharp
12 27

Colin Shattuck
27

Gary Shaw
02 10

Michael Shears
04 22A 27

Jack Sheets

27
Gary B. Sheldon

0l 19D 22A 27 25 30
Patrick Sheldon

27

Jane Shelton
27
Ross Shelton
27
Steven Shelton
10
Ron Sherman
02 10 18 20 22
Robert Sherwood
18 19A 31A

Terry Sherwood
27

Harold Shiflet
27

Shauna Shiflet
27

Don Shilline
27

Kathy Shoemaker
27

Maggie Shoemaker
27

Mike Shoemaker
39
Rev. Roy E. Shrewsbury
31A
Sherry & Cal Shriver
12 27
Martha Shuss
27
Melvin Sickels
27

Sierra Club, Uncom-

pahgre Club D.L. Langdon

20A 34A 34B 36

Sierra Club, Uncom-
§2hgre Group William
hapley
02 02 28
Tom Silva
18 27 31A
Desiree Silvage
1227
Steve Simpson
2
John Sims
27
Daniel Sincavage
27
Jim Sines
10
B. Skiles
27
Penny Skilos
27
Aaron Skroggs
27

Gary Skulborstad
27

Montie Slaughter
10

Todd Sledge
27

Adam Slonksnes
27

Richard Smiddy
27

Eric Smirnow
o1 27

Jeff Smit
12 27

Bruce Smith
34A

Chester Marvin Smith
27

Cyndi Smith
27

Dennis Smith
27

Elizabeth Smith
21

Jack Smith
02 31A 33D

Ken Smith
21

Matthew Smith
27

Richard Smith
27

George Snyder
27

Dean & Linda Soderquist
27

Lois Sorter
03 22A

Monika South
12 27

Lyle R. Sova
12 27

Pat and Herb Specht
19A 19B 27

James Spoon
27

Sportland CO. Inc. Wil-
liam E. Maltby
18 20 22
Spruce Lodge Miriam Ring
18 27
Otis Spurgin
14
Martin Squires
27 ‘
Eldon Stachovich
27
Alan Staehle
10 27
Cary Staggs
27

Terry Staley

27
Greg Standish
27

Victoria Stanford
27



Kathleen Starr
21

Larry Stats
12 27

Sidney Stauffer
27

Leo Steady
18 31A

Ethel Steele
10 20 22A

Morris Stehman
27

Dr. William D. Steigers
27

Gerhart Stengel
20A

Scott Stephenson
27

John Stevens
12 27

Bruce Stevenson
27

Gary Stevenson
2121

Pamilla Stevenson
27

Forrest Stewart
2 2

Jeanne Stewart
20A

John Stewart
27 35

Lewis Stewart
21

Sam Stewart
27

Bo Stieg
27

Loren Stieg
27

David Stites
04 10 20 22A 27

Kent Stockman
24 27

Blane Stone
27

Diana Stone
27

Nadine Stoneburner
14 16 19D

Eugene Stricklan
10 27

Jenny Stroup
12 27

Hal Stucker
04 0620 21 36A

Joan Sturgeon
27
Rich Sturgeon
27
Lenore Styler
22 33A 33B 33C 34A 36
Jeffery Sund
27
Bob L. Sundermuir
12 27

Gary Sundermuir
12 27

John Susen
21

Denny Sutton
27

Gary Sutton
27

Ken Sutton
27

Sandee Sutton
21

Joe Swank
27

Kaleb Swindle
27

Kent Swindle
27

TBQ Sport Club Inc. Dan

Nitzel
20 22 29
Dan Tahe
27
Brian Tallent
02 20

Scott Tallent
20 4

Kenneth Tate
27

Homer Taylor
27

J. Taylor
27

Troy Taylor
12 27

Don Teace
22

Brian Tezak
12 27

Marolyn Themas
27

Scott Thomas
21

A. Thompson
21

Bill Thompson
27

Billy Thompson
27

Darwin Thompson
27

Dava Thompson
12 27

Donald Thompson
27

Douglas Thompson
1227

Gerald Thompson
27

June Thompson
27

Laura Thompson
27

Orrin Thompson
12 27

Patricia Thompson
12 27

Tom Thompson
224 30

Larry Thornton
27

John Trammel

05 13 22A 34A 34B 38

John Trammell

02 05 13 22A 34A 38

Dan Trih

27

Jack Triplett

27

Trout Unlimited J.
Stephen Craig

29 34A

Trout Unlimited, Grand
Valley Chp. Bob Arm-
strong

34A 34B

Jay Trunkenbolz

27

C.J. Turner

ys3

John Turner

18 19A 31A

Debra Turpin

27

LaVon Turpin

27

Chuck Uben

27

Thunder Mountain Wheel- David Ulman

ers Ken Pulliam
02 16 18

27

Uncompahgre Valley Asso-

Thunder Mountain Wheel- ciation Yﬁame Barnhart

ers Kim Kokesh
02 04 05 43

Bill Tiefenback
04 20 22

Jim Timbriza
21

Erron Todd
27

Tim Tomasi
27

Shane Tompkins
21

Jenn Tonso
21

Wallis Toothacker
02 09 18 24 30

Anna Toutolmin
21

Town of Cedaredge Ed
Marah

18 29
Rodney Townsend
27
George Tracy
02 33A 33C 34A

Carl Trader
27

34A 34B

Brian Ungaro

27

United 4WD Associations
Preston Stevens

19B 21

Michael Urban

27

Steve Urbanski

27

Leonard Valdez

27

Lawrence Valtakis

27

Mark Van Sickle

27

Pete Velasquez

27

Anne Ventrello

20A

Peggy Vermilyea

27

Francis Vickers

10

Doug Vickery

27



Jose Vigueria
27

Paul Villiere
27

Ronald Vogel
227

Ralph Vogt
10

Carl Von Burg
02 22 27

Charles Vontoz
10 20

Douglas Waick
12 27

Frederic Walker
34B

Mike Walsworth
27

Vernon Walsworth
27

Ron Walton
20 22 25

Ronald Walton
24 27

Jasyce Ward
27

Lyndell Ward
10 27

Robert Ward
27

William Warnel
12 27

Dawn Marie Warner
12 27

Levi Warren
27

John Warrender
27

Nancy Warrender
27

David Watson
27

David Watters
27

Michael Watts
27

Scott Wear
12 27

Bill Weber
27

Paul Wegener
10 22

Bruce Welch
27

C.W. Wellings
18 31A

Mark Wells
12 27

Ernest Welsh
27

Western Colo. Botanical
Society Elizabeth Harris
34A

Western SM%ATV Assoc.

Charles Reic
15 19A 22A 36A

Dennis Whalen
27

Robert Wheeler
27

Gary White
27

Robert White
27

Judi Whiteman
12 27

Laurel Whiting
02 34A

Walt Whitman
27

Dave Wickersham
27

Mike Wickerson
27

Charles Wickham
27

Dinah Wiggins
27

Martin, Jr. Wilcox
19B

Monte Wilcox
19B

Lee Wildhaber
04

Dana Wilfong
27

Loren Wilford
27

Kristy Willesen
12 27

David Williams
12 27

Dennis Williams
27

Leslie Williams
27

Lori Williams
12 27

Jerry Willingham
27

Mark Willingham
27

Henry Willison
12 27
Linda Willison
12 27
Willow Creek Qutfitters
Don Hawkins
03 18 31

James Wilson
27

Kit Wilson
27

Lamar Wilson
27

Linda Wilson
2 27

M. Wilson
27

Wes Winfrey
12 27

Paul Wisecup
17 18 2A
David Wiseman
1227
Frankie Wist
27
Douglas Wolf
19A 19B 19D 27
Jan Wolf
27
Mel and Jan Wolf
27
William Wolf
20

Women’s Surface Creek
Saddle Club Melanie Son

04 28 42
Bernard Wood
19

Chad M. Wood
31A

Gary Woods
02 18 20 22A

Dale Wooldridge
12 27

Ronda and Jeff Wrich
27

Greg Wright
27

Larry Wright
27

Linda Wright
27

L.E. Wunderwald
09 18 36A

Norma Wunderwald
09 12 18 36A

Gregg Wyatt
27
Don Wylie
12 27
Larry Yaklich
10 27
C.L. Young
10 25
Kenny Young
27

Roger Young
1227

Mickey Zaller
27

Pat Zaller
27
Martin Zallor
18 19A 31A
Greg Zawikowski
18 19A 31A

Carl Zohner
22A
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Appendix D

Appendix D -
Planning Area Descriptions

Battlement Mesa

- High and moderate geologic hazard and instability throughout the area.
- Area is former RARE II area, received non-wilderness recommendation.

- Terrain mostly rugged, sharply incised drainages, opportunities for off-route travel is
limited to parks along crest, less than 10% of area.

- Brush Creek is a native species fishery.

- An isolated herd of bighorn sheep lives in the Sunnyside portion.
- Big game winter range occurs along the lower elevations.

- Big game transition range is found in this area.

- Riparian and aspen plant associations designated as critical elk calving areas by the
Colorado Division of Wildlife .

- Upland game bird winter range occurs on this area.

- Area is popular for hunting and recreational ATV touring; hiking and horseback riding
are minor uses.

- Off-route game retrieval with motorized vehicles is a problem of non-compliance with
the existing "travel only on designated routes” travel restriction.

- Off-route motorized travel during the hunting season is resulting in big game animals
being displaced.

- Forest recreation strategy is to continue to provide for the primitive hunting experience.

- Current travel management on Battlement Mesa portion restricts motorized travel to
designated routes. Sunnyside portion shown as open to off-route travel but most of
the terrain is impassable.

- Conflicting uses on existing travel ways.

. Concerns of outfitter/guide operations and desired hunting quality being negatively
impacted by motorized activity.

- Access points across private land are limited.
- Some encroachment by private trails and water user traffic along Forest boundary.
. Need to coordinate management with White River National Forest for north slope area.

Mud Hill/Road Gulch/Hightower

- High and moderate geologic hazard and instability throughout the area.
- Open and rolling terrain, soils have fine texture and little structure.

- Extensive watershed rehabilitation work over most of area because of past devegetation
by overgrazing.

- Big game winter range in northern half or area.
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Current travel management has winter range closure to all motorized use from
approximately November 15 through April 15. Off-route travel allowed throughout
area rest of year.

Heavy use during hunting season. Travel impacts from motorized hunting traffic on
soil and water resources (Photos and documentation in district files.)

Porter

Mostly moderate and partially high geologic hazard ratings in the area.

Critical elk calving and summer concentration areas identified by the Colorado Division
of Wildlife.

Grouse and ptarmigan reproduction areas occur in this planning area.

Higher concentrations of migrant (neotropical) bird and raptor nesting and foraging
areas that other parts of Grand Mesa.

Grazing is significant permitted activity.
Popular hunting area. :
Current travel management allows motorized travel throughout area.

Rough terrain and heavy cover generally not attractive to off-road use; a couple of 4x4
routes provide through access but are not designed or constructed for all weather use;
ATV activity is resulting in new route development and some soil and water impacts.

(Photos and documentation in district files.)

4, Ruth Mountain

Most of area has moderate geologic hazard designation.

Locale is series of generally broad ridges leading from Ruth Mountain to Spruce
Mountain, moderately steep, heavily forested.

Elk calving (in Crooked Creek) and summer concentration areas.
Grouse and ptarmigan reproduction areas occur in this planning area.

Limited access routes result in area providing solitude for many wildlife species with
higher concentrations of animals than elsewhere on Forest.

Grazing is significant permitted use.
Popular hunting area.
Growing interest from mountain bikers, ATV touring and horseback users.

No special travel management restrictions are currently in place, except on Powerline
(closed to all motorized travel).

Terrain easily negotiable by off-road vehicles rather limited to No Good Park and The
Burn where topography is open and gentle. Off-road travel impacts evident in these
areas (Photos and decumentation in district files.)

User developed access routes developing. These routes are not located or designed by
FS and cannot support heavy wet weather use.

5. Willow Park/Plateau Creek

High and moderate geologic hazard.
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- Open terrain in Willow Park, Buzzard Park, Plateau and Wagon Park is susceptible to
off-road damage.

- Important elk calving and summer concentration habitat.
- Grouse and ptarmigan reproduction areas occur in this planning area.

- Limited access routes result in area providing solitude for many wildlife species with
higher concentrations of animals than elsewhere on Forest.

- Grazing is significant permitted use.
- Popular area for hunting, horseback and ATV touring.

- Part of area currently closed year-round to motorized travel except on designated routes
(Silver Spruce Trail, High Trail, Monument Trail). Remainder of area has no travel
restrictions.

- Area essentially undeveloped, interior access via a few low standard 4x4 roads. Access
has just evolved, rather than having been designated and constructed, routes have no
durable surfaces.

6. Flat Tops

- Some high and moderate geologic hazard in northern part of area, on steeper slopes.

- Area is mesa top with glades and timbered groves except for steeper, timbered flanks;
open areas negotiable for off-route travel.

- Elk summer concentration area.
- Grouse and ptarmigan reproduction areas occur in this planning area.

- Limited access routes results in area providing solitude for many wildlife species with
higher concentrations of animals than elsewhere on Forest.

- Hunting, some fishing, horseback riding, ATV touring are principal uses.
- Part of former Priest Mountain RARE II area.

- Current travel management excludes full sized vehicles and restricts ATVs to three
designated routes (Silver Spruce Trail, High Trail, Monument Trail).

- Non-compliance with motorized restrictions common in hunting season.
- Development of nonsystem routes is escalating.
- Access to west end of Silver Spruce Trail has been closed by private landowner.

- Nonsystem trails are encroaching from private land in Wilson Creek and Annie Holland
Creek.

- Water users have created nonsystem route to Monument Reservoir #2.

7. Upper Leon

. Soils are susceptible to erosion and rutting.

. Area comprised of several broad drainage bottoms at headwaters of Leon Creek.

- Grazing is significant permitted use.

- Popular uses are hunting, fishing in streams and several reservoirs, recreational
driving.

- Existing snowmobile route designation causes some confusion about what are approved
motorized vehicle routes (i.e. West Leon).
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- East half currently has travel management restricting motorized travel to designated
routes. West half has no travel restrictions.

- Access to area recently improved from 4WD & ATV to pickup along FDR 80 to
Monument Creek (result of oil and gas well access).

- There is evidence of travel ways encroaching in riparian and seasonally wet places
(Photos in district files).

- Three irrigation reservoirs in area: Hunter, Colby Horse Park and Leon Lake.

8. Leroux Creek Drainage to Marcott Creek Road

- Some high and moderate geologic hazard areas in southwest corner of area.

- Municipal watersheds for Hotchkiss (Leroux Creek) and Cedaredge (Surface Creek).
- Concentration of reservoirs in upper Leroux Creek drainages.

- Wetlands scattered throughout the area.

- Area south and west of Green Mountain is important wildlife solitude area, especially
for elk.

- Amphibian populations present in numerous still backwater areas.

- Major uses are during hunting seasons and for access to irrigation reservoirs.
- Current travel management restricts motorized travel to designated routes.

- Use off of main road is primarily by 4x4 vehicles and ATVs.

- Complaints of noncompliance with travel management are common, major areas of
noncompliance along Green Mountain Trail and upper Duke Basin by ATVs.

- Green Mountain Trail is in poor to very poor condition. Trail marking lacking.

- 4x4 compliance is generally good except for some noncompliance at the West Leroux
Creek crossing.

- A number of old 4x4 routes have been closed, ripped and seeded. Protection of this
investment is necessary.

- Generally adequate system for 4x4 roads and trails accessing reservoirs in the drainage.

- Recent upgrading and graveling of Leroux Creek road has greatly increased the
accessibility of this area to recreation traffic.

- Good road access to Leroux Creek drainage. Easily controlled access point at the Forest
boundary.

- Lack of adequate trailhead facility at the end of graveled Leroux Creek Road.
- Area west of Green Mountain accessed only by Green Mountain Trail.

- Trails provide access into Collbran and Paonia Districts.

- Marcott Creek Road provides 4x4 access to west side of the area.

- The Sunlight to Powderhorn (S-P) snowmobile trail crosses this area.

9. Marcott Creek to Hwy. 65

- Some high and mostly moderate geologic hazard designation throughout the area..

- Terrain, vegetation and soils are generally stable and capable of supporting off-route
travel, provided sensitive spots are avoided.

- Relic native wetland plant communities are scattered throughout this area.
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- Area contains many irrigation reservoirs which are popular fishing spots.

- Youngs Creek drainages will be managed for Colorado River cutthroat trout fisheries by
the Forest and the Colorado Division of Wildlife.

- 'This is one of the heaviest used dispersed recreation areas on the Grand Mesa.

- Visual concerns exist in some areas (i.e. along major travel corridors). Management
activities should not be visually evident.

- Entire area is presently open to off road vehicle use, both by 4x4 and ATV users.

- An extensive network of nonsystem 4x4 and ATV routes has been developed mainly to
access the reservoirs.

- Many of the 4x4 routes are poorly located, with little or not drainage features and are in
very poor condition.

- A number of undeveloped, uncontrolled roads and parking areas have been recently
closed, hardened or relocated around Eggleston, Youngs Creek and Park Reservoirs.

- The Sunlight to Powderhorn snowmobile trail crosses this area.

10. Highway 65 and Trickle Park Road Corridor

- Most of the corridor is within moderate geologic hazard area.

- Several municipal watersheds along Ward Creek (Orchard City) and Kannah Creek
(Grand Junction) are partially within this area.

- 9 campgrounds, 3 picnic grounds, 5 trailheads, 6 winter trailheads, Visitor Center
within corridor.

- High visual quality concerns - management activities should not be visible.

- The Crag Crest National Recreation Trail lies along the north central edge of this area.
Travel on the upper loop of this trail is limited to foot use only. The lower loop is
available to all non-motorized uses (i.e. foot, horse, mountain bike). It is the most
heavily used trail on the Grand Mesa. Adequate access and parking is provided in
the area of Eggleston Lake and Grand Mesa Lodge.

- A new system of foot trail (some accessible) have been built around Island Lake,
connecting several of the campgrounds.

- ‘Three networks of cross-country ski trails (Crag Crest National Recreation Ski Trail
[also called County Line], Skyway Cross-Country Ski Trail, Ward Lake
Cross-Country Ski Trail) are within and accessed from this corridor.

- Several snowmobile routes, including the Sunlight to Powderhorn trail, cross this
corridor and snowmobile open areas are within and adjacent to this corridor.

- The current Travel Management prescription for this area restricts motorized travel to
designated routes only.

- Hwy 65 has been designated the Grand Mesa Scenic and Historic Byway.
- No major areas of noncompliance are known.

11. Highway 65 to Alkali Basin, Below the Rim

- The area is subject to mass soil failure and several recent examples are present near
Doughspoon and Porter Reservoirs. The entire area has moderate to high geologic
hazard.

- Municipal watersheds for Delta are located in this area (Dirty George Creek, Oak
Creek, Doughspoon Creek).
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- Doughspoon complex soils are remnents of glacial till from basalt, on moderately gentle
slopes (5-15%). These areas are generally well drained deeper complexes. Rock
fragments remain in the soil and subsurface zones. Shrinking and swelling
behaviors are evident. Recreational potential are classified as fair to poor due to
subsurface soil textures and slow permeability traits.

- The lower elevations of this area are covered with heavy oak brush, effectively limiting
travel to existing travel routes.

- Disturbed sites tend to dry out resulting in changes in plant communities from more
mesic to xeric species.

- The area from under the Granby Reservoirs to the Porter Reservoirs has been identified
by the CDOW as important for elk calving and solitude and serves as transition
range in the spring and fall.

- Big game winter range along lower elevations of area.
- Most use is for fishing access, reservoir maintenance and fall hunting.

- The Granby Road is a well known and favored rough 4x4 road and has offered a
challenge for this type of use for many years.

- Several ATV and motorcycle routes have been worn into place in recent years,
connecting the Pipeline and Granby Roads.

- The Blue Grouse Trail has been and is still used primarily by foot/horse users east of
Dirty George Creek.

- The upper part of the Bull and Brown Trail is used as a motorized route by motorcycles
and ATV users.

- The current travel management allows unrestricted vehicle use on and off-route
throughout the area.

- Roads are mostly 4x4 accessible and generally in poor to very poor condition.

- Some old redundant routes (parallel routes) have recently been closed, ripped and
seeded due to soils and wildlife concerns.

12. Lands End and Indian Point

- Area has moderate geologic hazard designation.

- Soils are often wet and saturated. Subterranean water flows are significant and part of
municipal watershed sources.

- Entire area included in municipal watersheds for Delta and Grand Junction.

- Relic native plant communities (Grand Mesa penstemon Penstemon mensarum) are
common throughout the area. This is a candidate plant species for listing as
threatened.

- Krummbholz-like plant community attributes occur along the mesa rim. These
communities are rare and unique below tree line and contain sensitive and fragile
plant associations.

- Elk summer concentration area on Indian Point.
- Use of areas other than the Lands End Road is highest during hunting season.

- Current travel management has no motorized travel restriction in the Lands End
portion and along Flowing Park Road. The Indian Point area southwest of Flowing
Park Reservoir is closed to motorized travel yearlong except on designated routes;
however, no routes have been designated for motorized use. Snowmobile travel is
allowed in the Indian Point area after November 15.
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- Area is presently moderately roaded with heaviest use occurring on the high standard
Lands End Road to the Lands End Observatory. The Lands End Road from Hwy. 65
to the Land End Observatory is part of the Grand Mesa Scenic and Historic Byway.

. Motorized use is increasing in the area with off-route use mainly by ATV and
motorcycles.

- A number of lower standard roads access much of the Lands End and Flowing Park
areas.

- The existing road system provides adequate access to most of this area.

- Maintained Lands End Loop snowmobile trail, which is also part of the Sunlight to
Powderhorn Snowmobile network. :

13. Alkali/Kannah Creek/Whitewater Basin

. Most of area south of Lands End Road is former RARE II area. Received a wilderness
recommendation in RARE II but has not been designated for any special wilderness
management. Southern boundary shared with BLM Adobe Badland WSA (received
non-wilderness recommendation from BLM).

. Area is classified as high (just below mesa rim) and moderate (remainder of area)
geologic hazard areas. The area is subject to mass soil failure with a number of
recent and active slump areas.

. Kannah Creek Basin is municipal watershed for Grand Junction.

- Very high wildlife values in this area, particularly winter range values in the lower
clevations. A portion of the area is also considered important elk calving.

- Winter motorized travel closure along lower portion of Lands End Road to protect big
game winter range is currently in effect.

- Area is primarily used in spring, summer and fall, with heaviest use in hunting season.

- This area has been managed for no motorized access for many years, except for the
Lands End Road corridor.

- Area has extensive foot/horse trail system.

. Forest recreation strategy emphasizes maintaining more primitive non-motorized trails
for foot and horseback activities. V

- FS, BLM and City of Grand Junction cooperating in development of improved trailhead
facilities in lower Kannah Creek and at Carson Lake.

14. Mesa Lakes

- High and moderate geologic hazard.
. Soils are often saturated and wetland communities are common.

- Abundant neotropical bird, amphibian and wetland plant concentrations scattered
throughout the area due to high concentration of wetland communities.

- Golden eagle habitat found along the mesa rim.

- Visual quality and high quality, short duration recreation experience for transient
visitors very important.

. Current travel management has closure to motorized vehicles including snowmobiles in
west two-thirds of area for public safety reasons and to avoid the Powderhorn Ski
Area special use permit. Eastern third has no travel restrictions.
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- West Bench trail closed to motorized use except for permitted use from Powderhorn Ski
Area.

- Trails not well marked, most so rocky they are uninviting to motorized users.

- Area has high concentration of development and visitor use: Mesa Lakes Guard
Station serves as a visitor information center, a summer home group (32 homes) and
Mesa Lakes Resort occur in this area.

- Area is adjacent to Grand Mesa Scenic and Historic Byway and receives heavy day use
traffic.

15. Coon/Bull/Cottonwood

- High and moderate geologic hazards.

- Soils are not resistant to rutting; without surfacing tread-ways quickly displace and
erode; water crossings are bog holes; users create repetitive by-passes as rocky
stretches and bogs develop.

- Soils are often saturated and wetland communities are common.

- Bull Basin area has many unique microsites and relic areas. Relic areas of soils derived
from alluvium and herbaceous plant materials are scattered throughout the area.
These areas are typically poorly to very poorly drained on gentle slopes (0-10%).
Water tables fluxuate close to soil surfaces, making them poorly suited for
recreational development. These areas were historic flood plains.

- Concentration of reservoirs in upper Bull and Cottonwood drainages.
- Unique wetland and spring associations occur in this area.

- Fisheries, waterfowl and wetland species are concentrated and often in rare
associations for the Grand Mesa.

- Elk summer concentration areas.

- Abundant neotropical bird, amphibian and wetland plant concentrations scattered
throughout the area due to high concentration of wetland communities.

- Apparent trend toward more hikers, bicyclists and cross-country skiers throughout area.
- No trailheads or visitor signing; poor route identification.

- Current travel management map shows entire area with no motorized travel
restriction. Travel availability guide has yearlong motorized travel closure in
northwest corner of area, north of Twin Reservoir to protect soil and wildlife
resources. (Closed in Decision Notice for Long Slough EA.)

- Motorized travel closure not honored well by private landowners at foot of Mesa
(Documentation in district project files).

- No public access from below (north) the Forest.
- Good peripheral access from Hwy 65 and Cottonwood Road.

- Numerous popular fishing reservoirs and easement right irrigation facilities which need
frequent access by water commissioners and permit holders for
maintenance/reconstruction.

- Nonsystem trails have been developed and system trails have been degraded by full
size 4WD vehicles.

16. Horse Mountain/Bonham

- Open terrain and better drained soils lend to some off-road travel.
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- Municipal watershed for rural Grand Junction area in Big Creek drainage.
- Soils are often saturated and wetland communities are common.
- Concentration of reservoirs in upper Big Creek drainage.

- Abundant neotropical bird, amphibian and wetland plant concentrations scattered
throughout the area due to high concentration of wetland communities.

- Resource damage from full sized vehicles in reservoir riparian zones is common (Photos
in district files).

- Numerous popular fishing reservoirs.
- Elk summer concentration area along northern half of area.

- Visual quality is less critical, the presence/evidence of various resource uses is
acceptable.

- Most visitors are destined for a certain fishing or hunting spot.
- Current travel management has no travel restrictions.
- QGood local access from Trickle Park and Cottonwood Roads.

17. Sheep Flats/Young Lake

- Some high and moderate geologic hazard areas on mesa flank.

- Soils are easily disturbed when wet. The spruceffir habitat and natural high water
tables make for saturated soil conditions year round.

- Youngs Creek has may unique microsites and relic areas of soils derived from alluvium
and herbaceous plant materials. These areas are typically poorly to very poorly
drained on gentle slopes (0-10%). Water tables fluxuate close to soil surfaces,
makeing them poorly suited for recreational development.

- Terrain is open enough to facilitate a good deal of indiscriminate off-road travel.

- High concentration of amphibians in and around Sheep Flats, in the reservoirs and in
wet areas associated with the spruceffir habitat type.

- Bald eagles and other raptors are known to forage in the area throughout the summer.
- Elk calving and summer concentration areas.
- Road density reduces security habitat.

- Travel to fishing spots and operation of irrigation reservoirs and ditches are major
access uses.

- Current travel management has no travel restrictions.

- There are three 4x4 roads bisecting the areas which are utilized for hunting, fishing
and minor amounts of recreational driving. These are mostly ill-located, bog-holed
and eroding. Spurs have developed to circumvent sections that have become
impassable. Wetland and riparian vegetation have been lost and continue to be
annually impacted.

- Most damage is caused by full sized vehicles on and off routes (Photos and
documentation in district files).

- Timber sale roads are creating higher standard access into core area and replacing
crude user made trails. Newer roads are not surfaced and will soon deteriorate from
indiscriminate wet weather use.

- Stock trails and private nonsystem routes accessing private land at foot of mesa are
developing.

- Public access to north mesa flank desirable .
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18. Fruita Division

- Municipal watershed for Fruita.

- Important big game security areas.

- Relic willow/wetland habitats are found in this area.

-  Waterfowl habitat is found around lakes and reservoirs.

- Current travel management restricts motorized travel to designated routes.
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Appendix E -

System Roads and Trails

The following tables list all system roads

travel management for each is shown in the column under Alternative 1 (Alt. 1), the No Action

Appendix E

and trails on the Grand Mesa National Forest. The existing

alternative. The proposed travel management for each road and trail for alternatives 2 (1991 Plan), 3
(Proposed Action) and 4 (Thunder Mountain Wheelers Proposal) are shown in columns Alt. 2, Alt. 3 and

Alt. 4, respectively.

TABLE E-1. Paved System Roads with proposed changes in travel management
Road Name No. | femgth | Aw1 | A2 | Alt3 Alt4
State Highway 65 065 20.00 18] 8] 0 O
Land Of Lakes Picnic Area 117 0.20 (8] (0] (0] 8)
Trickle Park 121 2.60 0 (0] 8] 0
Twilight Campground 121.1B 0.20 0 0 0] 6]
Mesa Lakes 252 0.60 0 0 0] O
Jumbo Campground 252.1A 0.80 18] 0 0 0
Mesa Lakes Reservoir 252.1B 0.50 6] 0 (8] 0
Mesa Lakes Resort 252.1D 0.20 O 18] 0 0
Mesa Lakes Picnic Area 278 0.20 8] &) 0 0
TOTAL 25.30
TOTAL OPEN 25.30 25.30 25.30 25.30

O = OPEN to licensed motorized and non-motorized traffic.
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TABLE E-2. Graveled System Roads with proposed changes in travel management
Road Name No. | Temgth | A1 | A2 | A3 | Altd
Lands End 100 23.11 &) 0 8] O+
Flowing Park 109 6.00 8] ¢ 8] O+
|Granby Parking 115.1A 0.10 (6] 0 8] O+
Island Lake 116 2.20 18] 0] 0 O+
Island Lake Campground 116.1A 0.90 18] 0 6] O+
|Grand Mesa Lodge 116.1B 0.20 0 0 0 O+
Little Bear Campground 116.1D 0.60 0 0 (0] O+
Island Lake Marina 116.1E 0.30 0] 0 0 O+
Scales 118 3.12 C C C O++
|Carp Lake Campground 120 0.30 O O 0 O+
Trickle Park 121 13.60 0 8] 0 O+
|Carp Lake VIS Parking 121.1A 0.20 0 0 0 O+
Valley View Campground 121.1C 0.10 0 0 0 O+
'Ward Lake Campground 121.1D 1.00 0 0 0 O+
'Wardway Picnic Area 121.1E 0.10 0 0] 0] O+
Ward Lake Ranger Station 121.1F 0.20 6] (8] 8] O+
Eggleston Lake Campground| 121.3A 0.20 O 6] 8] O+
|Crag Crest Campground 121.3B 0.30 18] 0 0 O+
Trickle Park Campground 121.3D 0.10 0 0 O O+
'Youngs Creek Res. #3 121.3G 0.20 8] 0 6] O+
Military Park Reservoir 121.3H 0.10 0 0 (6] O+
[Vela Boat Ramp 121.31 0.10 0 0 6] O+
Eggleston Boat Ramp 121.3J 0.20 O 0 0 O+
Eggleston Parking 121.3K 0.10 0 0 0 O+
|Crag Crest East Parking 121.3L 0.10 0 0 6] O+
Elk Park Parking 121.3M 0.10 0] 0] o O+
Big Creek Campground 121.4A 1.00 (8] 0] 6] O+
Old Grand Mesa Road 123 5.60 O 0 0 O+
Kiser Creek Campground 123.1A 0.20 0 0 0 O+
Surface Creek Road 125 512 0 0] 6] O+
Trickle Park RV Parking 125.1D 0.10 0 0 &) O+
Trickle Park Boat Ramp 125.1E 0.20 0 O 0] O+
'Weir & Johnson Road 126 2.99 (8] 0O 0 O+
Leroux Creek 128 8.40 0 0] 0 O+
Hay Park 129 3.60 0] 0 0 O+
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TABLE E-2. Graveled System Roads with proposed changes in travel management
Road Name No. | femgth | a1 | A2 | A3 | Alt4
Crag Crest West Parking 131 0.20 0 O O O+
Drill Site Road 250 0.30 O 0O 6] O+
Sunset 252.1C 0.70 0 0 0 O+
Spruce Grove Campground 255 1.00 0] 6] (0] O+
Gottonwood fakes 257.1A 1.00 0 0 0 O+
Bonham Picnic Area 257.1C 0.70 0 8] 0 O+
Cottonwood Lake Parking 257.1D 0.10 0 0 0 O+
Buzzard Divide 265 15.39 0] 8] 0 O+
Hightower Ranger Station 265.2A 0.20 C C C C
Crooked Creek 265.2H 0.40 C C C O++
Silt 270 3.80 0 8] 0 O+
Brush Creek 272 2.20 0 0 0 O+
Sheep Flats 279 1.40 0 6] (8] O+
Sheep Flats Spur A 279.1A 0.80 0] (6] O O+
Fruita Picnic Area 400.2D 0.20 0 0 0 O+
TOTAL | 109.13
TOTAL OPEN 105.41 105.41 10541 108.93
TOTAL CLOSED 3.72 3.72 3.72 0.20

O = OPEN to licensed motorized and non-motorized traffic (not motorized trail vehicles).
O+ = OPEN to licensed and unlicensed mo
O++ = OPEN to motorized and non-motorized traffic after a

completted.

C = CLOSED to motorized traffic, open to non-motorized traffic.

torized and non-motorized traffic.

dministrative/timber sale work

TABLE E-3. Low Standard System Roads with proposed changes in travel management

Road Name No. | {ehgth | A1 | A2 Alt.3 Alt4
'Wild Rose Picnic Area 100.2B 0.30 0 ¢ 0 0
Shirttail Overlook 100.3C 0.20 0 0 0 O
Palisade Point 103 4.50 0 O ¢ 0
Anderson Reservoir 105 8.70 0 o 0 0
Lands End Parking Area 105.1A 0.10 O 0 18] ¢
%nderson Reservoir Spur 105.1E 259 C C C O++
Rim Timber Sale Spur F 105.1F 0.20 C C C O++
Rim Timber Sale Spur G 105.1G 0.28 C C C O++
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TABLE E-3. Low Standard System Roads with proposed changes in travel management
Road Name No. | temgth | a1 | A2 | Alts Altd

Rim Timber Sale Spur H 105.1H 0.46 C C C O++
Mesa Point 106 6.00 C C C O++
Basin Top 107 1.82 C C C O++
Basin Top Spur A 107.1A 0.43 C C C O++
Basin Top Spur B 107.1B 0.10 C C C O++
|Carson Lake 108 2.60 0 0 (0] 0
Rim Timber Sale Spur A 108.1A 0.75 C C C O++
Flowing Park Spur 1E 109.1E 1.10 0 0 C (6]
Flowing Park Spur 2A 109.2A 0.80 6] C 6] 0
Flowing Park Spur 2B 109.2B 1.50 0 C C (6]
Flowing Park Spur 2C 109.2C 0.62 O C C 18]
Big Spruce 111 0.70 C C C O++
Big Spruce Spur 1A 111.1A 0.47 C C C O++
Big Spruce Spur 1B 111.1B 0.70 C C C O++
Big Spruce Spur 1C 111.1C 0.48 C C C O++
Atkinson Reservoir Spur A| 114.1A 0.60 C Cc C O++
Atkinson Reservoir Spur B| 114.1B 0.40 C C C O++
Atkinson Reservoir Spur C| 114.1C 0.20 C C C O++
Atkinson Reservoir Spur D 114.1D 0.60 C C C O++
Scales Spur A 118.1A 0.99 C C C O++
Scales Spur B 118.1B 0.87 C C C O++
Matt Arch 120.1A 0.20 0] 0] 0 O
Fish Hawk Campground 121.3C 0.10 0 O 0 @)
Trickle Park Spur 3E 121.3E 0.20 C C C O++
Trickle Park Spur 3F 121.3F 0.14 C C C O++
Aries B 125.1B 0.21 C C C O++
Aries C 125.1C 0.10 C C C O++
Twin Lakes Campground 126.1A 0.75 0 O 0 0]
Weir & Johnson Spur 1B 126.1B 1.32 18] C C O
'Weir & Johnson Spur 1C 126.1C 0.27 C C C O++
'Weir & Johnson Spur 1D 126.1D 0.25 C C C O++
Bailey 128.1B 2.70 0 0 0 (@)
Duke Basin 128.1G 1.50 ¢ 0 0 0
Hay Park Spur A 129.1A 0.50 C MT MT O++
Youngs Creek Res. #1 129.1B 0.10 0 O 6] O
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Appendix E

TABLE E-3. Low Standard System Roads with proposed changes in travel management

Road Name No. | temgth | A1 | A2 | A3 Alt4
Hay Park Spur C 129.1C 1.32 C C C O++
Hay Park Spur D 129.1D 0.13 C C C O++
Hay Park Spur E 129.1E 0.90 C C C O++
Hay Park Spur F 129.1F 0.50 C C C O++
Ryan 129.1G 143 C C MT O++
Prebble Reservoir 129.1H 0.25 C C MT O++
Eureka Reservoir #2 129.11 0.9 C C MT O++
Easter Seal 251 3.50 O 0 6] 18]
lAspen Cove 253 2.00 0 0 18] 0
Barnes 254 1.10 0 0 0 0
Silver Lake 256 0.80 0 C 6] ¢
|Cottonwood Lakes 257 5.30 0] 6] 18] (6]
|Cottonwood Lake No.5 | 257.1B 1.00 0 0 ) 0
Silver Lake Spur 1F 257.1F 0.40 C C C O++
Silver Lake Spur 1G 257.1G 0.19 C C C O++
Big Meadow 258 2.20 18] O o - 0
Neversweat Res. Parking | 258.1E 0.10 0 O 0 0
Lambert 260 8.50 (8] 0 6] 0]
Lambert Spur A 260.1A 0.55 C C C O++
Lambert Spur B 260.1B 0.30 C C C O++
Lambert Spur C 260.1C 0.70 C C C O++
Lambert Spur D 260.1D 0.30 C C C O++
Lambert Spur F 260.1F 0.35 C C C O++
Park Creek 262 7.90 0 O 0 0
uzzard Creck 265.2B 0.20 o 0 0 )
Coors Well #17 265.2E 0.10 C C C O++
Coors Well #16 265.2F 0.10 C C C O++
Logpile Flat 267 1.50 0 o) o) 0
Logpile Flat Spur 0A 267.0A 0.34 C C C O++
Owens Creek 268 7.00 0 0 0 0
{Owens Creek Spur 1B 268.1B 2.64 C C C O++
Owens Creek Spur 1C 268.1C 0.50 C C C O++
Owens Creek Spur 1D 268.1D 1.18 C C C O++
Owens Creek Spur 1E 268.1E 0.06 C C C O++
Owens Creek Spur 1F 268.1F 0.77 C C C O++
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TABLE E-3. Low Standard System Roads with proposed changes in travel management

Road Name No. | temgth | a1 | A2 | Alt3 Altd
|Owens Creek Spur 1G 268.1G 0.23 C C C O++
lowens Creek Spur 1H 268.1H 0.13 C C C O++
|Oowens Creek Spur 11 268.11 0.50 C C C O++
Sunnyside 274 1.30 18] 0 o) 0
Kimball 275 1.40 0 o) 0 0
Kimball Trail Access 275.1A 0.40 0O 0 0 o
Englehart 276 2.16 C C c O++
Englehart Spur 1A 276.1A 0.51 C C C O++
|Grove Creek 279.1C 140 C C C O++
IGrove Creek Spur 1D 279.1D 0.85 C C C O++
[Grove Creek Spur 1E 279.1E 0.16 C C C O++
[Grove Creek Spur 1F 279.1F 0.60 C C C O++
Sheep Creek 281 1.50 (6] 6] 0] O
Fruita Division 400 5.50 6] 0 0 0
Hay Press Campground 400.2A 0.10 0 0 O 0
Reservoir No. 2 400.2B 0.30 8] 0 0 8]
Reservoir No. 1 400.2C 1.50 0 &) 0 18)
Ridge 400.2E 0.50 O 0 O 8]

TOTAL 121.38
TOTAL OPEN 82.69 76.97 75.35 121.38
TOTAL CLOSED 38.69 4391 42.95 0.00
TOTAL MOTORIZED| 09 0.50 3.08 0.00

O = OPEN to motorized and non-motorized traffic.
O++ = OPEN to motorized and non-motorized traffic after administrative/timber sale work

completted.

C = CLOSED to motorized traffic, open to non-motorized traffic.
MT = MOTORIZED TRAIL, open to motorized trail vehicles and non-motorized traffic.
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TABLE E-4. Primitive System Roads with proposed changes in travel management
Road Name No. | temgth | A1 | A2 Alt3 Alt.4
[Chained Area 100.2C 2.00 C C C O++
[Coal Creek Basin 101 1.30 ) ) ) 0
Sawmill 104 1.50 0 0 0 0]
 Anserson Reservoir Spur C{  105.1C 0.36 C C C O++
lAnderson Reservoir No. 6 105.1D 0.80 C C C O++
Machett Cow Camp 109.1B 0.50 0 0 18] 18]
JCrane Lake 109.1C 1.00 O 0 0 8]
Flowing Park Overlook 109.2H 0.10 C C C O++
Pipeline 110 3.00 O 1¢) 6] O
Pipeline 110 3.10 0] C C (6]
Doughspoon 112 8.80 o 18] 6] 18]
Delta Cabin 112.2A 2.00 0 0 0 0
Point Cow Camp 112.2B 0.80 0 C 0 0
Pitcairn 112.2C 0.50 0] MT 0 0
Alkali 113 2.00 ¢ (0] 0] O
Atkinson Reservoir 114 4.70 0 C &) 6]
Granby 115 4.50 ¢ 8] 6] 0]
Little Gem 116.1C 0.40 0 (0] 0 18]
Old Scales Lake 119 1.00 C C C O++
Atkinson Timber Sale 121.4B 0.60 C C C O++
Sink Creek 121.4C 0.91 C C C O++
Kennicott Slough 122 3.00 0 6] O 0
Forest Lake Rd. 124 0.40 0 C C O
Park Cabin 125.1A 0.30 0] 6] 0 0
Leon Lake 127 4.50 0 0 0 0
Leon Lake 127 8.00 0 8] 0 (6]
Colby Horsepark Reservoir] 127.2A 0.50 0 C C (&)
Patterson Reservoir 128.1A 0.50 0 O 0 0
Shingle Decker 128.1C 0.20 6] 6] (8] O
Ellington Creek 128.1F 2.90 0 0 O 6]
Gray Reservoir 128.1H 0.20 0 0 O 0
Brockman Reservoir 128.1J 1.40 6] ¢ (¢) 0
Indian Point 130 4.50 C C C O++
Cedar Mesa 132 1.30 0 0 O 0
Mid-Griffith Lake 249 0.90 0 (6] C 0
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TABLE E-4. Primitive System Roads with proposed changes in travel management
Road Name No. | temgth | A1 Alt. 2 Alt3 Alt.4

Long Slough 254.1A 5.00 0 0 0 0
Twin Basin Reservoir 254.1B 1.50 0 0] (0] 0]
Forty Acre Lake Rd. 256.1A 0.40 0 C 0 (6]
|Cottonwood Lake No. 4 257.1E 1.10 0 C (0] O
Park View 258.1A 0.80 0 C C 6]
Horse Mtn. 258.1C 3.10 0 NM MT 6]
'Webb Flats 258.1D 2.00 0 18] o O
Bureau Pipeline 259 11.00 0 MT 0 (6]
Cottonwood Cow Camp 259.1A 0.30 0 C MT 8]
Hells Hole 259.1B 1.00 C C C O++
Willow 263 4.50 0 0 0 0
'Wagon Park 263.1A 1.50 0] 0 MT 0]
JColorado Ute Powerline 264 7.40 C MT MT MT
Powerline Spur Al 264.A1 0.50 C MT MT MT
Powerline Spur A2 264.A2 0.90 C MT MT MT
Powerline Spur A3 264.A3 1.70 C MT MT MT
Powerline Spur A5 264.A5 3.40 C MT MT MT
Lowell Flat 265.2C 3.05 0 0 0 O
Buzzard Cow Camp 265.2D 0.70 6] C O 6]
Porter Flat 266 9.10 0 6] O 0
Ditch Road 266.2A 040 C C C O++
Harrison 266.2B 0.70 C C C O++
Dry Owens Creek 268.1A 1.756 0 0 MT 0
Road Gulch 270.1A 1.0 0 MT MT 0
Silt Spur B 270.1B 2.16 0 0 O O
Mudd Hill 271 5.00 o) 0] 0 0
Hawxhurst 273 0.50 C C C O++
The Burn 271 5.00 0 0 0] 0o
Sheep Flats 279 4.60 6] 0] @) O
Labbe Res. 279.13 3.10 0 C C ¢
Hunter 280 3.40 0 0 0 0
South Sheep Creek 281.1A 1.90 0 O MT (6]
Middle Sheep Creek 281.1B 2.00 6] O O 0
North Sheep Creek 281.1C 1.80 0 0 O 0
Sheep Creek ridge 281.1D 1.10 0 0 6] O
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'TABLE E-4. Primitive System Roads with proposed changes in travel management

Le

Road Name No. | temgth | A1 | Az | A3 Altd
North Lobe Creek 399 1.00 C C C O++

TOTAL | 162.89
TOTAL OPEN 135.06 103.56 116.71 148.99
TOTAL CLOSED 27.83 29.77 22.67 0.00
TOTALMOTORIZED| 00 26.46 23.51 13.90

AL

NON-MOTORIZED 0.00 3.10 0.00 0.00

O = OPEN to motorized and non-motorized traffic.
O++ = OPEN to motorized and non-motorized traffic after administrative/timber sale work

completted.

C = CLOSED to motorized traffic, open to non-motorized traffic.
MT = MOTORIZED TRAIL, open to motorized trail vehicles and non-motorized traffic.

NM = NON-MOTORIZED TRAIL, open only to non-motorized traffic.
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TABLE E-5. System Trails with proposed changes in travel management
Trail Name No. | temgth | a1 | A2 | Aw3 Alt4
Indian Point 130 4.50 NM NM NM NM+
'West Bench 501 7.00 NM NM NM NM+
Lost Lake 502 1.50 HO HO HO HO+
Mesa Lakes Shore Trail 503 1.50 HO HO HO HO
Lake-of-the-Woods 506 5.90 MT NM NM NM+
Bull Basin 507 3.00 MT MT MT MT
Lily Lakes 509 0.50 MT NM NM MT
JCrum Reservoir 511 3.40 NM MT MT MT
Salt Creek 514 3.20 MT NM NM MT
High 515 9.90 MT MT MT MT
Silver Spruce 517 12.00 MT MT MT MT
Monument 518 13.00 MT MT MT MT
Buzzard Park 519 4.50 MT MT MT MT
Hells Hole 526 3.00 NM NM NM NM+
Battlement Trail 527 19.30 MT MT MT MT
Bald Mountain 528 3.00 MT MT MT MT
Brush Creek 529 3.50 MT MT MT MT
|Hawxhurst 530 4.00 MT MT MT MT
Smalley Mountain 531 4.00 MT MT MT MT
Kimball 532 3.50 MT MT MT MT
Ridge 646 4.50 MT MT MT MT
Black Pine 647 2.70 MT MT MT MT
Little Delores 648 1.80 MT MT MT MT
'Whitewater Basin 700 3.20 NM NM NM NM
|Coal Creek 702 9.00 NM NM NM NM
ICoal Creek Basin 703 4.80 NM NM NM NM
Switchback 705 1.00 NM NM NM NM
Kannah Creek 706 8.30 NM NM NM NM
Spring Camp 707 7.10 NM NM NM NM
Blue Lake 707.1A 1.00 NM NM NM NM
Indian Point 708 3.00 NM NM NM NM
Deep Creek 709 1.10 NM NM NM NM+
|Current Creek 710 4.00 NM NM NM NM
[crag Crest 711 6.80 HO HO HO HO+
|Crag Crest Loop 711 3.50 NM NM NM NM+
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TABLE E-5. System Trails with proposed changes in travel management

Trail Name No. | Yemgth | a1 | A2 | A3 | Altd
{Crag Crest Spur 711.1A 4.00 HO HO HO HO+
[Cottonwood 712 2.60 NM NM NM NM-+
[Cottonwood 712 1.00 NM NM NM NM+
Land Of Lakes 713 0.50 HO HO HO HO+
Twin Lake 714 0.30 MT MT MT MT
Indian Point Stock Drive 715 9.00 NM NM NM NM+
Sissy 716 0.30 NM NM NM NM+
Leon Lake 717 1.80 NM NM NM NM+
iCedar Mesa 718 3.50 MT MT MT MT
IGrret':n Mountain 719 13.60 MT MT MT MT
Elk Park 720 0.80 NM NM . NM NM+
IGreenwood 721 1.80 MT NM MT MT
Blue Grouse 722 4.30 MT NM NM MT
Granby Pack Trail 723 2.00 NM NM NM NM+
Bull and Brown 724 2.00 MT MT MT MT
Bull and Brown 1A 724.1A 2.00 MT MT NM MT
Bull and Brown 1B 724.1B 1.80 MT NM MT MT
Point Camp 725 3.00 MT NM MO MO+
Drop Off 726 2.20 MT NM MO MO+
Farmers 727 1.40 NM NM NM NM+
|Carson Lake 728 1.00 NM NM NM NM+
Deep Slough 729 1.50 NM NM NM NM+
East Leon (GJ Dist) 730 2.60 MT MT MT MT
East Leon (COL Dist) 730 5.00 MT MT MT MT
Last Chance 731 3.00 MT MT MT MT
Ella 732 2.00 MT MT MT MT
JColumbine 733 2.00 MT MT MT MT
Ward Lake 744 0.70 HO HO HO HO+
|({rapd Mesa Discovery 745 0.30 HO HO HO HO
{Carp To Ward 746 0.30 HO HO HO HO
Twilight Spur 746 0.10 HO HO HO HO
|Carp Lake 747 0.20 HO HO HO HO
Island Lake 748 1.50 HO HO HO HO
|Crag To Carp 749 1.10 HO HO HO HO
[cache Creek 903 1.40 MT MT NM MT
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TABLE E-5. System Tr