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Note:  Comments/objections received in response to this solicitation, including names and 
addresses of those who comment, will be considered part of the public record on this 
Environmental Assessment and will be available for public inspection. Additionally, pursuant 
to 7 CFR 1.27(d), any person may request the agency to withhold a submission from the 
public record by showing how the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) permits such 
confidentiality. Persons requesting such confidentiality should be aware that, under the 
FOIA, confidentiality may be granted in only very limited circumstances, such as to protect 
trade secrets. The Forest Service will inform the requester of the agency's decision 
regarding the request for confidentiality, and where the request is denied; the agency will 
return the submission and notify the requester that the comments may be resubmitted with 
or without name and address within 15 days.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on the basis of 
race, color, national origin, gender, religion, age, disability, political beliefs, sexual orientation, or marital or family 
status. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative means for 
communication of program information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center 
at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD). To file a complaint of discrimination, write USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, 
Room 326-W, Whitten Building, 14th and Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 20250-9410 or call (202) 
720-5964 (voice and TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer. 
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1.0 Purpose and Need 
1.1 Introduction 
The United States Forest Service (USFS) Sulphur Ranger District (SRD) is proposing a re-working of 
its trail system adjacent to the Towns of Winter Park and Fraser in Grand County, Colorado (Figure 
1.1).  The re-working includes trail construction, trail reroutes, trail width reductions, trail to 
administrative road conversion, road to trail conversion, trail bridge construction, trail head 
enhancement, and closing and decommissioning of system and non-system (social or user created) 
trails.  In addition, the proposal includes limiting bicycle use to system routes (roads and trails) that 
have been designated for bicycle use on the entire SRD.  This Environmental Assessment (EA) 
documents the environmental analysis the USFS conducted to estimate the potential site-specific 
effects on the human environment that may result from implementation of this project. The EA 
provides the Forest Service’s authorized officer (Sulphur Ranger District Ranger) with information to 
assist in the decision-making process.  It also identifies any significant effects that would require 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 
 

1.1.1 Background 
In late 2012, Headwaters Trails Alliance (HTA) a local non-profit trail advocacy organization 

representing local trail users, local communities, and Grand County, approached the SRD about 

several trail projects that they wanted the Forest Service to complete.  At this meeting HTA 

proposed a Master Trails Planning process in order to design a trails plan that would improve the 

quality of the trails experience for the modern trail user as the current trail system wasn’t meeting 

the desires of the community.  The Forest Service agreed to consider the Master Trails Planning 

effort.  HTA has recently completed their Master Trails Planning for Sub-Area 1 (public and private 

land in the southeastern portion of Grand County near the Towns of Winter Park and Fraser).  

The Forest Service has identified a proliferation in non-system (social or user-created) trails on the 

SRD which has primarily been created and used by mountain bikers.  These non-system trails are 

having negative impacts on wildlife, watersheds, and other Forest values.  The SRD wants to solve 

the problem of non-system trail creation and reduce the impacts that non-system trails have on the 

Forest. 

The SRD has taken concepts and ideas for a portion of the area identified in the HTA Master Trails 

Plan (MTP) for Sub-Area 1 and refined these to address concerns with wildlife, watersheds, and other 

Forest values.  Internal Forest Service personnel as well as Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) worked 

to refine the initial conceptual proposal from HTA by overlaying known sensitive wildlife habitats 

spatially using a Geographical Information Systems (GIS) to assist in determining appropriate 

locations for new trail construction and reroutes.   In addition; creating trail to trail connections, 

improving trail experiences, and reducing redundancy in the trail system were also considered when 

refining the initial HTA proposal. 
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Figure 1.1 – Location Map 
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1.2 Project Area 
The project encompasses two areas.  The primary project area includes the entire SRD, 

approximately 435,000 acres (Figure 1.2).  The secondary project area consists of 23,000 acres 

adjacent to the towns of Winter Park and Fraser in Grand County, Colorado (Figure 1.3).   

 

Figure 1.2 – Primary Project Area 
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Figure 1.3 – Secondary Project Area 
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1.3 Purpose of and Need for the Federal Action 

The current trail system is comprised of trails that are not connected to each other, don’t offer a 

good range of challenges, and are often on former roads.  The system lacks the single track 

experience, trail-to-trail connectivity, and technical trail aspects that mountain bikers and other trail 

users are seeking.   Many trails in the Winter Park and Fraser area are groomed as part of a permitted 

guided snowmobiling operation in winter.  Grooming requires the use of large, wide equipment that 

makes co-locating single-track trails on these groomed routes incompatible.  The entire SRD, 

especially in the Winter Park and Fraser area, has a large number of non-system (social or user 

created) trails.  These non-system trails divert time and other resources away from maintaining 

system trails when resources are spent decommissioning unsustainable, non-system trails.                                                                        

This project would result in an improved trail experience, especially for mountain bikers, in the 

Winter Park and Fraser area.  The project would do this by improving trail connections from Forest 

Service trails to community trails, creating loop trail opportunities, adding features, adding difficulty 

to the trail system, and reducing road width trail to single track width.  The project would also reduce 

conflicts between winter trail grooming and summer use of trails in some areas.  Limiting bicycle use 

to designated routes (trails and roads) would also allow the Forest Service and its partners to focus 

resources on a managed trails system by reducing the proliferation of non-system trails.   

The current system and non-system trails on the SRD also impact wildlife and water resources.  The 

density of trails in certain areas is too great to provide for effective wildlife habitat, and there are 

trails in certain locations that have disproportionately large impacts to wildlife.  Some trails, both 

system and non-system, have negative impacts to riparian areas or wetlands because of their 

location.  The large number and volume of trails in certain locations also have negative effects on the 

health of watersheds due to changes in drainage patterns caused by trails and sedimentation 

concerns.   

This project would increase the amount of effective habitat available to wildlife by reducing the 

density of non-system trails on the SRD by limiting bicycles to designated system roads and trails 

(routes).  This project would reduce the proliferation of non-system trails by 

decommissioning/obliterating these trails, thus improving wildlife habitat and reducing negative 

impacts to water resources.  This project addresses several key areas identified as priority for wildlife 

by proposing specific trail re-locations in the proposed action.  This project would avoid placing new 

trails in riparian areas or wetlands and decommission/obliterate non-system trails that are located in 

these areas.   

1.4 Proposed Action 
Within the primary project area (the entire SRD) the Forest Service is proposing to limit bicycle use to 

designated system trails and roads.  Within the secondary project area the SRD is proposing to 

improve the trail system by connecting existing trail networks in the Winter Park and Fraser areas by 

constructing and rerouting trails; creating a loop system with varying difficulty levels close to 

communities for mountain biking, hiking, and other trail users.    

The proposed action (secondary project area) includes: 

 new trail construction;  

 trail reroutes;  
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 trail width reductions;  

 amending a special use permit for snowmobile outfitting and guiding to remove a trail as an 

authorized route; 

 trail to administrative road conversion; 

 road to trail conversion; 

 a change in allowable use on a trail,  

 trail bridge construction;  

 trail head enhancement; and 

 closing and decommissioning system and non-system (social or user created) trails.  

 

1.5 Public Involvement 
Public involvement is an important aspect of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.  

As part of this process, the USFS invited the participation of the public during the scoping and 

comment period through notices in the newspaper of record (Fort Collins Coloradoan) on 6/4/2015, a 

press release in the local paper (Sky Hi Daily News) on 6/17/2015, an open house on 6/22/2016, a 

newspaper article in the local paper (Sky Hi Daily News) on 6/25/2015, and informal personal 

contacts.  Letters were sent to tribes on 6/13/2016, initiating formal tribal consultation.  The project 

was listed in the Forest Service Schedule of Proposed Actions (SOPA) (http://www.fs.fed.us/sopa/) 

on 12/17/2016. The SRD received a total of 98 specific comments from 30 individuals or groups.  All 

the comments were reviewed and analyzed by the key interdisciplinary team members.  Using 

comments from the public, other agencies, state and local governments, and other organizations, 

the project interdisciplinary team developed a list of issues and sub-issues to address.  

1.5.1   Issues Identified for Analysis 
Issue # 1 – The Sulphur Trails Smart Sizing project would have effects to the quality of recreation 

opportunities on the SRD. 

 Sub Issue 1 – Prohibiting bicycles from using non-system, user created routes will reduce the 

trail mileage available for mountain bike use and thereby decrease mountain biker’s opportunities 

and the quality of biking opportunities on the SRD.  

 Sub Issue 2 - The proposed trail changes and new trails in the Winter Park area are focused 

on providing mountain bike opportunities; other trail users such as hikers and equestrian users will 

have a diminished experience on these trails or won’t be able to use them because of heavy bike 

traffic. 

 Sub Issue 3 – How will the Forest Service provide enough technical and difficult trail for the 

experienced mountain biker with the proposed trail changes?   

Issue #2 – The Sulphur Trails Smart Sizing project will have impacts to wildlife habitat effectiveness.   

Issue #3 - The Sulphur Trails Smart Sizing project will have effects to natural resources (soil, water, 

wildlife, wetlands,cultural resources,  and vegetation).  

Issue #4 – How will the Forest Service be able to enforce designated routes for bicycles? 

http://www.fs.fed.us/sopa/
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Issue #5 – Designated routes for bicycles in the Sulphur Trails Smart Sizing project, specifically fat 

bikes (snow bikes) during the winter, negatively impacts trail conditions for cross-country skiers who 

use the trails. 

Issue # 6 – There is a lack of low elevation, easy to use, and primitive (non-motorized and non-

mechanized) trails on the National Forest close to communities and the Sulphur Trails Smart Sizing 

project doesn’t address this.  

 

1.6 Decision Factors 
In choosing the alternative that best meets the purpose of and need for this project, the Forest 

Service will consider the extent to which each alternative would: 

 improve the recreation experience by increasing the trail system connectivity (loop 

opportunities) through connecting existing trails via new trails in the secondary project area; 

 provide a quality recreation experience by offering a range of challenge when using the trail 

system in the secondary project area; 

 improve the recreation experience by increasing the amount of available single-track trail  in 

the secondary project area; 

 reduce conflicts between winter trail grooming and summer use trails in the secondary 

project area;  

 reduce effects to wildlife by placing new trails in appropriate locations with less impacts to 

wildlife in the secondary project area; 

 reduce effects to wildlife, fish, riparian areas, and wetlands by decommissioning trails in 

locations with disproportionate impacts to these areas; and 

 reduce effects to wildlife, fish, riparian areas, and wetlands by limiting bicycles to designated 

system routes and decommissioning non-system routes. 

   

1.7 Legal Requirements 
Activities conducted on National Forest System (NFS) lands must comply with the long-term 

management directions included in the Forest Plan.  The Forest Plan includes Forest-wide, 

Geographic Area, and Management Area direction.  The Forest-wide direction includes Forest goals 

and objectives, as well as operational goals, standards, and guidelines that pertain to the daily 

operation of the Arapaho and Roosevelt National Forests and Pawnee National Grassland.  

Geographic Area directions provide a more detailed level of direction to small geographic units 

within the Forest.  Management Area Direction include separate management prescriptions (or 

strategies) for different portions of the Forest based on ecological conditions, historic development, 

and anticipated future conditions.  

Specific Forest-wide direction includes priorities for management direction that this project 

addresses (Forest Plan Ch. 1, Sect. 1, pp. 1-10).  They include:  

 Emphasize partnerships and cooperation with state, county, and local municipalities, private 

corporations and citizen groups, and other federal agencies so that management activities 

maintain or enhance the forest resources, and provide the greatest level of public benefit 



 

February 2017 Sulphur Ranger District Trails Smart Sizing 

P
ag

e1
1

 

 Provide an integrated travel system that considers various modes of motorized and non-

motorized use consistent with the resource capacity of the area. 

 Focus management emphasis on human use (sustainable developed dispersed recreational 

opportunities, wilderness use, travel). 

 

Forest Plan goals, standards and guidelines (Forest Plan, Ch.1, Sect. 2, pp. 11-42) that pertain to this 

project include: 

 Avoid disconnecting or severing intact areas of effective habitat with new open roads and 

trails. Favor seasonal use during noncritical times for wildlife when this cannot be avoided. 

(Guideline 107) 

 When developing new open roads and trails, do not reduce contiguous areas of effective 

habitat to less than 250 acres or further reduce effective habitat of 20 to 250 acres in size, 

except where access is required by law. (Guideline 108) 

 Additional open roads and trails should not reduce effective habitat below 50 percent by 

geographic area, or further reduce effective habitat in geographic areas that are already at or 

below 50 percent on NFS lands. (Guideline 109) 

 Construct roads and other disturbed sites to minimize sediment discharge into streams, 

lakes, and wetlands. (Standard 16) 

 Manage trail development at a broad scale to coordinate with trail systems developed by 

municipalities, counties, states, other federal agencies and partners. (Goal 140) 

 Consider loop trails where appropriate for all trail networks. (Goal 141) 

 Make facilities provided at trailheads consistent with the recreational setting and provide for 

parking, trail information, and appropriate sanitation facilities. (Standard 142) 

 Develop new trail systems to expand the range of recreational opportunities, provide for 

user safety, and disperse existing use into different areas. (Guideline 182) 

 

Forest Plan goals provide direction for activities and are used to provide context for developing 

standards and guidelines.  Standards are mandatory and deviation is not permissible without an 

amendment to the Forest Plan.  Guidelines are defined as preferred or advisable course of action.  

When deviation of a guideline is necessary, it will be documented during the project level analysis.  

The primary project area is the entire Sulphur Ranger District, approximately 435,000 acres.  For 

Geographic Area and Management Area descriptions for the SRD, see the Forest Plan.  A single 

Geographic Area contains multiple Management areas.  Table 1 and Figure 1.4 show the Geographic 

Areas and Management Areas that comprise the secondary project area, where the majority of the 

trail actions are proposed.   
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Table 1. Geographic Areas and Management Areas that comprise Secondary Project Area 

Geographic Area Management Area 

Crooked Creek 
Geo Area 

5.5 
Dispersed 
Recreation – 
Forest 
Products 

1.3 Backcountry 
Recreation 

   

Fraser 
Experimental 

Forest* 

5.31** 
Experimental 
Forest - 
Fraser 

    

Elk Creek 5.5 
Dispersed 
Recreation – 
Forest 
Products 

1.3**Backcountry 
Recreation 

   

Vasquez 
Wilderness* 

1.1** 
Wilderness 

    

Winter Park Ski 
Area 

8.22**        
Ski-Based 
Resorts 

1.3** 
Backcountry 
Recreation  

4.2**  
Scenery 

4.3  
Dispersed 
Recreation 

3.1  Special 
Interest 
Areas 

Ranch Creek 4.3  
Dispersed 
Recreation 

3.3  Backcountry 
Motorized 
Recreation 

   

James Peak 3.1  Special 
Interest 
Areas 

3.55**  Corridors 
Connecting Core 
Areas 

   

* A portion of this Geographic Area is within the secondary project area however; no trail actions occur within this Geographic 

area. 

** A portion of this Management Area is within the secondary project area however; no trail actions occur in this Management 

Area.   

Projects approved by the USFS must also comply with other laws, regulations, policies, and direction.  

Important USFS policy and direction are provided through Forest Service Manual (FSM) 2353, Trails; 

Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 2309.18, Trails Management Handbook; and FSH 2509.25, Watershed 

Conservation Practices.  In addition, these projects must be consistent with the Federal Land Policy 

and Management Act, Endangered Species Act, National Environmental Policy Act, Archaeological 

Resources Protection Act, Clean Air Act, and Clean Water Act.   

A portion of the secondary project area is within the James Peak Protection Area (Figure 1.5).  

Projects in this portion of the secondary project area must comply with the James Peak Wilderness 

and Protection Area Act (PL 107-216) which supersedes Forest Service direction. 
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Figure 1.4 – Geographic Areas and Management Areas that comprise Secondary Project Area 
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Figure 1.5 – James Peak Protection Area within Secondary Project Area 
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1.8 Decisions To Be Made 
An Environmental Assessment (EA) is a document that discloses the environmental consequences of 

implementing the proposed action or alternatives to that action.  It is not a decision document.  It 

instead documents the analysis upon which the decision can be reached.  The decision is made by the 

Sulphur Ranger District, District Ranger and documented in a Decision Notice.    

The first decision the District Ranger will make will be to determine if sufficient site specific 

environmental analysis has been completed and whether the proposed action would result in 

significant impacts to the human environment.  If any impacts are significant, then the USFS will 

determine if modifications to the proposed action could occur to mitigate the impacts so an 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would not be necessary.  If no significant effects are 

identified and an EIS is not needed, the USFS will document this determination in a Finding of No 

Significant Impact (FONSI). 

 Second, the District Ranger will determine whether the projects that comprise the alternatives 

comply with applicable laws, Forest Plan standards and goals, and USFS Policy. 

Finally, the District Ranger will decide whether to approve the Sulphur Trails Smart Sizing proposed 

action as is, or some combination, modification, or portion of the alternatives analyzed in this EA.  In 

addition, the District Ranger also may specify mitigation measures to reduce impacts from the trails 

system on other resources.  The Decision Notice will document the decision and identify the 

elements to be accepted and implemented.  Specific decisions that the District Ranger will make 

include the following: 

 whether to limit bicycle use to designated system roads and trails on the Sulphur Ranger 

District and on what routes bicycle use would be allowable;   

 whether to construct new trail and in what locations, what types of uses will be authorized 

on these trails, and how these trails will be designed; 

 whether to reroute trails, in what locations, what types of use will be allowed on those 

reroutes, and how those trail reroutes will be designed;   

 whether to construct trail bridges or other appropriate stream crossing structures and at 

what locations to construct these bridges or structures at; 

 whether to allow trailhead enhancement to occur and at what trailheads;  

 whether to change the types of use that are allowed on certain trails; 

 whether to reduce the widths of some trails; 

 whether to convert a road to a trail;  

 whether to convert a trail to an administrative use road; 

 whether to amend a special use permit for snowmobile outfitting and guiding to remove a 

trail as an authorized route;   

 whether to decommission/obliterate some system and non-system (social or user created) 

trails and trail segments; and 

 what mitigation measures to employ to reduce impacts of the trail system on other forest 

resources.
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2.0 Alternatives 
This chapter describes the three alternatives that the USFS considered in the analysis.  They include 

Alternative 1 – No Action; Alternative 2 – Proposed Action, which is the USFS proposed action, and 

Alternative 3 – Modified Action Alternative.   The proposed action drew on concepts identified in 

HTA’s Master Trails Plan Sub Area 1 Plan and refines these concepts based on considerations of 

impacts to wildlife, watersheds, and other Forest values.  In addition, the SRD developed a third 

alternative in response to scoping comments, the modified action alternative.  All three alternatives 

are represented below. 

2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action   
Under Alternative 1, the No Action Alternative, the USFS would not implement the Sulphur Trails 

Smart Sizing Project.  Within the primary project area the USFS would not limit bicycle use (both 

summer and winter) to designated system trails and roads, outside of trails, or areas where bicycle 

use is currently restricted or limited to designated routes (Figure 2.1).  The SRD would largely remain 

open to cross-country travel by bicycles (both summer and winter) off of designated system trails.  

 

Within the secondary project area the USFS would not implement the suite of trail projects proposed 

to improve the trail system by connecting existing trail networks in the Winter Park and Fraser areas 

by constructing and rerouting trails creating a loop system with varying difficulty levels close to 

communities for mountain biking, hiking, and other trail users.  
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Figure 2.1 – Areas and trails where bicycle use is currently restricted or limited to designated routes 
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The following actions within the secondary project area would not be implemented: 

 new trail construction;  

 trail reroutes;  

 trail width reductions;  

 amending a special use permit for snowmobile outfitting and guiding to remove a trail as an 

authorized route;   

 a trail to administrative road conversion; 

 a road to trail conversion; 

 a change in allowable use on a trail; 

 trail bridge construction;  

 trail head enhancement; and 

 closing and decommissioning system and non-system (social or user-created) trails.  

 

The USFS would continue to manage and maintain the existing 463 (approximate) miles of system 

trails on the Sulphur Ranger District. 

Table 2.1  Existing Trail Miles by Allowable Use on the SRD* 

Trail Type by Use (Allowable Use) Miles (Approximate) 

Non-Motorized/Non-Mechanized – open to 
hiker/horse 

158 miles 

Non-Motorized – open to hiker/horse/bike 228 miles 

Motorized – open to 
hiker/horse/bike/motorbike/ATV 

65 miles 

Motorized – open to 
hiker/horse/bike/motorbike 

12 miles 

* Does not include trail actions approved in the Winter Park Phase 2 Downhill Mountain Bike Trail Expansion and Improvement Project 

(WPRP2MTB) Decision Notice (DN) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), July 2016).  Analysis for the SRD Trails Smart Sizing 
Project began before the DN and FONSI for the WPRP2MTB was signed and trail changes approved will take place over the next five to 
seven years.  
 
The USFS would continue to decommission and/or obliterate non-system (social or user created) 

trails as time and funding is available.   

Alternative 1 represents the current condition of both the primary and secondary project area.  

Consequently it was used as the starting point or baseline for evaluating the potential effects of both 

Alternatives 2 and 3.   

2.2 Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 
Under Alternative 2, the USFS is proposing to limit bicycle use to designated system trails and roads 

within the primary project area.  Within the secondary project area the USFS is proposing to improve 

the trail system by connecting existing trail networks in the Winter Park and Fraser areas.  This would 

be accomplished by constructing and rerouting trails, creating a loop system with varying difficulty 

levels close to communities for mountain biking, hiking, and other trail users.    
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The proposed action (secondary project area) includes: 

 new trail construction;  

 trail reroutes;  

 trail width reductions; 

 amending a special use permit for snowmobile outfitting and guiding to remove a trail as an 

authorized route;   

 a trail to administrative road conversion; 

 a road to trail conversion; 

 a change in allowable use on a trail; 

 trail bridge construction;  

 trail head enhancement; and 

 closing and decommissioning system and non-system (social or user created) trails.  

 

2.2.1 Designated Bicycle Routes 
The proposal would limit bicycle use to designated system roads and trails within the primary project 
area (Figure 2-2).  A final map showing routes open to bicycle use would be printed and made 
available to the public.   This map would be subject to change in order to incorporate any route 
decisions authorized in this proposal or future proposals.  A Forest Order prohibiting the possession 
or use of a bicycle off of National Forest System roads and trails depicted on the map would be 
produced.  The prohibition restricting bicycle use to designated system roads and trails would 
include the entire Sulphur Ranger District.  All non-system (social or user created) trails, both 
currently present and that which are built in the future, could be decommissioned or obliterated.   
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Figure 2.2 – Alternative 2 – Proposed Action: Bicycle use on designated roads and trails in primary 
project area (SRD boundary) 
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2.2.2 Proposed Action - Trail Actions within the Secondary Project Area 
Up to 18 miles of new trail would also be constructed as part of this project (Figure 2.3) within the 
secondary project area (18 miles is the upper limit and mileage shown in Tables 2.2 and 2.3 are 
estimates).  Approximately 1.68 miles of trail is proposed to be rerouted (new construction); 5.15 
miles of trail is proposed to be converted from trail that is road width to narrower, singletrack (24-
36in.) width trail; and 1.1 miles of road will be converted to a 50 inch wide ATV trail.  A portion (.29 
miles) of the D4 trail (N74) would become an administrative use road that would be gated at either 
end and not open to the public for motor vehicle use.  Forest Service personnel and authorized 
special use permit holders may still use this portion of the route with motor vehicles.   A portion (.38 
miles) of the D4 trail (N74) that is currently closed to motorized uses would allow motorbike use.   
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Figure 2.3 – Alternative 2 – Proposed Action: Trail actions within secondary project area 
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Table 2.2 - Trails Smart Sizing Proposed Action Table (Secondary Project Area) 
 

Trail 
Number/Road 
Number   
*P – Proposed Trail 
Number 

Current 
Trail 
Status 

Proposed 
Action 

Trail/Road 
Type 

Width 
(width is 
approximate) 

Mileage/Explanation 
(mileage is approximate) 

P-N65.1  New Trail  Non-Motorized 24-36 in 2.0 miles 

P-N73.1  New Trail Non-Motorized 24-36 in .6 miles 

P-N74.3   New Trail Non-Motorized 24-36 in .7 miles  

P-N74.4  New Trail Non-Motorized 24-36 in .04 miles  

P-N81.1  New Trail Non-Motorized 24-36 in 1.5 miles 

P-N83.1  New Trail Non-Motorized 24-36 in 1.05 miles 

P-N83.2  New Trail Non-Motorized 24-36 in .9 miles 

P-N89.1  New Trail Non-Motorized 24-36 in .3 miles 

P-N89.2  New Trail Non-Motorized 24-36 in .5 miles 

P-N93.1  New Trail Non-Motorized 24-36 in 2.1 miles 

P-N61.2  New Trail Non-Motorized 24-36 in .25 miles, loop kids 
trail 

N81 System 
Trail 

Side/Parallel 
Routes Added 

Non-Motorized 24-36 in Up to 1 mile of 
side/parallel routes 
added.  Side routes 
would be of greater 
difficulty than current 
trail.  

P-M72.1  New Trail Motorized -
Motorbike 

24-36 in .5 miles 

N74 System 
Trail  

New Trail -
Reroute 

Non-Motorized 24-36 in .03 miles, extend to 
connect with P-N73.1 

N90 System 
Trail 

New Trail - 
Reroute 

Non-Motorized 24-36 in .25 miles 

N85 System 
Trail 

New Trail - 
Reroute 

Non-Motorized 24-36 in .2 miles. Either N85 or 
N92 or both N85 and 
N92 will be rerouted 
to cross the road 
directly across from 
one another.  Portions 
of the existing trail(s) 
not needed any more 
will be 
decommissioned.  

N92 System 
Trail 

New Trail -
Reroute 

Non-Motorized 24-36 in .2 miles. Either N85 or 
N92 or both N85 and 
N92 will be rerouted 
to cross the road 
directly across from 
one another. Portions 
of the existing trail(s) 
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not needed any more 
will be 
decommissioned. 

M66 System 
Trail 

New Trail - 
Reroute 

Motorized - 
Motorbike 

24-36 in 1 mile 

FSR 891.2 System 
Road 

Convert to Trail Motorized- 
ATV 

50 in 1.1 miles 

N63 System 
Tail 

Convert to 
Single Track 
Trail 

Non-Motorized 24-36 in  1.69 miles 

N87 System 
Trail 

Convert to 
Single Track 
Trail 

Non-Motorized 24-36 in .9 miles 

N85 System 
Trail 

Convert to 
Single Track 
Trail 

Non-Motorized 24-36 in .84 miles 

N92 System 
Trail 

Convert to 
Single Track 
Trail 

Non-Motorized 24-36 in .67 miles 

N73  System 
Trail 

Convert to 
Single Track 
Trail 

Non-Motorized 24-36 in .39 miles 

N74 System 
Trail 

Convert to 
Single Track 
Trail 

Motorized – 
Motorbike and 
Non-Motorized  

24-36 in .66 miles converted to 
single track width 

N74 System 
Trail 

Change 
Allowable Use 
on Portion to 
Motorized -
Motorbike 

Motorized – 
Motorbike  

24-36 in .38 miles of trail 
allows motorized-
motorbike use 

N74 System 
Trail 

Converted to 
Administrative 
Use Road 

Administrative 
Use Road 

12 feet .29 miles of trail to be 
converted to admin 
use only road 

N74 System 
Trail 

Decommission 
- Obliterate 

  .61 miles 

N65 System 
Trail 

Decommission- 
Obliterate 

  .78 miles 

N90 System 
Trail 

Decommission 
- Obliterate 

  .24 miles 

M66 System 
Trail 

Decommission 
- Obliterate 

  1.02 miles 
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Table 2.3 – Summary of Trail and Road Actions (Secondary Project Area)*all mileage is approximate 

Proposed Trail and Road System Actions Total Miles 

Existing Trail System (System Trails) 89.5 miles 

Existing System Trail – No Change 81.41 miles 

New Trail Construction 11.44 miles estimated (a total of up to 18 miles of new 

trail construction, including new trail construction – reroute 
(below), could occur as proposed new trail and trail reroutes in 
the secondary project area in Alternative 2 are identified as trail 
polygons in which the trail would be located.  18 miles of trail 
would be the mileage cap for new and rerouted trail within the 
secondary project area.) 

New Trail Construction - Reroute 1.68 miles  

System Road Converted to System Trail (50 in) 1.1 miles 

System Trail Converted to Single Track Width (24-
36 in) 

5.15 miles  

System Trail change from Non-Motorized to 
Motorized - Motorbike 

.38 miles (mileage included in System Trail 
Converted to Single Track Width) 

System Trail Converted to Administrative Use Road .29 miles 

Decommission and Obliterate System Trail 2.65 miles* 

Total Trail Miles – After Project Completed 101 miles 

* N85 and N92 mileage from the portion of each trail to be decommissioned isn’t included in decommissioning mileage totals as a portion of 

one, the other or both may be decommissioned.   

 
 

2.2.3 Trail Design 
Trails would accommodate two way traffic and may include purpose built trail features such as small 
wooden jumps, rock features and bermed corners. The majority of new trail construction would be 
designed primarily for mountain biking.  Other uses such as hiking, equestrian use and other non-
motorized summer use trail activities would be allowed.  If foot travel on these trails was impeded by 
a built trail feature then a (approximately 24 in. wide) path allowing foot travel around the built trail 
feature would be constructed.  The trails would be of varying difficulty levels (Figure 2.4) as outlined 
by the International Mountain Bicycling Association (IMBA) publication Trail Solutions: IMBA’s Guide 
to Building Sweet Singletrack (pg. 75).  Chainsaw (N81) trail would have parallel side trail options off of 
the existing trail that offer mountain biker’s additional riding options with increased difficulty.  A 
summary of trail design guidelines outlining principles that would shape trail design is included as 
Chapter 7 of this document.   
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Figure 2.4 – Alternative 2 – Proposed Action: Trail actions with difficulty levels within secondary 
project area 
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2.2.4 Winter Use   
Winter use of trails within the secondary project area would be managed as indicated in the map 
included below as Figure 2.5.  The majority of the new trails, although allowing snowmobile use, 
would not be managed or maintained for snowmobile use.  This means that they wouldn’t be 
designed and constructed in a way that encourages snowmobile use (i.e. wide corners).  No new 
trails are proposed to be groomed as part of the Sulphur Trails Smart Sizing Project.  The section of 
D4 (N74) that is proposed to be converted to an administrative route would not be groomed.  The 
remainder of D4 (N74) would not be groomed.  The special use permit that now authorizes the use 
and grooming of D4 (N74) would be amended as part of the proposed action to reflect this.     
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Figure 2.5 – Alternative 2 – Proposed Action: Permitted snowmobile routes (groomed) in secondary 
project area 
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2.2.5 Stream Crossings 
Trail bridges or other appropriate crossing structures would be built across all streams (Figure 2.6).   
The purpose of these structures is to minimize impacts to streams from trails and trail use.   
 

 
Figure 2.6 – Alternative 2 – Proposed Action: Trail bridge locations in secondary project area 
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2.2.6 Trailhead Enhancements 
Trailhead enhancement would apply to the following existing trailheads: Twin Bridges, Lower 
Creekside, St. Louis Creek, Deadhorse, and Leland Creek (shown in Figure 2.3).  Trailhead 
enhancement could include surface hardening with rock, delineating parking areas with fencing or 
boulder placement, and improved signage.    
 

2.2.7 Trail Decommissioning 
The proposed action reroutes portions of Twin Bridges (N90), WTB (M66), Lower Cherokee (N85), 
Upper Cherokee (N92), and D4 (N74) (Figure 2.3).  Segments of these trails that are no longer 
needed as a result of the reroutes will be decommissioned and obliterated.  Alternative 2 would also 
decommission and obliterate the entire (.78 miles) East Elk Creek (N65) trail and a significant portion 
of D4 (N74) (Figure 2.3).   In addition all non-system (social or user–created) trails within the entire 
SRD would be decommissioned and obliterated.  Within the secondary project area the SRD is aware 
of approximately 25 miles of non-system trails.  These non-system trails will be decommissioned and 
obliterated as well as any non-system trails identified or created in the future within the entire 
Sulphur Ranger District.  As trails in an area (subset of the secondary project area) are constructed, 
the non-system trails in that same area would be decommissioned and obliterated.   
 

Table 2.4  Decommissioning Prescriptions* 

Type Prescription 

Hand Decompact 
and Seed 

Decompact the soil by hand (3 to 6 inches) perpendicular to the slope (where 
feasible) at appropriate locations. Erosion control measures such as water 
bars and rolling dips may be constructed. The area may be seeded with a 
USFS-approved seed mix as directed by the USFS, but in most areas the 
width of the disturbance would be small and the area would be expected to 
revegetate itself naturally. USFS-approved straw, woodstraw, or available 
downed vegetation would be applied. Additional larger diameter downed 
vegetation would be scattered along the trail/road to block use and trees 
may be felled across the trail/road to aid in blocking use, unless a corridor is 
needed for skiing access or over-the-snow travel, in which case the width of 
the corridor needed would not be blocked. Woody material may be 
embedded into trail/road surface to add structure and roughness to the 
decommissioned road/trail. Culverts would be removed if they were located 
in an area where machine access is feasible. Trail culverts could be removed 
by hand. Culverts that cannot be removed feasibly by machine or by hand 
would be dealt with by hand trenching over top of the culvert. Hand 
trenching would involve digging trenches over top low-risk culverts using 
hand tools to allow water to flow across the trail/road during high water or in 
the event that the existing culvert becomes obstructed rather than diverting 
water down the road or trail causing further erosion. 

Machine Rip and 
Seed 

Decompact along the entire linear disturbance using an approved piece of 
heavy equipment to rip the soil (12 to 24 inches) perpendicular to the slope 
(where feasible). Erosion control measures, such as water bars and rolling 
dips, may be constructed. The area would be seeded with a USFS-approved 
seed mix as directed by the USFS. USFS-approved straw, woodstraw, or 
available downed vegetation would be applied. Additional larger diameter 
downed vegetation would be scattered along the trail/road to block use and 
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trees may be felled across the trail/road to aid in blocking use, unless a 
corridor is needed for skiing access or over-the-snow travel, in which case the 
width of the corridor needed would not be blocked. Woody material may be 
embedded into trail/road surface to add structure and roughness to the 
decommissioned road/trail. Culverts may or may not be removed based on 
the feasibility of using an appropriately sized excavator or other piece of 
heavy equipment. Equipment would also be used to lay back stream banks to 
a slope matching an unaltered reference slope immediately above or below 
the trail/road crossing, and restoring the channel gradient. 

Stabilization/Spot 
Recontour 

Stabilization/Spot recontouring would include using an appropriately sized 
excavator to remove culverts, lay back stream banks to a slope matching an 
unaltered reference slope immediately above or below the trail/road 
crossing, and restoring the channel gradient. The road prism would be spot 
recontoured to the extent possible in areas with elevated grades or unstable 
road or trail shoulders using material on site (waste materials from cut and 
fill). The material would be additionally decompacted if needed using an 
approved piece of heavy equipment to decompact the soil (12 to 24 inches) 
perpendicular to the slope (where feasible). No off-site material would be 
required to be brought in. Erosion control measures, such as water bars and 
rolling dips, may be constructed. The area would be seeded with a USFS-
approved seed mix as directed by the USFS. USFS-approved straw, 
woodstraw, or available downed vegetation would be applied. Additional 
larger diameter downed vegetation would be scattered along the trail/road 
to block use and trees may be felled across the trail/road to aid in blocking 
use, unless a corridor is needed for skiing access or over-the-snow travel, in 
which case the width of the corridor needed would not be blocked. Woody 
material may be embedded into trail/road surface to add structure and 
roughness to the decommissioned road/trail. 

Full Recontour Recontouring would include using an appropriately sized excavator to 
remove culverts, lay back streambanks to a slope matching an unaltered 
reference slope immediately above or below the trail/road crossing, and 
restoring channel gradient. The road prism would be recontoured to the 
extent possible using material on site (waste materials from cut and fill). The 
material would be additionally decompacted if needed using an approved 
piece of heavy equipment to decompact the soil (12 to24 inches) 
perpendicular to the slope (where feasible). Off-site material may be 
required to be brought in. Erosion control measures, such as water bars and 
rolling dips, may be constructed. The area would be seeded with a USFS-
approved seed mix as directed by the USFS. USFS-approved straw, 
woodstraw, or available downed vegetation would be applied. Additional 
larger diameter downed vegetation would be scattered along the trail/road 
to block use and trees may be felled across the trail/road to aid in blocking 
use, unless a corridor is needed for skiing access or over-the-snow travel, in 
which case the width of the corridor needed would not be blocked. Woody 
material may be embedded into trail/road surface to add structure and 
roughness to the decommissioned road/trail. 

  * Specific decommissioning prescriptions may apply in their entirety or different parts of each prescription may be applied to trails or 

individual sections of trails.    
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2.2.8 Summary of Trails on Sulphur Ranger District under Alternative 2 
Under Alternative 2 – Proposed Action, there would be approximately 477 miles of trails on the 

Sulphur Ranger District once the project was complete.  This number could increase to as much as 

482 miles of trail, as trail in the new trail construction and new trail construction-reroutes (Table 2.3) 

categories could end up being greater pending final layout and the final constructed lengths of trails 

in these categories.  Table 2. 5 takes into account all of the trail re-routes, new trail construction, 

road to trail conversion, changes in allowable use on trails, and trail decommissioning.   

 

Table 2.5  Trail Miles by Allowable Use on the SRD Once Specific Trail Actions Proposed Under 
Alternative 2 Were Completed* 

Trail Type by Use (Allowable Use) Miles (Approximate) 

Non-Motorized/Non-Mechanized – open to 
hiker/horse 

159 miles 

Non-Motorized – open to hiker/horse/bike 239 miles  

Motorized – open to 
hiker/horse/bike/motorbike/ATV 

66 miles 

Motorized – open to 
hiker/horse/bike/motorbike 

13 miles 

* Does not include trail actions approved in the Winter Park Phase 2 Downhill Mountain Bike Trail Expansion and Improvement Project 

(WPRP2MTB) Decision Notice (DN) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), July 2016).  Analysis for the SRD Trails Smart Sizing 
Project began before the DN and FONSI for the WPRP2MTB was signed and trail changes approved will take place over the next five to 
seven years.  

 

2.3 Alternative 3 – Modified Action Alternative 
Alternative 3 was specifically developed to respond to Issues #5 and #6 as described below (1.5.1 

Issues Identified for Analysis, pg. 9).  Alternative 3 is the same as Alternative 2 in regards to the trail 

actions (new trail construction, trail re-routes, etc.) in the secondary project area.  The Alternative 3 

description focuses on the unique aspects of Alternative 3.  Unless specifically mentioned, 

Alternative 3 actions would be the same as they are in Alternative 2 the Proposed Action.   

There are two exceptions in which Alternative 3 differs compared to Alternative 2.  The first 

exception is that it reduces the amount of trail available to bicycles from December 15 to May 15 

(12/15 to 5/15) each year by 9.5 miles (Figure 2.6). The second exception is that it reduces the trail 

mileage available for bicycling (year-around) on the District by approximately 14.25 miles (Figure 2.6).     
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Figure 2.6 – Alternative 3 – Modified Action: Bicycle use on designated roads and trails in primary 
project area (SRD boundary) 
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Issue #5 was developed due to several members of the public having concerns over winter bicycle 

use on trails and the impacts from winter bicycle use negatively affecting Nordic skiing opportunities.  

Currently, outside of areas closed to bicycles or in which bicycles are limited to designated routes 

(Figure 2.1), bicycles are allowed to go anywhere, both on and off trail on the Sulphur Ranger District.  

In response to concerns over bicycle use on trails during the winter (snow biking), under Alternative 

3, approximately 9.5 miles of trail currently open to winter bicycle use would prohibit bicycle use 

from December 15 to May 15 every year (Figure 2.7).  These routes were chosen due to their close 

proximity to the Fraser Experimental Forest (FEF), as bicycles are already restricted to designated 

routes within the FEF.  Additionally, several roads in the FEF that do not allow bicycle use currently 

serve as a popular Nordic skiing destination during the winter.  An additional 9.5 miles of trails closed 

in the general area of these routes in the FEF, complement the current popular Nordic skiing system 

in the FEF. 
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Figure 2.7 – Detail view showing the FEF and additional 9.5 miles of trail with no bicycles from 12/15 to 

5/15 
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Issue #6 was developed over concerns that there was a lack of primitive routes (non-motorized/non-

mechanized; open to horse and hiker) on the SRD.  In response to these concerns, an additional 14.25 

miles of trail in close proximity to other non-motorized, non-mechanized trails leading to wilderness 

or crossing land management boundaries onto Bureau of Land Management (BLM) lands where the 

trails are currently designated for non-motorized and non-mechanized travel would be closed to 

mechanized (bicycle) travel (Figure 2.6).  The routes were chosen as they increased the non-

motorized, non-mechanized trail mileages in areas that are currently in close proximity to areas that 

already have non-motorized, non-mechanized trails. This increases the availability of non-motorized, 

non-mechanized trail in those areas so that trail users could have an experience in these areas that 

didn’t include potentially encountering mechanized or motorized traffic. 

Under Alternative 3 – Modified Action, there would be approximately 477 miles of trails on the 

Sulphur Ranger District once the project was complete.  This number could increase to as much as 

482 miles of trail, as trail in the new trail construction and new trail construction- reroutes (Table 2.3) 

categories could end up being greater pending final layout and the final constructed lengths of trails 

in these categories.  Table 2. 6 takes into account all of the trail re-routes, new trail construction, 

road to trail conversion, changes in allowable use on trails, and trail decommissioning.   

Table 2.6  Trail Miles by Allowable Use on the SRD Once Specific Trail Actions Proposed Under 
Alternative 3 Were Completed* 

Trail Type by Use (Allowable Use) Miles (Approximate) 

Non-Motorized/Non-Mechanized – open to 
hiker/horse 

173 miles 

Non-Motorized – open to hiker/horse/bike 225 miles ** 

Motorized – open to 
hiker/horse/bike/motorbike/ATV 

66 miles 

Motorized – open to 
hiker/horse/bike/motorbike 

13 miles 

* Does not include trail actions approved in the Winter Park Phase 2 Downhill Mountain Bike Trail Expansion and Improvement Project 

(WPRP2MTB) Decision Notice (DN) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), July 2016).  Analysis for the SRD Trails Smart Sizing 
Project began before the DN and FONSI for the WPRP2MTB was signed and trail changes approved will take place over the next five to 
seven years.  
** Under Alternative 3, winter use of bicycles on an additional 9.5 miles of trail would not be allowed from 12/15 to 5/15.   

2.3.1 Comparison of Trail Mileage Available on the SRD for the Three Alternatives 
Considered 
Table 2.7 compares the trail mileage on the SRD under the three alternatives.  Alternative 1 

represents the existing condition.  Alternative 2 would slightly increase the non-motorized/non-

mechanized trail available, significantly increase the amount of non-motorized trail available, and 

slightly increase the motorized trail available compared to the existing condition on the SRD.  

Alternative 3 would significantly increase the non-motorized/non-mechanized trails available, reduce 

the non-motorized trails available, and slightly increase the motorized trails available when 

compared to the existing condition on the SRD.  Under both action alternatives (Alternative 2 and 

Alternative 3) trail improvements in the secondary project area would still occur.    
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Table 2.7  Comparison of Trail Miles by Allowable Use on the SRD by Alternative* 

Trail Type by Use (Allowable 
Use) 

Miles (Approximate) 

 Alternative 1 
(No Action) 

Alternative 2 (Proposed 
Action) 

Alternative 3 
(Modified 
Action 

Non-Motorized/Non-Mechanized – 
open to hiker/horse 

158 miles 159 miles 173 miles 

Non-Motorized – open to 
hiker/horse/bike 

228 miles 239 miles  225 miles ** 

Motorized – open to 
hiker/horse/bike/motorbike/ATV 

65 miles 66 miles 66 miles 

Motorized – open to 
hiker/horse/bike/motorbike 

12 miles 13 miles 13 miles 

* Does not include trail actions approved in the Winter Park Phase 2 Downhill Mountain Bike Trail Expansion and Improvement Project 

(WPRP2MTB) Decision Notice (DN) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), July 2016).  Analysis for the SRD Trails Smart Sizing 
Project began before the DN and FONSI for the WPRP2MTB was signed and trail changes approved will take place over the next five to 
seven years.  
** Under Alternative 3, winter use of bicycles on an additional 9.5 miles of trail would not be allowed from 12/15 to 5/15.   

2.4 Project Design Criteria 
Project design criteria would be incorporated into project actions in the secondary project area in 

Alternatives 2 and 3.  Project design criteria pertaining to trail decommissioning, obliteration and 

rehabilitation will also apply to the decommissioning of non-system trails (social or user created 

trails) within the primary project area, the entire Sulphur Ranger District.  Project design criteria are 

incorporated into the project in order to protect resources and minimize effects to the National 

Forest from the project.     

Heritage Resources 

1) All trail and road improvement, construction, deconstruction, decommissioning, or rerouting, will 
be surveyed for cultural resources prior to implementation and receive concurrence with the 
SHPO on a determination of No Adverse Effects or No Historic Properties Adversely Affected.  

2) When project implementation occurs (ground disturbances during trail construction; Forest 

System and social trail obliteration; trail reroutes; and conversion of some roads to official trails) 

and routes are flagged on the ground, a Class III Cultural Resource Inventory will be completed in 

consultation with the Colorado State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) prior to project 

implementation.  Implementation will not begin until the SHPO has concurred with a 

determination of no historic properties affected or no historic properties adversely affected. 

3)  National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 consultation will be negotiated with the 

appropriate agencies (the Colorado State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO); the Tribal Historic 

Preservation Officer(s) (THPO); the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP); and/or 

other interested consulting parties) prior to implementation (in accordance with 40 C.F.R. 1500-

1508). 

4) If ground disturbing activities are required for any project activity, then all NRHP eligible or 

unevaluated sites within project area will be buffered by 50 feet and flagged on the ground for 
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avoidance during implementation.  No ground disturbing activities will occur within these 

flagged areas, unless determined to be appropriate by the Project Archaeologist in consultation 

with SHPO.    

5) Previously undiscovered sites encountered during the course of project activities will be avoided 
until they can be evaluated by an archaeologist.  If affected properties are discovered after 
project activities are completed, the Forest would document any damage and consult with SHPO 
and Council pursuant to 800.13(b). 

6) If additional prehistoric or historic materials are found during the course of this project, work in 

that area would cease until the District Ranger has been notified.  Work in the area of the cultural 

resource may not resume until a professional archaeologist has evaluated the cultural materials 

and potential effects.  The discovery must be protected until notified in writing to proceed by the 

authorized officer (36 CFR 800.110 & 112, 43 CFR 10.4).   

7) If so requested by the SHPO or an Indian Tribe, the Forest will conduct additional consultation for 

the identification of properties of traditional cultural and religious significance to Indian Tribes or 

other interested parties.  Additional mitigations may be required if areas or sites are determined 

to be of importance to an Indian Tribe. 

Soil Resources  

Trail Construction 

8) Design stream crossings to minimize sedimentation and/or direct impacts. 

9) Minimize “fall line” alignments. 

10) As a general guideline, maximum trail grade should be 15 percent (except for natural or built rock 

structures).  Average trail grade should stay under 10 percent (with grade reversals). 

11) Construct grade reversals into and out of in-sloped bermed corners. 

12) Trail backslopes shall be as close to 45 percent as possible given site specific conditions. 

13) Follow the half-rule to the extent possible.  A trail's grade shouldn't exceed half the grade of the 

side-slope. 

14) Minimize alignments through completely flat areas where few drainage options exist. 

15) Apply cross drainage as frequently as needed to minimize erosion of the trail tread.  Techniques 

include out-sloping where possible, dips and water-bars. 

16) Armor trail tread if/where needed.  For highly technical trails where grade will sometimes exceed 

15 percent, use natural rock, rock armoring or other rock features to add challenge and improve 

sustainability. 

17) Avoid building excavated trails on areas where side slope is greater than 40%. 

18) Maintain stated trail widths (Table 2.2). 

19) Consult USFS Watershed personnel for review of trails with potential to impact soils and water 

resources. 
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20) Minimize trail alignments trails within or directly adjacent to inner gorges, riparian vegetation 

zones, wetlands or stream channels. 

Trail Obliteration and Restoration 

21) Re-contour and de-compact for natural appearance and improved watershed function. 

22) Control erosion through creating hummocky micro-topography and re-establishing ground cover 

through mulching with USFS approved imported materials and/or forest litter/duff, slash or 

downed logs. 

23) Re-vegetate according to plans and/or design criteria approved by USFS personnel. 

24) Consult USFS Watershed and Botany personnel to provide input for restoration plans and 

activities. 

Aquatic Resources  

Trail Construction and Maintenance 
25) Locate or relocate trails to conform to the terrain, provide suitable drainage, provide adequate 

pollutant filtering between the trail and nearby waterbodies, and reduce potential adverse 

effects to soil, water quality, or riparian resources.  

26) Avoid sensitive areas, such as riparian areas, wetlands, stream crossings, inner gorges, and 

unstable areas to the extent practicable. For those streams containing TES species, avoid 

constructing trails within 300’ of edge of riparian vegetation.  

27) Use suitable measures to mitigate trail impacts to the extent practicable where sensitive areas 

are unavoidable. Use suitable measures to hydrologically disconnect trails from waterbodies to 

the extent practicable.  

28) Design, construct, and maintain trail width, grades, curves, and switchbacks suitable to the 

terrain and designated use.  

29) Install and maintain suitable drainage measures to collect and disperse runoff and avoid or 

minimize erosion of trail surface and adjacent areas. 

30) Use and maintain surfacing materials suitable to the trail site and use to withstand traffic and 

minimize runoff and erosion.  

31) Pay particular attention to areas where high wheel slip (curves, acceleration, and braking) during 

motorized use generates loose soil material. 

32) Monitor trail condition at regular intervals to identify drainage and trail surface maintenance 

needs to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to soil, water quality, and riparian 

resources. 

33) Manage designated trails to mitigate adverse effects to soil, water quality, and riparian resources 

from over-use when closure and rehabilitation is not practicable or desired. 

EROSION/SEDIMENT/STORMWATER CONTROL  

34) Install sediment and stormwater controls before initiating surface-disturbing activities to the 

extent practicable.  Install suitable stormwater and erosion control measures to stabilize 
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disturbed areas and waterways before seasonal shutdown of project operations or when severe 

or successive storms are expected. Maintain erosion and stormwater controls as necessary to 

ensure proper functioning and be prepared for failures.  

35) Schedule, to the extent practicable, construction activities to avoid direct soil and water 

disturbance during periods of the year when heavy precipitation and runoff are likely to occur, 

especially when ground conditions could result in excessive rutting, soil puddling, or runoff of 

sediments directly into waterbodies.  

36) Limit the amount of exposed or disturbed soil at any one time to the minimum necessary to 

complete construction operations.  

37) Erosion control products must be made from 100% biodegradable non-plastic materials that 

either does not contain netting, or netting is non-plastic and loose-weave. Erosion control 

blankets and wattles must be manufactured of wood fiber. Erosion control products will be 

approved by FS prior to purchase. 

 
Working in Aquatic Systems  
38) Avoid scheduling instream work during the spawning and migration seasons of resident or 

migratory fish and other important life history phases of sensitive species that could be affected 

by the project.  

39) Consider the growing season and dormant season for vegetation when scheduling activities 

within or near the waterbody to minimize the period of time that the land would remain 

exposed, thereby reducing erosion risks and length of time when aesthetics are poor. 

40) Use suitable drainage measures to improve the workability of wet sites. 

41) Avoid or minimize unacceptable damage to existing vegetation, especially plants that are 

stabilizing the bank of the waterbody. 

42) Conduct operations during dry periods. 

43) Stage construction operations as needed to limit the extent of disturbed areas without installed 

stabilization measures. 

44) Minimize bank and riparian area excavation during construction to the extent practicable. 

45) Keep excavated materials out of the waterbody. 

46) Balance cuts and fills to minimize disposal needs. 

47) Identify suitable areas offsite or away from waterbodies for disposal sites before beginning 

operations. 

STREAM CROSSINGS  

48) Locate stream/trail crossings where the channel is narrow, straight, and uniform, and has stable 

soils and relatively flat terrain to the extent practicable. Select a site where erosion potential is 

low. Orient the stream crossing perpendicular to the channel to the extent practicable. Keep 
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approaches to stream crossings to as gentle a slope as practicable. Consider natural channel 

adjustments and possible channel location changes over the design life of the structure. 

49) Design the crossing to pass a normal range of flows for the site. Design the crossing structure to 

have sufficient capacity to convey the design flow without appreciably altering streamflow 

characteristics. Install stream crossings to sustain bankfull dimensions of width, depth, and slope 

and maintain streambed and bank resiliency and continuity through the structure. 

50) Bridge, culvert, or otherwise design road fill to prevent restriction of flood flows. Use site 

conditions and local requirements to determine design flood flows. Use suitable measures to 

protect fill from erosion and to avoid or minimize failure of the crossing at flood flows. Use 

suitable measures to provide floodplain connectivity to the extent practicable. 

51) Use suitable measures to avoid or minimize scour and erosion of the channel, crossing structure, 

and foundation to maintain the stability of the channel and banks 

 

Trail Bridges 

52) Use an adequately long bridge span to avoid constricting the natural active flow channel and 

minimize constriction of any overflow channel. 

53) Place foundations onto non-scour-susceptible material (e.g., bedrock or coarse rock material) or 

below the expected maximum depth of scour. 

54) Set bridge abutments or footings into firm natural ground (e.g., not fill material or loose soil) 

when placed on natural slopes. Avoid placing abutments in the active stream channel to the 

extent practicable. Place in channel abutments in a direction parallel to the streamflow where 

necessary.  

55) Use suitable measures as needed in steep, deep drainages to retain approach fills or use a 

relatively long bridge span.  

56) Use suitable measures to avoid or minimize, to the extent practicable, damage to the bridge and 

associated road from expected flood flows, floating debris, and bedload. 

57) Inspect the bridge at regular intervals and perform maintenance as needed to maintain the 

function of the structure. 

 

Obliteration of Trails  

58) Break up trail or road by irregular and overlapping excavation of surface soils up to 18 to 24-

inches in depth. Leave the surface uneven to intercept and trap water and sediment. Pitting or 

chunking of trail surface should be done perpendicular to the slope. Preserve any vegetation and 

rootmass in corridor of obliteration activities and place in excavated surface. Embed slash and 

other available large wood into ripped trail bed for increased stability.  

59) Upon successful decompaction, seed and wood straw mulch the disturbed area. Wood straw 

should be placed at 70% coverage rate.   If slash material is available nearby, place in 

decompacted trail footprint to add roughness to surface where vegetation mats are not present 
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60) Implement suitable measures to re-establish stable slope contours and surface and subsurface 

hydrologic pathways where necessary to the extent practicable to avoid or minimize adverse 

effects to soil, water quality, and riparian resources. 

61) Implement suitable measures to promote infiltration of runoff and intercepted flow and desired 

vegetation growth on the road prism and other compacted areas.  

RE-VEGETATION AND RESTORATION OF DISTURBED SITES  

62) Stockpile and protect topsoil for reuse in site revegetation. 

63) Use only clean, suitable materials that are free of toxins and invasive species for fill. 

64) Properly compact fills to avoid or minimize erosion. 

65) Remove all project debris from the waterbody in a manner that will cause the least disturbance. 

66) Contour site to disperse runoff, minimize erosion, stabilize slopes, and provide a favorable 

environment for plant growth. 

67) Follow Decontamination methods in Table 2.8  (below) 

TABLE 2.8 DECONTAMINATION PROCEDURES FOR RECREATION ACTIVITIES ON SULPHUR RANGER 

DISTRICT 

NON –CHEMICAL 

PROCEDURES 

 Remove all visible plant parts and mud from external 
surfaces of gear and equipment.  

 Power wash with a hotsie all surfaces with clean HOT 
water (>140oF) and FLUSH 

SMALL EQUIPMENT  

CHEMICAL PROCEDURES  Establish decontamination areas where there is no 
potential for runoff into waterways, storm drains, or 
sensitive habitats 

 Prior to entering any waterbody or wetland, all hand 
equipment, personal gear and tools that will or have 
come into contact with water should be 
decontaminated with .8% solution of Super HDQ 
Neutral© or Sparquat 256© in the following ways: 

o Waders – Using a sprayer and large scrub 
brush, scrub debris off waders, and spray 
solution on waders (solution should be soapy), 
let sit for 10 minutes, then rinse with clean 
water.  

o Wading Boots (if separate from waders) – scrub 
debris off wading boots, spray solution on 
boots inside and out, and scrub solution into 
boot soles, let sit for 10 minutes, and rinse 
with clean water.  

o Hand Tools – Clean debris off tools, spray on 
solution, let sit and dry completely.   

Use the following table to get 1.9% cleaning solution:  
 

Volume of water Volume of Super HDQ 
Neutral or Sparquat 
256© 

ANY AND ALL EQUIPMENT THAT HAS 

OR WILL COME INTO CONTACT WITH 

LIVE WATER DURING 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THESE 

PROJECTS (INCLUDES TOOLS, 
WADERS, ALL SHOES, ETC.)  
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1 gallon 6 oz. 

5 gallons  32 oz. 
 

STORAGE/EFFECTIVENESS  Regardless if tub or sprayer is utilized, replace solution 
once/week or more frequently if muddied or diluted.  

 Use test strips to monitor dilution  

SAFETY  Unlined rubber gloves and splash goggles are 
recommended when handling the diluted solution 

 Provide eye wash and clean water when handling 
undiluted solution 

DISPOSAL  Used cleaning solution may be disposed of over open 
land or on roadways where there is NO potential for 
runoff into waterways, storm drains, or sensitive 
habitats.  

 
Wildlife 
68) To reduce overall impacts to important wildlife habitats, select trail locations that avoid the 

following habitats, whenever possible: 

 Raptor nests and buffers 

 Lynx linkages 

 Currently suitable lynx habitat  

 Ungulate (deer, elk, moose) winter ranges, calving/fawning/production habitats, 

concentration areas and movement corridors 

 Wetlands and riparian 

 Old growth 

 Effective habitat 

 Alpine 

69) Minimize impacts to effective habitat, wherever possible, within the secondary project area 

Geographic Areas. 

 

Secondary Project Area Geographic Areas Effective Habitat (%) 
(existing) 

Crooked Creek 69 

Elk Creek 38 

Fraser Experimental Forest 68 

Winter Park Ski Area 36 

James Peak 88 

Ranch Creek 62 

 

70) When locating and constructing new trails within effective habitat in Geographic Areas below 

50% habitat effectiveness, look for opportunities to restore habitat effectiveness elsewhere                                                                                        

within the Geographic Area (i.e. no net loss of habitat effectiveness). 

71) Observe raptor timing restrictions for all trail de-commissioning, re-routing, narrowing or new       

construction projects involving heavy equipment and/or chainsaws within these timing-

restriction buffers (see biologist for species-specific dates and buffer sizes). 
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72) Within identified trail polygons, select specific routes in the field in coordination with biologists 

to survey for and avoid any new or formerly unknown raptor nests, amphibian areas and other 

important wildlife habitats. 

73) To protect potential amphibian breeding sites and dispersal corridors, buffer all wetlands and 

ponds at least 100 feet from all trail activities. 

74) To maintain wildlife security habitat in openings used for foraging, locate new trails within 

forested cover and retain a visual barrier (vegetation) between the trail and open areas. 

75) To maintain aquatic, riparian and wetland habitats during route de-commissioning, re-routing, 

narrowing or new construction (important to beaver, moose, amphibians, pollinators and other 

species) protect and maintain all wetland and riparian function and features including beaver 

dams, ponds, braided channels, wetland soils and wetland vegetation including shrubs, 

herbaceous and graminoid species. 

76) To maintain or improve aquatic connectivity where trails cross aquatic, riparian and wetland 

habitats, avoid fords and design bridges and elevated features to accommodate safe passage of 

amphibians and other aquatic species. 

77) To protect moose security habitat and movement through wetlands and riparian habitats, avoid 

construction of trail through these habitats, where possible. If trails cross these habitats, cross at 

the narrowest point, and design elevated trail features that are navigable for moose by limiting 

the uninterrupted length of features that are both too tall to pass over and too low to pass 

below for adults and young. 

78) To reduce the overall risk of ‘trail features’ (above-ground or excavated) impeding wildlife 

movement, limit the uninterrupted length of these features so that animals can easily move 

around them. Ensure that animals can escape from any excavated feature. 

79)  To reduce the risk of wildlife entanglement while using wattles or other erosion control 

materials, ensure the use of non-plastic, loose-weave mesh which is not fused at the 

intersections of the weave. Jute, coconut (coir) fiber and wood (excelsior) fiber matting, or other 

products without welded weaves, are viable alternatives. 

80) To favor insect pollinators in the project area after route de-commissioning and/or restoration, 

consider a seed mix that includes herbaceous species. 

Design Features specific to P-N93.1 

81) Work with biologists to identify a specific route with the minimum impact to wildlife and wildlife 

habitat for trail P-N93.1 (effective habitat, lynx habitat, alpine habitat, old growth and wildlife 

movement corridors). 

82) To protect elk calving habitat, production habitat and overall wildlife security habitat, exclude P-

N93.1 from any winter grooming and/or outfitter-guide use proposals, prohibit public use of the 

trail from May 1st through June 30th, and consider restricting nighttime trail use. 
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Plant Resources 

83) New or rerouted trails and trails proposed for decommissioning will be surveyed for targeted rare 

plant species prior to proposed disturbance.  If Sensitive plants, plant species of local concern, and/or 

noteworthy plant communities are encountered prior to or during project implementation, measures 

will be implemented to avoid adverse impacts.   

Vegetation Resources 

84) Consult with Vegetation Management Staff prior to implementing road and trail conversions on 

N74 and NFSR 891.2. 

85) Consult with Vegetation Management Staff prior to implementing new trail construction in the 

Elk to Leland Connector area. 
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3.0 Environmental Effects 
This chapter describes the environmental effects of the alternatives on the resource area as they 

relate to the issues. It should be noted that each full resource report is located in the project record. 

Each resource section includes a discussion of the environmental effects including the direct, 

indirect, and cumulative effects associated with all alternatives.   

Direct effects are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place as the action taken. 

Indirect effects are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are 

still reasonably foreseeable (i.e., likely to occur within the life of the project). 

Cumulative effects are the effects on the environment which results from the incremental effect of 

the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future action's effects 

regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. 

Cumulative effects can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place 

over a period of time. (40 Code of Federal Regulations 1508.7, NEPA Implementation Regulations) 

3.1 Recreation  
Issue # 1 – The Sulphur Trails Smart Sizing project would have effects to the quality of recreation 

opportunities on the Sulphur Ranger District. 

Alternative 1 – No Action 

Under Alternative 1, the no action alternative, the existing trail system would remain unchanged.  

The Forest Service would continue to manage and maintain the 463 miles of trail on the Sulphur 

Ranger District with their current allowable uses (chapter 2, Table 2.1, pg. 18).  Within the primary 

project area the USFS would not limit bicycle use (both summer and winter) to designated system 

trails and roads, outside of trails or areas where bicycle use is currently restricted or limited to 

designated routes (Chapter 2,Figure 2.1, pg. 17).  The SRD would largely remain open to cross-country 

travel by bicycles (both summer and winter) off of designated system trails.   

 

Demand for trails based recreation on the SRD is expected to continue to increase into the future.  

Colorado’s population has increased by 16.9% between 2000 and 2010 and is expected to grow at a 

similar rate in the future (CPW, SCORP 2014).  This would give Colorado a population of almost 6 

million by 2020.  It is estimated that approximately 4 million people would participate in some form 

of outdoor recreation (CPW, SCORP 2014). The town of Winter Park, CO promotes itself as Mountain 

Bike Capital, USA™ through social and print based media.  During the summer season thousands of 

outdoor recreationists participate in some form of trails based recreation on the SRD. 

 

As demand for outdoor recreation activities increases, in particular trails based activities, there is 

potential for overcrowding on trails within and adjacent to the secondary project area near the 

towns of Winter Park and Fraser.  Overcrowding could degrade the recreation experience of those 

using the trails in the Winter Park and Fraser areas as trail users would encounter more people on 

trails in this area.  Congestion caused by overcrowding could create safety issues as more people 

using trails and traveling on trails at different speeds could lead to safety incidents.  The current SRD 

policy is to not sign, publish, or promote information on non-system trails.  This may also lead to 
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safety issues if accurate information is not provided to trail users who use these non-system trails.   

Overcrowding could also increase the amount of needed maintenance on trails in this area in order 

to keep them in a sustainable condition.   

 

If the trails actions in the secondary project area are not implemented, in particular the new single 

track trail (24in. to 36in. wide) construction that improves trail connections, creates loop 

opportunities, and reduces trail widths; it is expected that the current trail system in the Winter Park 

and Fraser area would not meet the expectations or the desired experience of modern trail users 

who seek singletrack experiences and loop opportunities.   This is also expected to persist into the 

future.  As expectations and desired experiences of trail users are not being met, it is likely that they 

will seek other trail systems or areas that meet their expectations and desired experiences. 

   

If expectations and desired experiences are also not met in the Winter Park and Fraser area and 

bicycles are not restricted to designated routes; non-system (social or user created) trails would 

likely increase in this area.   This is expected to also occur on other areas of the SRD (primary project 

area) if bicycles are not restricted to designated routes.   

 

 Issue #1, Sub Issue 1 – Prohibiting bicycles from using non-system, user created routes would 

reduce the trail mileage available for mountain bike use and thereby decrease mountain biker’s 

opportunities and the quality of biking opportunities on the district.  

Under Alternative 1, the no action alternative, bicycles would not be restricted to designated routes.  

Therefore, mountain biking opportunities would not be decreased.  The quality of the biking 

opportunities would remain the same as it is now.  However the FS may close, rehabilitate or 

obliterate non-system trails at any time.  This would mean that opportunities and the quality of these 

opportunities may be diminished as non-system trails are obliterated/decommissioned.    

 Issue #1, Sub Issue 2 - The proposed trail changes and new trails in the Winter Park area are 

focused on providing mountain bike opportunities; other trail users such as hikers and equestrian 

users would have a diminished experience on these trails or won’t be able to use them because of 

heavy bike traffic. 

Under Alternative 1, the no action alternative there wouldn’t be any route changes or new trails, 

therefore there will be no changes to recreational experiences compared to what trail users 

experience now. 

 Issue #1, Sub Issue 3 – How will the Forest Service provide enough technical and difficult trail 

for the experienced mountain biker with the proposed trail changes?   

Under Alternative 1, the no action alternative, there wouldn’t be any route changes or new trails, 

therefore there will be no changes to recreational experiences compared to what trail users 

experience now. 

 

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 

Under Alternative 2 the USFS is proposing to limit bicycle use to designated system trails and roads 

within the primary project area.  Within the secondary project area the USFS is proposing to improve 

the trail system by connecting existing trail networks in the Winter Park and Fraser areas by 
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constructing and rerouting trails creating a loop system with varying difficulty levels close to 

communities for mountain biking, hiking, and other trail users.    

 

The proposed action (secondary project area) includes: 

 new trail construction;  

 trail reroutes;  

 trail width reductions; 

 amending a special use permit for snowmobile outfitting and guiding to remove a trail as an 

authorized route;   

 a trail to administrative road conversion; 

 a road to trail conversion; 

 a change in allowable uses on a trail; 

 trail bridge construction;  

 trail head enhancement; and 

 closing and decommissioning system and non-system (social or user created) trails.  

 

Under Alternative 2, in the secondary project area near the towns of Winter Park and Fraser, up to 18 

miles of new trail construction could occur (Chapter 2, Table 2.3, pg. 25).  Over 5 miles of wider trail is 

proposed to be converted to single track (24in to 36 in.) width trail and slightly over 1 mile of road is 

proposed to be converted to 50 in. ATV trail.  In addition, new trail and trail reroutes are proposed to 

connect trails to other trails so users have loop options and don’t have to travel on roads to reach 

another trail.  Trailhead enhancement at five trail heads and trail bridges or other appropriate stream 

crossings would also occur.  A children’s mountain biking loop trail would be constructed in the 

vicinity of St. Louis Creek campground.    

 

Increasing the trail mileage available to trail users in the Winter Park and Fraser area increases 

recreational opportunities and offers improved recreational experiences.  Increasing the trail mileage 

also may reduce overcrowding issues, which reduces safety issues and user conflicts.  Creating trail 

to trail connectivity and loop trail opportunities improves the recreational experience by reducing 

the amount of road that trail users will have to travel on while recreating.  Reducing trail widths and 

converting a road to a trail also improves the experience for trail users in this area.  Changing the 

allowable use on a short portion of D4 (N74) to allow motorbikes will allow motorbikes to exit WTB 

(M66) and travel on D4 to make a loop utilizing roads.  Currently WTB (M66) allows motorbikes but 

D4 (N74) does not and motorbikes must turn around when the reach D4 (N74) and travel back the 

way they came on WTB (M66).  Proposed trail head enhancement would improve the recreational 

experiences of those who use these trail heads through improved facilities and better information.  

Trail bridges or appropriate crossing structures will improve experiences and safety for trail users.  

The kid’s mountain biking loop trail near St. Louis campground will provide increased recreational 

opportunities and improve experiences through introducing children to a safe and fun outdoor 

experience on National Forest.      

 

Demand for trails based recreation on Sulphur Ranger District is expected to continue to increase 

into the future.  Colorado’s population has increased by 16.9% between 2000 and 2010 and is 

expected to grow at a similar rate in the future (CPW, SCORP 2014).  This would give Colorado a 
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population of almost 6 million by 2020.  It is estimated that approximately 4 million people would 

participate in some form of outdoor recreation (CPW, SCORP 2014). The town of Winter Park, CO 

promotes itself as Mountain Bike Capital, USA™ through social and print based media.  During the 

summer season thousands of outdoor recreationist participate in some form of trails based 

recreation on the Sulphur Ranger District. 

As demand for outdoor recreation activities increases, the trail actions (new trail construction, trail 

reroutes, width reductions, etc.) that are proposed near the towns of Winter Park and Fraser will 

help keep pace with this demand and provide quality trails based recreation opportunities.  As the 

project improves trails near the towns of Winter Park and Fraser with mountain bike trail design 

emphasized, the recreational experiences of mountain bikers visiting Mountain Bike Capital, USA™ 

will more likely be met.   

 

Removing a trail (D4, N74) from a special use permit authorizing it to be groomed and used for 

guided snowmobile tours may reduce opportunities for people to participate in guided snowmobile 

tours and for winter trail users who use D4 as it is currently authorized to be groomed in the winter.   

However; the trail has not been used or groomed by the special use permittee for several years.  In 

addition, hundreds of miles of groomed routes are available on both public and private land for 

winter recreation in Grand County.   

 

Trail decommissioning will reduce non-motorized travel on East Elk Creek (N65) and D4 (N74) which 

will reduce opportunity.  This will likely be offset by the trail improvement (new trail, trail reroutes, 

etc.) in the rest of the secondary project area.  The remainder of the trail decommissioning (Chapter 

2, Table 2.2, pg. 23) is occurring because reroutes of those trails have been identified that reduce 

impacts to natural resources or improve the quality of the recreational experience for those using 

the trails.  These reroutes will offset any loss of recreation opportunity and should improve the 

overall trails experience and increase opportunities.   

 

One short section of D4 (N74) will be converted to an administrative use road.  Non-motorized 

recreation will be allowed on this administrative use road as it is allowed on the trail now.  The 

current trail is passable by a full size, high clearance vehicle.  This short section ofD4 (N74) to be 

converted to administrative road is needed to access powerlines in the area.  Improvements like 

widening may occur but only at the request of the permittee through an approved authorization or 

for Forest Service authorized activities.  Negative impacts to the quality of the recreation experience 

may occur if the road where widened or improved for access.  However, because non-motorized 

access is currently allowed and currently it is a relatively wide trail, it is likely that the recreational 

experience would remain similar under Alternative 2 as it currently exists.    

 

 Issue #1, Sub Issue 1 – Prohibiting bicycles from using non-system, user created routes would 

reduce the trail mileage available for mountain bike use and thereby decrease mountain biker’s 

opportunities and the quality of biking opportunities on the district.   

Under Alternative 2 within the primary project area, bicycles would be restricted to designated 

routes as shown on Figure 2.2 (Chapter 2, pg 20).  Currently bicycles can travel cross- country and off 

of designated routes on most of the Sulphur Ranger District with few exceptions (Wilderness, the 

Fraser Experimental Forest, specific closures, off trail in the James Peak Protection are, etc.).  This 
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will reduce opportunities for bicycles on the SRD and likely reduce the quality of the recreational 

experience for bicyclists on the district.  This is due to the large quantity of non-system (social or user 

created) trails on the SRD, particularly in the Winter Park and Fraser area.  The quality of the 

opportunities may be reduced but this will likely be off-set by trail improvements largely aimed at 

bicycle use in the Winter Park and Fraser area.  

 

 Issue #1, Sub Issue 2 - The proposed trail changes and new trails in the Winter Park area are 

focused on providing mountain bike opportunities; other trail users such as hikers and equestrian 

users would have a diminished experience on these trails or won’t be able to use them because of 

heavy bike traffic. 

The proposed trail changes in the Winter Park and Fraser area (Secondary Project Area) will be 

designed with the mountain biker in mind.  They will be able to be used by other non-motorized 

users and designed so that equestrian users, hikers, joggers, and dog walkers won’t have to use 

bicycle features when they use these trails (See trails design – Chapter 7).  Also, creating trail to trail 

connections and loop opportunities will enhance all non-motorized trail users’ experiences and allow 

them to travel greater distances on trails without having to use roads and encounter motorized 

vehicle traffic.  Bicycles are also currently allowed on all of the existing trails in the secondary project 

area.  The improvements and better connections are likely to make the trails in the secondary project 

area more popular for all trail users and the increased use may create diminished recreational 

experiences and increased user conflicts.  This is expected to be minimal in the long term as trail 

users will adjust and seek the type of opportunity they are looking for in other areas on SRD’s 

approximately 477 miles of trail under the proposed action alternative.  Of these 477 miles of trail 

under this alternative on the entire SRD, 159 miles would be open to only hikers and equestrians.     

 

 Issue #1, Sub Issue 3 – How will the Forest Service provide enough technical and difficult trail 

for the experienced mountain biker with the proposed trail changes?  

 The Forest Service, within the secondary project area, is providing a range of trail difficulties from 

Green (easiest) to Double Black (extremely difficult) utilizing the International Mountain Bicycling 

Association (IMBA) publication Trail Solutions: IMBA’s Guide to Building Sweet Singletrack (pg. 75).  A 

map showing proposed difficulty levels is located in Chapter 2, pg. 26 of this document (Figure 2.4). 

As trail difficulty is largely subjective based on fitness, experience, and athletic ability the Forest 

Service may not be able to meet everyone’s desired recreational experiences for technical or difficult 

trail.  The project does provide a range of trail experiences from easy to difficult.   

 

In the primary project area, outside of what is proposed in the secondary project area, no changes to 

system trails are proposed, with the exception of not allowing bicycle travel on the Second Creek 

trail (N137).  Bicycles will not be allowed on non-system trail under Alternative 2 which may reduce 

technical and difficult trail opportunities compared to the current condition (Alternative 1, No Action) 

as non-system trails will not be able to be legally used.     

 

Alternative 3 – Modified Action Alternative 

Alternative 3 is the same as Alternative 2 in regards to the trail actions (new trail construction, trail 

re-routes, etc.) in the secondary project area.  The Alternative 3 analysis focuses on the unique 
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aspects of Alternative 3.  Unless specifically mentioned, Alternative 3 actions and the effects, would 

be the same as they are in Alternative 2, the proposed action.   

 

There are two exceptions in which Alternative 3 differs compared to Alternative 2.  The first 

exception is that it reduces the amount of trail available to bicycles during the winter from 12/15 to 

5/15 each year by 9.5 miles (Chapter 2, Figure 2.7, pg. 35). The second exception is that it reduces the 

trail mileage available for bicycling (year-around) on the District by approximately 14 miles (Chapter 

2, Figure 2.6 , pg. 33).    

 

The reduction of trail mileage available to bicycles by approximately 14 miles means that there would 

be less opportunity for bicyclists on SRD and the quality of the opportunities would likely be less 

than Alternative 2.  Compared to Alternative 1 (No Action) which is the current condition, Alternative 

3 would allow bicycles on less miles of system trails then they are currently allowed to travel on.  

Additionally, Alternative 3 also restricts bicycles to designated routes. Compared to Alternative 1 

which would keep the current condition where bicycles, with a few exceptions would be able to 

travel legally cross-country and on non-system trails, there would be less opportunities for bicyclists 

on SRD.  During the winter, from 12/15 to 5/15, an additional approximately 9.5 miles of trails would be 

closed to bicycles.  These trails would be open to bicycle travel outside of these dates.  This would 

further decrease opportunities and the quality of opportunities for bicyclists compared to 

Alternative 1 and Alternative 2.    

 

The quality of the opportunities and the recreational experience of non-motorized, non-mechanized 

recreationists’ increases under Alternative 3 compared to Alternative 2 and Alternative 1, as more 

trail mileage prohibits bicyclists under Alternative 3.  This is true during summer for hikers and 

equestrians who would not encounter bicycles on an additional 14.5 miles of trail and have a total of 

173 miles of trail open to non-motorized/non-mechanized use.  During the winter an additional 9.5 

miles of winter trail would prohibit bicycle use, near the Fraser Experimental Forest, which already 

prohibits bicycles off of designated routes.  This would likely improve the recreation experience and 

quality of the opportunities available for snowshoeing and cross-country skiers as they won’t have to 

encounter bicyclists on these trails.  When snow conditions deteriorate due to temperature 

fluctuations and/or lack of frequent snow, bicyclists can create ruts on trails that impact the 

experiences of cross-country skiers.   

     

 Issue #1, Sub Issue 1 – Prohibiting bicycles from using non-system, user-created routes would 

reduce the trail mileage available for mountain bike use and thereby decrease mountain biker’s 

opportunities and the quality of biking opportunities on the district.   

Under Alternative 3, bicycles would be restricted to designated routes, just like Alternative 2.  The 

trail mileage available to bicycles under Alternative 3 is reduced by 14.5 miles year around and an 

additional 9.5 miles in the winter (12/15 – 5/15).   The reduction of trail mileage available to bicycles by 

approximately 14.5 miles means that there would be less opportunity for bicyclists on SRD and the 

quality of the opportunities would likely be less than Alternative 2.  Compared to Alternative 1 (No 

Action) which is the current condition, Alternative 3 would allow bicycles on less miles of system 

trails compared to what they have available to travel on now.  Additionally, Alternative 3 also 

restricts bicycles to designated routes. Compared to Alternative 1 which is the current condition, 
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where bicycles, with a few exceptions, are able to travel legally cross-country and on non-system 

trails, there would be less opportunities for bicyclists on SRD.  During the winter, from 12/15 to 5/15, 

an additional approximately 9.5 miles of trails would be closed to bicycles.  These trails would be 

open to bicycle travel outside of these dates.  This would further decrease opportunities and the 

quality of opportunities for bicyclists compared to Alternative 1 and Alternative 2.    

 

 Issue #1, Sub Issue 2 - The proposed trail changes and new trails in the Winter Park area are 

focused on providing mountain bike opportunities; other trail users such as hikers and equestrian 

users would have a diminished experience on these trails or won’t be able to use them because of 

heavy bike traffic. 

The effects of Alternative 3 in the secondary project area (near the towns of Winter Park and Fraser) 

in regards to Issue 1, Sub Issue 2 are the same as Alternative 2.  Outside of the secondary project area 

(near the towns of Winter Park and Fraser), on the entire SRD, there would be more miles of trail 

available for non-motorized and non-mechanized trail users than Alternative 1 and Alternative 2.  Of 

the 477 miles of trail on the SRD under Alternative 3, 173 miles would be open to only hikers and 

equestrians.     

 

 Issue #1, Sub Issue 3 – How will the Forest Service provide enough technical and difficult trail 

for the experienced mountain biker with the proposed trail changes?  

The effects of Alternative 3 in the secondary project area (near the towns of Winter Park and Fraser) 

in regards to Issue 1, Sub Issue 2 are the same as Alternative 2. 

 

In the primary project area, outside of what is proposed in the secondary project area, an additional 

14.5 miles of system trails will not be available to bicycles year around and an additional 9.5 miles in 

the winter (12/15 – 5/15) compared to Alternative 2.  The reduction of trail miles available to bicycles 

may reduce technical and difficult trail opportunities compared to the current condition (Alternative 

1, No Action) and Alternative 2.   Bicycles will not be allowed on non-system trail under Alternative 3 

which may reduce technical and difficult trail opportunities compared to the current condition 

(Alternative 1, No Action).     

 

Issue #4 – How would the Forest Service be able to enforce designated routes for bicycles? 

Alternative 1 – No Action 

Under Alternative 1, within the primary project area the USFS would not limit bicycle use (both 

summer and winter) to designated system trails and roads, outside of trails or areas where bicycle 

use is currently restricted or limited to designated routes (Chapter 2,Figure 2.1, pg 17).  The SRD 

would largely remain open to cross-country travel by bicycles (both summer and winter) off of 

designated system trails.  The Forest Service would continue to enforce bicycle regulations in the 

areas that have designated bicycle routes and areas that prohibit bicycles (e.g. Wilderness).  This 

would be done with the current workforce, through patrols, and by working with partners such as 

local communities and trail organizations to educate bicyclists on the importance of staying on the 

designated routes and out of restricted areas.   
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Under Alternative 1, there would be no additional effects or efforts expended by the Forest Service 

compared to current conditions, to enforce bicycles staying on designated routes or out of 

prohibited areas.   

 

The Forest Service will continue to decommission non-system routes as time and funding are 

available. 

 

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action Alternative 

Under Alternative 2, the SRD would designate routes for bicycles on the entire district.  The Forest 

Service would enforce keeping bicycles on designated bicycle routes and out of areas that prohibit 

bicycles like wilderness with its current workforce, through patrols and working with partners such 

as local communities and trail organizations to educate bicyclists of the importance of staying on the 

designated routes and out of restricted areas.  The Forest Service would also look for opportunities 

to fund additional patrols if necessary. 

 

Under Alternative 2, there may be increased efforts by the Forest Service to enforce bicyclists staying 

on designated routes. The Forest Service will not be able to be everywhere, all the time but is tasked 

with managing recreation and conservation of natural resources on National Forest.  The Forest 

Service is anticipating that like the OHV community has largely embraced designated routes for 

motorized activities, the bicycle community will in the future as well.        

 

Alternative 3 – Modified Action Alternative 

Under Alternative 3, the Forest Service would enforce designated routes for bicycles in the same 

manner as under Alternative 2.  The effects are also expected to be the same as those under 

Alternative 2.   

   

Issue #5 – Designated routes for bicycles in the Sulphur Trails Smart Sizing project, specifically fat 

bikes (snow bikes) during the winter, negatively impacts trail conditions for cross-country skiers who 

use the trails. 

 

Alternative 1 – No Action 

Under Alternative 1, the no action alternative bicycle use on the SRD would be managed as it is 

currently managed.  Within the primary project area, the Forest Service would not limit bicycle use 

(both summer and winter) to designated system trails and roads, outside of trails or areas where 

bicycle use is currently restricted or limited to designated routes (Chapter 2,Figure 2.1, pg 17).  The 

SRD would largely remain open to cross-country travel by bicycles (both summer and winter) off of 

designated system trails.  Winter bicycle use could also occur on non-system trails. The majority of 

the current system trails (305 miles) on the district are currently open to winter bicycle use (Table 

3.1).   
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Table 3.1  Existing Trail Open to Winter Bicycle Use on the SRD 

Trail Type by Use (Allowable 
Use) 

Miles (Approximate) Miles open to Winter 
Bicycle Use 

Non-Motorized/Non-Mechanized 
– open to hiker/horse 

158 miles 0 miles 

Non-Motorized – open to 
hiker/horse/bike 

228 miles 228 miles 

Motorized – open to 
hiker/horse/bike/motorbike/ATV 

65 miles 65 miles 

Motorized – open to 
hiker/horse/bike/motorbike  

12 miles 12 miles 

 

Under Alternative 1, winter bicycle use will continue in its current allowable locations.  This includes 

bicycles potentially traveling cross-country, traveling on non-system trails, or users compacting snow 

to create new winter trails and there may be continued negative effects to trail conditions that 

impact cross-country skiers who use trails and also ski off of system trails. 

 

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 

Under Alternative 2, winter bicycle use would be restricted to designated system routes just as 

summer bicycle use would be.  In the winter, bicycles would not be able to travel cross-country, off 

of system trails.  Under Alternative 2, 318 miles of trail would be open to winter bicycle use (Table 

3.2).  

 

Table 3.2 Trail Open to Bicycle Use on the SRD under Alternative 2, the Proposed Action 

Trail Type by Use (Allowable 
Use) 

Miles (Approximate) Miles open to Winter 
Bicycle Use 

Non-Motorized/Non-Mechanized 
– open to hiker/horse 

159 miles 0 miles 

Non-Motorized – open to 
hiker/horse/bike 

239 miles 239 miles 

Motorized – open to 
hiker/horse/bike/motorbike/ATV 

66 miles 66 miles 

Motorized – open to 
hiker/horse/bike/motorbike  

13 miles 13 miles 

 

Under Alternative 2 the negative effects to trail conditions from winter bicycle use that impact cross 

country skiers would continue at its current level. Currently 228 miles of system trail are open to 

bicycle use.  Effects from winter bicycle use off of trails would be lessened and conditions would 

improve for cross-country skiers who travel off of system trails. 

        

Alternative 3 – Modified Action Alternative 

Under Alternative 3, the modified action alternative, bicycle use year around would be reduced by 

approximately 14 miles and in the winter (12/15 to 5/15) by an additional 9.5 miles (Chapter 2, Figure 

2.7, pg. 35). In the winter, bicycles would not be able to travel cross-country, off of system trails.  

Under Alternative 3, 294.5 miles of trail would be open to winter bicycle use (Table 3.3).   
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Table 3.3 Trail Open to Bicycle Use on the SRD under Alternative 3, Modified Action Alternative 

Trail Type by Use (Allowable 
Use) 

Miles Open to Summer Bicycle 
Use (Approximate) 

Miles Open to Winter 
Bicycle (12/15-5/15) Use 
(Approximate) 

Non-Motorized/Non-Mechanized 
– open to hiker/horse 

159 miles 0 miles 

Non-Motorized - open to 
hiker/horse/bike 

225 miles 215.5 miles 

Motorized – open to 
hiker/horse/bike/motorbike/ATV 

66 miles 66 miles 

Motorized – open to 
hiker/horse/bike/motorbike  

13 miles 13 miles 

 

The reduction of miles of trail open to bicycles under Alternative 3 as compared to the current 

condition (No Action Alternative) and Alternative 2 (Proposed Action), as well as the further 

reduction of trails available for winter bicycle use (9.5 miles from 12/15 to 5/15), would reduce the 

negative impacts to trail conditions on additional trails on the SRD from winter bicycle use.  There 

would be more trails on the SRD that wouldn’t allow bicycles in the winter and thus more trails that 

wouldn’t be impacted by winter bicycle use.  The location of non-motorized/non-mechanized trails 

that wouldn’t be available for winter only bicycle use (9.5 miles from 12/15 to 5/15 each year) are near 

the FEF which currently only allows bicycles on designated routes and contains some roads that are 

popular cross-country ski trails that do not allow bicycles (Chapter 2, Figure 2.7, page35).  This would 

allow cross-country skiers who want to avoid adverse trail conditions caused by winter bicycle use, or 

want to avoid sharing routes with bicycles during winter, to do so in this area.      

    

Issue # 6 – There is a lack of low elevation, easy to use, and primitive (non-motorized and non-

mechanized) trails on the National Forest close to communities and the Sulphur Trails Smart Sizing 

project doesn’t address this.   

Alternative 1 – No Action 

Under Alternative 1 the existing trail system would remain unchanged.  The Forest Service would 

continue to manage and maintain the 463 miles of trail on the Sulphur Ranger District under their 

current scenario and with their current allowable uses (chapter 2, Table 2.1, pg. 18).  There would 

continue to be a lack of low-elevation, easy to use, and primitive (non-motorized and non-

mechanized) trails on the district and a lack of opportunities for those looking to find this type of a 

trail. 

 

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 

Under Alternative 2 the USFS is proposing to limit bicycle use to designated system trails and roads 

within the primary project area.  Within the secondary project area the USFS is proposing to improve 

the trail system by connecting existing trail networks in the Winter Park and Fraser areas by 

constructing and rerouting trails creating a loop system with varying difficulty levels close to 

communities for mountain biking, hiking, and other trail users.    
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These trail changes wouldn’t address a lack of low elevation, easy to use, and primitive (non-

motorized and non-mechanized) trails.  The trail changes will provide more low elevation and easy to 

use trails that are close to communities and open to non-motorized and non-mechanized uses but 

those looking for specific opportunities to not encounter motorized and/or mechanized recreation 

on trails will find a lack of this type of opportunity in close proximity to the Towns of Winter Park and 

Fraser.  Adding low elevation, easy to use, and primitive (non-motorized and non-mechanized) trails 

on the National Forest close to communities was not the purpose of the Sulphur Trails Smart Sizing 

project.   

 

Alternative 3 – Modified Action Alternative 

Under Alternative 3 the USFS is proposing to limit bicycle use to designated system trails and roads 

within the primary project area and further reduce the trail mileage available for bicycle use 

compared to Alternative 1 and Alternative 2.  The additional trails or portions of trails that are 

proposed under Alternative 3 to not allow bicycle use are primarily at high elevation and close to 

existing areas or lead to areas that currently have non-motorized and non-mechanized trails, 

primarily Wilderness areas.  These are not low elevation or close to communities but will provide 

more primitive (non-motorized and non-mechanized) trail opportunities on the SRD.  

 

Within the secondary project area the USFS is proposing to improve the trail system by connecting 

existing trail networks in the Winter Park and Fraser areas by constructing and rerouting trails that 

creates a loop system with varying difficulty levels close to communities for mountain biking, hiking, 

and other trail users. The trail changes will provide more low elevation and easy to use trails that are 

close to communities and open to non-motorized and non-mechanized uses but those looking for 

specific opportunities to not encounter mechanized recreation on trails and to a lesser degree 

motorized recreation, will find a lack of this type of opportunity in close proximity to the Towns of 

Winter Park and Fraser.  Adding low elevation, easy to use, and primitive (non-motorized and non-

mechanized) trails on the National Forest close to communities was not the purpose of the Sulphur 

Trails Smart Sizing project. 

 

Cumulative Effects 

Alternative 1 – No Action 

Under Alternative 1 the existing trail system would remain unchanged.  The Forest Service would 

continue to manage and maintain the 463 miles of trail on the Sulphur Ranger District under their 

current scenario and with their current allowable uses (chapter 2, Table 2.1, pg. 17).  Within the 

secondary project area, none of the trail actions (new trail construction, trail reroutes, etc.) would 

occur near the towns of Winter Park and Fraser.  Within the primary project area, the Forest Service 

would not limit bicycle use (both summer and winter) to designated system trails and roads, outside 

of trails or areas where bicycle use is currently restricted or limited to designated routes (Chapter 

2,Figure 2.1, pg 18).   

 

Since no action would be taken, there would be no cumulative effects as a result of new trail actions 

in the secondary project area.  However, as a result of not improving the trail system in the 

secondary project area there are likely to be cumulative effects from not taking action when added 

to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions in the Winter Park and Fraser areas.  
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In the Winter Park and Fraser area there are other projects that have happened in the past, are 

taking place now, and are expected to take place in the future that will affect recreation and trails.  

These include the emphasis on trails and trails related recreation, including trail construction within 

the Towns of Winter Park and Fraser and at Winter Park Resort.  Also, the increase in development in 

the Towns and associated loss of, or changes in, the user created trail system on previously 

undeveloped lands may lead to cumulative effects when combined with not implementing the trail 

improvement projects in the secondary project area.   

 

Cumulative effects from not taking action, combined with the Towns of Winter Park and Fraser 

continuing to emphasize trail related recreation along with past prolific trail building and future plans 

to build more trail there would likely lead to increased visitation to this area specifically for trails 

related activities.  This may lead to overcrowding on existing trails and a decrease in the quality of 

the recreation experience for those using the trail system in the Winter Park and Fraser area.   The 

overcrowding and degraded experience may lead to an increase in non-system trails built both on 

and off Forest which will make trails management more difficult for the Forest Service and the 

towns. 

 

The increase in development in the Towns and associated loss of, or changes in, the user created trail 

system on previously undeveloped lands along with not implementing trail actions in the secondary 

project area would mean that the trails system in the Winter Park and Fraser area would not be able 

to keep up with demand for trails based activities in this area.  This may lead to overcrowding, low 

quality experiences for those using the trails and potentially an increase in user created or social 

trails in this area. 

 

Within the primary project area, not limiting bicycle use (both summer and winter) to designated 

system trails and roads, outside of trails or areas where bicycle use is currently restricted or limited 

to designated routes (Chapter 2, Figure 2.1, pg 17), may also lead to cumulative effects when added 

to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions in Grand County.  It is expected that 

continued visitation to Grand County, further development and population growth will cause 

increased demand for trails based recreation.  This may cause overcrowding and potentially decrease 

the experiences of those using trails, leading to increases in social or user created trails.  Bicycling is 

becoming increasingly popular and the amount of trail needed to satisfy a bicycle user (as bikers can 

travel further, faster than a hiker) is greater than that of a hiker.   It is expected that not limiting 

bicycle use to designated routes will further increase the miles of non-system trail built in Grand 

County. 

     

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 

Under Alternative 2 the USFS is proposing to limit bicycle use to designated system trails and roads 

within the primary project area (Chapter 2, Figure2.2, pg. 20).  Within the secondary project area the 

USFS is proposing to improve the trail system by connecting existing trail networks in the Winter 

Park and Fraser areas by constructing and rerouting trails creating a loop system with varying 

difficulty levels close to communities for mountain biking, hiking, and other trail users.  
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The secondary project area is near the Towns of Winter Park and Fraser and there are other actions 

that have happened in the past, are currently happening, or are expected to happen in the 

reasonably foreseeable future in this area that may combine with effects from Alternative 2 to result 

in cumulative effects.   These actions include the emphasis on trails and trails related recreation, 

including trail construction within the Towns of Winter Park and Fraser and at Winter Park Resort.  

The proposed trail actions (new trail construction, trail reroutes, improvements) combined with the 

emphasis that the towns have put into promoting, funding, building and maintaining trails in the area 

will contribute to the cumulative capacity of trails in the area, improve opportunities and improve 

the quality of these opportunities.  Increased development, visitation, and population growth will 

increase demand for trails based activities in and near the Towns of Winter Park and Fraser.  The 

proposed trails actions (new trail construction, trail reroutes, improvements) in the secondary 

project area combined with the town’s recent construction of new trail, will help keep pace with this 

demand and reduce potential overcrowding on trails.   

 

The primary project area is the entire SRD.  Within the primary project area under Alternative 2, the 

SRD would designate routes for bicycles on the entire district. This may also lead to cumulative 

effects when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions in Grand 

County.  It is expected that continued visitation to Grand County, further development and 

population growth will cause increased demand for trails based recreation.  Prohibiting bicycles off 

of designated system routes may lead to overcrowding and potentially decrease the experiences of 

those using bicycles on trails. This will likely be offset by new trail construction and higher quality 

trail under Alternative 2.  An increase in trails based recreation demand in Grand County by those 

users who are not bicycle riders or who do not want to recreate on a trail or on National Forest in 

areas open to bicycles may have a better experience as a result of this alternative.    

 

Alternative 3 – Modified Action Alternative 

Alternative 3 is the same as Alternative 2 with the exception that the trail mileage available to 

bicycles under Alternative 3 is reduced by 14.5 miles year around and an additional 9.5 miles in the 

winter (12/15 – 5/15).  The cumulative effects that may result from implementing this project would be 

similar to Alternative 2 with the following exceptions. 

 

Since the Towns of Winter Park and Fraser emphasize trails and trails related recreation, and 

continue to construct new trail it is likely that more bicyclists will continue to come to the county. 

There will also likely be increased development, visitation, and population growth will increase 

demand for trails based activities in near the towns of Winter Park and Fraser.  Within the primary 

project area under Alternative 3 there are less miles of trail open to bicyclists in both the summer and 

winter then there are now which is likely to decrease the cumulative experiences of bicyclists.  As 

demand and visitation increases it will likely reduce the quality of the experience for bicyclists in 

Grand County as a result of overcrowding.  This may be offset by new trails available to bicyclists in 

the secondary project areas that are of a higher quality than exist now.  A reduction in trails open to 

bicyclists along with trails related and Forest related recreation by users who do not want to 

encounter bicyclists will likely lead to an improved experience for those users who may not want to 

encounter bicyclists such as cross-country skiers, snowshoers, hikers and equestrians.        
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For the complete analysis on recreation, see the Sulphur Ranger District Trails Smart Sizing 

recreation report (Schade 2016a). 

3.2 Soil, Water, and Aquatic Resources 
Issue #3 - The Sulphur Trails Smart Sizing project would have effects to natural resources (soil, water, 

wildlife, wetlands, cultural resources, and vegetation).  

ALTERNATIVE 1 – NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Under the No Action alternative, the Forest Service would not approve the implementation of the 

Sulphur Smart Sizing project. Within the primary project area, the US Forest Service would not 

restrict bicycle use to designated roads and trails. The lands within the Ranger District would largely 

remain open to cross country travel by bicycles. Trail improvements, re-routes, construction, stream 

crossing improvements, trailhead enhancements, and decommissioning in the secondary project 

area would not occur. Twin Bridges and WTB trail re-routes would not occur with the selection of this 

alternative. This would result in the perpetuation of impacts on soil resources and connected 

disturbed areas.  These two trails would also continue to impact hydrologic regime and function due 

to unsustainable grades and poor trail location within 300 feet of stream.  

 

The Forest Service would continue to manage the existing trail system (463 miles).  Road and trail 

densities would likely become higher and the proliferation of non-system trail creation would 

continue to occur resulting in removal of protective ground cover, soil erosion and compaction.  In 

places, impacts to hydrologic function, water quality, and wetlands would continue or increase. 

Cross country travel by mountain bikes and other non-motorized vehicles would still be allowed, and 

impacts to soils, wetlands, water quality, and the hydrologic regime from unauthorized trail activities 

would continue. Trails, especially non-system trails, would continue to have impacts on aquatic 

habitats, as these trails were built without employment of best management practices.  

 

ALTERNATIVE 2 – PROPOSED ACTION 

Under the Proposed Action, bicycle use will be restricted to designated roads and trails only, and 

several trail improvements and construction activities will be approved. Up to 18 miles of new trail 

will be constructed as part of this alternative.  Trail improvements, such as re-routes, will be 

implemented as part of this project. Additionally, all non-system social routes will be obliterated 

and/or decommissioned as the project is implemented. For a full description of the alternative, see 

the Environmental Assessment, chapter 2. 

 

Table 3.4 describes the influences of trail construction and other related activities on the physical and 

biological characteristics of stream systems.  
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The proposed action alternative includes a variety of activities that can have effects to soil, water 

and fisheries resources.  Direct effects associated with trail/road construction and/or use include 

removal of protective ground cover, soil erosion and compaction.  Associated changes to hillslope 

hydrology include reduction of infiltration, interception and concentration of subsurface/surface 

flows and accelerated runoff and erosion.  The conversion of subsurface to surface flows results in 

TABLE 3.4: INFLUENCES OF TRAIL CONSTRUCTION AND RELATED ACTIVITIES ON THE PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF STREAM 

ENVIRONMENTS, POTENTIAL CHANGES IN HABITAT QUALITY, AND POTENTIAL EFFECTS FOR TROUT GROWTH AND SURVIVAL 

ACTIVITY POTENTIAL CHANGE IN 

PHYSICAL STREAM 

ENVIRONMENT 

POTENTIAL CHANGE IN HABITAT 

QUALITY 

POTENTIAL EFFECTS FOR TROUT GROWTH 

AND SURVIVAL  

TRAIL 

CONSTRUCTION, RE-

ROUTES, 

CONVERSIONS, ETC.  

INCREASED INCIDENT OF 

SOLAR RADIATION (TREE 

REMOVAL ASSOCIATED 

WITH TRAIL  

CONSTRUCTION IN AND 

ADJACENT TO RIPARIAN 

AREAS) 

INCREASED STREAM 

TEMPERATURE, HIGHER LIGHT 

LEVELS, INCREASED 

AUTOTROPHIC PRODUCTION 

INCREASED FOOD PRODUCTION, INCREASE 

IN ANNUAL GROWTH 

DECREASED SUPPLY OF 

LARGE WOODY DEBRIS 

REDUCED COVER, LOSS OF POOL 

HABITAT, REDUCED STORAGE OF 

GRAVEL AND ORGANIC MATTER, 

LOSS OF HYDRAULIC COMPLEXITY 

INCREASED VULNERABILITY TO 

PREDATION, LOWER WINTER SURVIVAL, 

LESS SPAWNING GRAVEL, REDUCED FOOD 

PRODUCTION, LOSS OF SPECIES DIVERSITY 

ACCELERATED SURFACE 

EROSION 

INCREASE IN COARSE AND FINE 

SEDIMENT; INCREASE IN TOTAL 

SUSPENDED SEDIMENTS 

BEHAVIORAL AND/OR PHYSIOLOGICAL 

EFFECTS RESULTING IN  OVERALL 

DECREASES IN FITNESS AND HEALTH; 

DECREASE IN REARING, SPAWNING, 

FEEDING, AND OVERWINTER HABITATS; 

REDUCED SPAWNING AND RECRUITMENT 

SUCCESS; REDUCED FOOD ABUNDANCE; 

LOSS OF WINTER HIDING SPACES 

INCREASED NUTRIENT 

RUNOFF 

ELEVATED NUTRIENT LEVELS IN 

STREAMS 

TEMPORARY INCREASE IN FOOD 

PRODUCTION 

INCREASED ROAD 

CROSSINGS 

PHYSICAL OBSTRUCTION 

INSTREAM 

RESTRICTION OF UPSTREAM MOVEMENT; 

IMPEDES LIFE HISTORY COMPLETION 

INCREASED FINE SEDIMENT  

SUPPLY 

REDUCED REARING, SPAWNING, FEEDING, 

AND OVERWINTER HABITATS 

CHANGES IN CHANNEL 

MORPHOLOGY  

INCREASED OR DECREASED CAPACITY 

INCREASED STREAMBANK 

EROSION 

LOSS OF COVER ALONG EDGE OF 

CHANNEL, INCREASED STREAM 

WIDTH, REDUCED DEPTH 

INCREASED VULNERABILITY TO 

PREDATION, INCREASED CARRYING 

CAPACITY FOR AGE-0 FISH BUT REDUCED 

FOR AGE -1 AND OLDER FISH 
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an expanded channel network as water traveling as surface flow reaches the channel faster than 

water traveling as subsurface flow; this serves to augment peak flows (Wemple et al., 1996).  If trails 

are designed properly using Best Management Practices as described in this document and included 

in all actions, these effects are expected to be minimal.  Decommissioning, relocation, and trail 

conversions will result in a total of 8.64 acres being restored in the Proposed Action alternative. 

  

Several trail polygons overlap stream and stream buffers. Most of these locations are where new 

trail crossings will occur. All new crossings associated with any trail work will be trail bridges, per the 

Proposed Action design. The construction of trail bridges at these crossing locations will ensure that 

effects to stream hydrology and morphology, connected disturbed areas, and fish habitat will be 

minimal.  

 

The Rogers Pass Loop Trail (Pn93.1) is proposed to occur in the 300’ stream buffer of South Fork 

Ranch Creek. South Fork Ranch Creek supports Colorado River cutthroat trout.  It is anticipated that 

with the employment of best management practices and project design features the effects to 

South Fork Ranch Creek will be minimal if any.  

 

Overall, the proposed action would increase trail miles and decrease non-system trail and road miles.  

Soil, water and aquatic resources would generally benefit from implementation of the proposed 

action because: 

 Improved trail alignments, drainage improvements and other design features would improve 

trail sustainability and reduce impacts to soil and water resources 

 Obliteration of poorly aligned/designed social trails, re-routing problem areas and/or 

conversion of roads to trails would directly benefit soil and water resources by reducing 

areas of disturbed ground and connected disturbed areas 

 Aquatic habitats would benefit through the construction of trail bridges. 

 

Specific to this project, the risk of sediment related impacts to aquatic systems and aquatic species 

are anticipated to be minor.  Trail construction, maintenance, and use have the most potential to 

impact aquatic systems. The applications of design criteria during implementation will minimize if not 

eliminate any potential impacts to aquatic systems.  There are approximately 7 trail/stream crossings 

that would be included as part as new trail construction and/or re-routes with this project. Specific 

crossing measures would be implemented as part of this project. Those can be found in district files 

in the National Best Management Practices for Water Quality Management on National Forest 

System Lands (USDA Forest Service 2012).   

  

Overall, implementation of this project may result in short-term, but discountable increases in 

sediment yield, depending on trail construction, maintenance, and use, but implementation of 

project specific criteria for trail design and the protection of soil, water and fisheries resources will 

minimize,  if not eliminate,  those impacts.  

 

 

 

ALTERNATIVE 3- MODIFIED ACTION 
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The modified action alternative was developed in response to comments received from the public 

comment period. The projects in the secondary project area remain the same; however, there are 

changes to what trails and roads are open for biking (year round). Alternative 3 reduces the amount 

of trail available to bicycles from December to May each year by 9.5 miles. Alternative 3 also reduces 

total trail mileage available to bicycling (year round) by approximately 14 miles (see EA for more 

information) 

 

There are no changes with the projects proposed in the secondary project area; therefore, the 

effects discussion for the Proposed Action alternative above is the same as the Modified Action 

Alternative.  

 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS   

ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTION  

The implementation of the no action alternative would not provide for improvements to the trail 

system nor would it address problem areas that are having effects to soil, water and fisheries 

resources. Sediment and sedimentation of habitats is one of the biggest impacts of trails on these 

resources, and the implementation of this alternative would perpetuate these impacts. The selection 

of this alternative, coupled with other projects planned in these watersheds, could result in 

cumulative effects to water and aquatic resources. The proliferation of social trails will continue, and 

problem trails won’t be re-routed or decommissioned with the selection of this alternative. 

Sedimentation and effects to aquatic and riparian resources is expected to occur with the selection 

of this alternative, although it is not expected that selection of this alternative would result in 

irreversible or irretrievable effects to the fishery or water resource.  

 

ALTERNATIVE 2 - PROPOSED ACTION  

Of the six sixth level watersheds included in the secondary project area, only one is rated as 

impaired. This status was assigned based on the extensive water diversions within the watershed 

that have caused aquatic degradation. Sedimentation of aquatic habitats and the presence of 

connected disturbed areas are effects that are being considered in the cumulative effects analysis. 

The proposed action, while it increases trail mileage, also restricts use to designated system roads 

and trails. The construction proposed would be done with employment of design features specific to 

trail design resulting in improved conditions for aquatic habitats and overall watershed condition. 

Within the Upper Fraser and Vasquez Creek watersheds, the Winter Park Ski Area has proposed 

construction of 10 new miles of trails within the permit area. This would result in an increase in trail 

densities for those watersheds. Additionally, the Upper Colorado Forest Health and Fuels Reduction 

Project, which has a road construction component to it, has the potential to result in cumulative 

effects to water and fisheries resources within the secondary project area. It is anticipated that this 

trail project, with its commitment to trail maintenance, drainage improvement, 

obliteration/decommissioning of social routes as they accumulate on the landscape, and 

construction of trails using best management practices, will result in benefits to soil, water and 

aquatic resources. This project, coupled with the other reasonably foreseeable future and past 

projects, are expected to result in effects to aquatic resources. However, the effects will be short-

term and within an acceptable range.  Although sedimentation and degradation of stream systems 

and/or aquatic habitats may occur with the implementation of this project, benefits from non-system 
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trail obliteration, trail re-routes and other trail improvements resulting in improved conditions are 

expected to reduce the cumulative effects to soil, water and aquatic resources.     

 

ALTERNATIVE 3 -  MODIFIED ACTION  

The cumulative effects for water resources for Alternative 2 (Proposed Action) above is the same as 

Alternative 3, the Modified Action Alternative.  

 

For the complete analysis on Aquatics, see the Sulphur Ranger District Trails Smart Sizing Biological 

Evaluation and report (Larkin 2016). 

 

For the complete analysis on Soils, see the Sulphur Ranger District Trails Smart Sizing Soils report 

(Schroder 2016).  

3.3 Plants 
Issue #3 - The Sulphur Trails Smart Sizing project would have effects to natural resources (soil, water, 

wildlife, wetlands, cultural resources, and vegetation).  

Alternative 1 – No Action 

Proposed, Threatened, or Endangered Plant Species  

No Threatened, Endangered or Proposed plant species are known or suspected to occur in the 

proposed project area.  Two federally listed plant species are known to occur in Grand County 

Colorado: (Osterhout’s milkvetch, Astragalus osterhoutii) and (Penland’s Penstemon, Penstemon 

penlandii); both species are known only from sagebrush communities growing on highly seliniferous 

shale derived clay soils.  No designated “critical” (in reference to the Endangered Species Act) or 

suitable habitat for any threatened or endangered plant species occurs within the proposed project 

area, and it is unlikely that any threatened, endangered or proposed plant species are present.  

 
Sensitive Species 

Suitable habitat exists for 13 upland forest and riparian sensitive species.  These species include: 

autumn willow (Salix serissima), dwarf raspberry (Rubus arcticus ssp. acaulis), lesser bladderwort 

(Utricularia minor), lesser-panicled sedge (Carex diandra), livid sedge (Carex livida), narrow-leaved 

moonwort (Botrychium lineare), park milkvetch (Astragalus leptaleus), sageleaf or hoary willow (Salix 

candida), Selkirk’s violet (Viola selkirkii), slender cottongrass (Eriophorum gracile), sphagnum (peat 

moss) (Sphagnum angustifolium), trianglelobe moonwort (Botrychium ascendens), and white adder’s-

mouth (Malaxis brachypoda).  The probability of occurrence of undetected plants is slight to 

moderate.   

Allowing the continued level of bicycle use management, incidental impacts would be anticipated to 

the following sensitive plant species if they are present: autumn willow, dwarf raspberry, hoary 

willow, lesser bladderwort, lesser-panicled sedge, livid sedge, narrow-leaved moonwort, park 

milkvetch, slender cottongrass, sphagnum, white adder’s-mouth orchid, Selkirk’s violet, or 

trianglelobe moonwort. 

If bicycles were to be ridden through rare plant occurrences, direct mortality to some individuals, but 
likely not all, of any rare plants would be anticipated to occur.  It is unknown but likely that all plants 
except sphagnum generally survive and re-sprout following low disturbance intensities.  Direct 
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disturbance would be least likely to occur and be least severe in the riparian habitats potentially 
supporting autumn willow, dwarf raspberry, hoary willow, lesser bladderwort, lesser-panicled sedge, 
livid sedge, park milkvetch, sphagnum, and white adder’s-mouth orchid.  Historically disturbed 
habitats or aspen stands potentially supporting narrow-leaved moonwort or trianglelobe moonwort, 
are among the highest likely areas to be ridden through due to the ease of riding or beauty of the 
scenery.  The off trail riding and unauthorized trail construction may alter infiltration of precipitation 
and snowmelt increasing soil runoff and create resulting changes in water quality, temperature, or 
sediment loading into drainages, streams, and fen-like areas that may contain autumn willow, hoary 
willow, lesser bladderwort, lesser-panicled sedge, livid sedge, Selkirk’s violet, or sphagnum, possibly 
causing adverse impacts.   

It is possible but unlikely that a sensitive plant site could become extirpated as a result of bicycle-

induced mortality and subsequent habitat alteration.  It is more likely that effects of the current 

bicycle management level would cause isolated incidental impacts to populations, but would not be 

likely to accumulate to the point of extirpating populations.  Therefore, it is determined that 

implementation of the no action alternative may adversely impact individuals, but would not be likely 

to result in a loss of viability on the planning area, nor cause a trend to federal listing for these sensitive 

species. 

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 

Proposed, Threatened, or Endangered Plant Species 

No Threatened, Endangered or Proposed plant species are known or suspected to occur in the 

proposed project area.  See 3.3 Plants, Alternative 1- No Action (Proposed, Threatened, or Endangered 

Plant Species) for additional information. 

 

Sensitive Species  

Suitable habitat exists for 13 upland forested and riparian sensitive species.  These species include: 

autumn willow (Salix serissima), dwarf raspberry (Rubus arcticus ssp. acaulis), lesser bladderwort 

(Utricularia minor), lesser-panicled sedge (Carex diandra), livid sedge (Carex livida), narrow-leaved 

moonwort (Botrychium lineare), park milkvetch (Astragalus leptaleus), sageleaf or hoary willow (Salix 

candida), Selkirk’s violet (Viola selkirkii), slender cottongrass (Eriophorum gracile), sphagnum (peat 

moss) (Sphagnum angustifolium), trianglelobe moonwort (Botrychium ascendens), and white adder’s-

mouth (Malaxis brachypoda).  The probability of occurrence of undetected plants is slight to moderate 

Autumn willow, dwarf raspberry, hoary willow, lesser bladderwort, lesser-panicled sedge, livid sedge, 

park milkvetch, sphagnum, and white adder’s-mouth orchid prefer riparian habitats that would not be 

disturbed by project activities, but could be impacted by stream crossings.  Similarly, narrow-leaved 

moonwort could occur along old roads that may be disturbed.  Selkirk’s violet could be impacted by 

project activities in cold air drainages. 

Although unlikely, undetected plants or habitat may be present within areas potentially impacted by 

proposed project activities.  Undetected plants, if occurring, would not be protected and could be 

adversely impacted, leading to injury or mortality by crushing, soil disturbance, plant removal, or 

habitat alteration.  Implementation of design criteria will be able to mitigate the potential impacts.  

Therefore, it is determined that implementation of the action alternative will have No Impact for these 

sensitive species. 
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Alternative 3 – Proposed Action 

No Threatened, Endangered or Proposed plant species are known or suspected to occur in the 

proposed project area.  See 3.3 Plants, Alternative 1 - No Action (Proposed, Threatened, or Endangered 

Plant Species) for additional information 

 

Sensitive Species  

Alternative 3 would have the same or similar effects as Alternative 2, see 3.3 Plants, Alternative 2 – 

Proposed Action (Sensitive Species) for additional information.  

 

Cumulative Effects 

Alternative 1 – No Action 

If management strategies remain unchanged, the continued existence of these sensitive species, if 

present, could be repeatedly impacted making the maintenance of viable populations in the project 

area problematic.  

 

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 

As it has been determined that through implementation of the design criteria there will be no direct 

or indirect effects to sensitive plant species; the proposed project will not contribute towards 

cumulative effects to sensitive plant species. 

Alternative 3 – Modified Action 

The cumulative effects to plants under 3.3 Plants, Alternative 3 the Modified Action Alternative would 

be the same as Alternative 2.   

For the complete analysis on plants, see the Sulphur Ranger District Trails Smart Sizing Biological 

Evaluation (Bates 2016). 

 

3.4 Vegetation 
Issue #3 - The Sulphur Trails Smart Sizing project would have effects to natural resources (soil, water, 

wildlife, wetlands, cultural resources, and vegetation).  

Alternative 1 – No Action 

Management of the current trail system with no change to use designation would have incidental 

effects to vegetation. Road and trail maintenance which usually consists of incidental amounts of 

tree cutting for a variety of purposes would continue. The direct and indirect effects of continued 

road and trail maintenance are incidental to the vegetation resource and not significant.  

 

The Forest Service would still decommission and/or obliterate non-system trails as time and funding 

are available. Trees are cut during the implementation of decommissioning, but not everywhere and 

to varying degrees depending on location. In general, trail decommissioning usually involves cutting 

a few trees to fall onto and block a portion of the trail, which typically occurs at the point of access 

(Schade, 2016). The direct and indirect effects of continued trail decommissioning are incidental to 

the vegetation resource and not significant.    
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Impacts that the trail system has on implementation of vegetation management projects on the 

district would remain unchanged. The current designation for use on trails would continue to impact 

the timing of implementation of vegetation management projects on the district. Additionally, 

vegetation management projects would continue to be planned in areas that may have unknown 

user created non-system trails.  

 

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action    

Alternative 2 proposes to restrict bicycle use to designated trails in the primary project area (Figure 

1), while approving a range of trail improvement and construction activities in the secondary project 

area (Chapter 2, Table 2.2). 

 

 

Table 3.6. Proposed Activities in Secondary Project Area 

Proposed System Road and 
Trail Action 

Miles Equivalent 
Acres 

Estimated 
Cut Trees  
Total4 

New Trail Construction1  
Reroute 

1.68 1.4 17 

New Trail Construction1 18.00 15.30 184 

System Road2 Converted to 
System Trail (50”) 

1.1 (1.07) 0 

System Trail Converted to 
Singletrack3 (24-36”) 

5.15 (0.7) 0 

System Trail Converted to 
Admin Use Road 

0.29 N/A 0 

Decommission and 
Obliterate System Trail 

2.65 (2.25) 20 

System trail change from 
non-motorized to motorized 

0.38 N/A 0 

TOTAL  12.68 221 
1 Equivalent acres assumes a 7’ clearing width (0.85 acres/mile) to new trail construction, reroute and side parallel routes  

2 Conversion factor of 0.97 acres/mile used to calculate equivalent acres. Assumes 12’ road width to 50” trail  

3 Conversion factor of 0.14 acres/mile used to calculate equivalent acres. Assumes 50” trail to 36” trail  

4 Cut trees based on 12 trees per acre; average density of tree stand on Sulphur Ranger District 

 
Environmental Effects by Action 

Trail Construction 

This action will include new, reroute and side parallel route construction throughout the secondary 

project area. Trail construction activities would impact a total clearing limit width of approximately 7 

feet. When fully implemented, trail construction activities would result in the clearing of 

approximately 12 acres of forest. At most, trail construction activities would result in the clearing of 

approximately 200 trees.  

 

The construction of new singletrack, non-motorized trail in the “Elk to Leland Connector” has direct 

effects to the implementation of a previously planned vegetation management project.  
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Road and Trail Conversions 

This action will include the physical conversion of system road to trail and system trail to singletrack. 

The conversion of 12 foot wide road to 50 inch wide trail and 50 inch wide trail to 36 inch wide 

singletrack trail will result in the net recovery of approximately 2 acres of currently non-forested 

land.  

 

The conversion from road to motorized trail on N74 and 891.2 (Upper Elk Road) will have direct 

effects to the implementation of previously planned vegetation management projects. The 

conversion on N74 will eliminate the ability to use the southern section to the junction of NFSR159 as 

a haul route for timber removal. The conversion on 891.2 will eliminate the ability to use this road as a 

haul route for timber removal. Vegetation treatment units affected include 22, 26, 34 and 35 from the 

Upper Fraser Valley Forest Health and Fuels Reduction Project. Timing restrictions or coordination on 

the implementation of these conversions would eliminate these effects.  

 

Decommission and Obliterate System Trail 

These actions will include the physical decommissioning of system trails through a variety of 
methods. Decompaction and seeding of trails will lead to the recovery of approximately 2.25 non-
forested acres. Decommissioning actions will allow for the re-establishment and recovery of 
vegetation.  

System Trail Use Designation Changes 

These actions will include the conversion of system trail from non-motorized to motorized and 
system trail to administrative use road on portions of N74. The proposed changes to use 
designations will have no effect to vegetation itself. The changes will have effects to vegetation 
project implementation as discussed in Road and Trail Conversions section unless timing restrictions 
are adopted. 

Winter Use  

The designated winter use has no measurable effects to vegetation. Winter use does impact the 
potential winter operating season of vegetation management projects, however new trails are not 
proposed to be managed or maintained for snowmobile use, therefore there are no additional 
effects to project operating restrictions by this alternative.   

Designated Bicycle Routes 

This action will limit bicycle use to designated system roads and trails within the primary project are. 
Designating bicycle routes does not have any measurable effects to vegetation. In terms of 
vegetation management project implementation, designating bicycle routes will be beneficial. If 
enforceable, proposed vegetation management projects that overlap with non-system, user created 
trails would eventually dissipate. Designated bicycle routes will make it easier to plan vegetation 
management projects in the future and reduce the amount of conflicts with trail users. 

Alternative 3 – Modified Action 

Alternative 3 is the same as Alternative 2 with the exceptions that it restricts winter bicycle use by 9.5 
miles and it reduces the mileage of available trail for year round bicycling by 14.25 miles. Alternative 3 



 

February 2017 Sulphur Ranger District Trails Smart Sizing 

P
ag

e6
8

 

would have the same or similar effects as Alternative 2 to vegetation, see 3.4 Vegetation, Alternative 
2 – Proposed Action for additional information. 

Cumulative Effects 

Alternative 1 – No Action 

Under this alternative there would be no cumulative effects to vegetation due to no new trail actions 

in the secondary project area.  

 

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 

The effects of the proposed action alternative are categorized by effects to vegetation and effects to 
implementation of vegetation management projects. The mountain pine beetle epidemic and 
subsequent management response to it, is the most notable in terms of cumulative effects to 
vegetation. Recent vegetation management projects from the period of 1998 to 2014 have treated 
approximately 10,500 acres across the Sulphur Ranger District. Analysis for a landscape scale 
vegetation management project with a district-wide analysis area completed in 2015 showed that 
98% of the acres treated during this time period had successfully regenerated and would be fully 
recovered in the next 15 years (USDA, 2015). Based on the nature of the proposed action, the actual 
effects to vegetation itself, are negligible. Equivalent acres cut as part of this alternative is 
approximately 12. These acres are expected to fully recover.   

Alternative 3 – Modified Action 

Alternative 3 is the same as 3.4 Vegetation, Alternative 2 with the exceptions that it restricts winter 
bicycle use by 9.5 miles and it reduces the mileage of available trail for year round bicycling by 14.25 
miles. Alternative 3 would have the same or similar cumulative effects as Alternative 2 to vegetation. 

For the complete analysis on vegetation, see the Sulphur Ranger District Trails Smart Sizing 

vegetation report (McLaughlin, 2016). 

 

3.5 Wildlife 
Issue #3 - The Sulphur Trails Smart Sizing project would have effects to natural resources (soil, water, 

wildlife, wetlands, cultural resources, and vegetation).  

Proposed, Threatened, or Endangered Wildlife Species  

The Canada lynx is the only federally listed wildlife species within the project area.  The primary 

project area includes all 3 District Lynx Analysis Units (Upper Colorado, Fraser and Williams Fork).  

The Upper Colorado Lynx Analysis Unit (LAU) is 154,149 acres with 65,992 acres of suitable lynx 

habitat and 57% being mapped as currently unsuitable habitat.  The Williams Fork LAU is 90,009 acres 

with 39,524 acres of suitable lynx habitat and 56% being mapped as currently unsuitable habitat.  The 

Fraser LAU is 78,267 acres with 42,988 acres of suitable lynx habitat and 45% being mapped as 

currently unsuitable habitat.  One mountain bike trail is proposed for designation within the 

Berthoud Pass lynx linkage on a gated administrative road that runs along the Northglenn Ditch 

toward Current Creek.  Bikes are already allowed on this road and its use is described in the Berthoud 

Pass Lynx Linkage Plan (USDA FS 2012).   

The secondary project area is within the Fraser LAU. Occurrences of lynx in the Fraser LAU have been 
reported since Colorado Department of Wildlife (CDOW ), now Colorado Parks and Wildlife(CPW),  
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reintroduced lynx in Colorado. Over the years, records document lynx occurrences in various 
drainages within the LAU including Elk, Vasquez, St. Louis and Deadhorse Creeks (Sulphur District 
files). The records include direct sightings of animals, observations of tracks and telemetry data from 

collared lynx. No trail construction is proposed within designated lynx linkages (Fraser Valley and 
Berthoud Pass). 
 
Alternative 1 – No Action  
Alternative 1, the No Action Alternative, would not limit bicycle use to system routes.  By not 
designating a District-wide bike trail system (DBT), it is likely that the pioneering of new bike trails 
and the resulting habitat disturbance and loss within lynx habitat in all 3 District LAUs would 
continue.  By not implementing trail additions and modifications in the secondary project area new 
impacts within lynx habitat within the Fraser LAU would be avoided. 
 
Implementation of Alternative 1 (No Action) of the Trail Smart-Sizing and Designated Mountain Bike 
Trail Project will result in a May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect (MA-NLAA) determination for 
Canada lynx for the DBT facet of the project and will result in a No Effect (NE) determination for the 
secondary project area facet of the project. 
 
Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 
Assuming all trails to be constructed and trails to be obliterated/de-commissioned are/will be 36” 

wide, Table 3.7 describes the amount of lynx habitat (acres) affected by implementation of the trail 

actions in the secondary project area for this project. As Alternative 2 proposes new trails within 

wide corridors or polygons, the precise trail locations and mileages will be determined upon layout. 

Subsequently, the amounts of lynx habitat affected (as calculated below in Table 3.7) are 

approximate and are based on probable trail locations relative to mapped lynx habitat within the 

trail polygons. 

TABLE 3.7.  Lynx Habitat Affected by Trail Construction and/or Trail Obliteration 

New Trail Construction 

 Trail Mileage Ft2 Acres 

Trail Name Overall 
Lynx 
Habitat 

Currently 
Suitable Lynx 
Habitat 

Overall Lynx 
Habitat 

Currently 
Suitable 
Lynx Habitat 

Overall 
Lynx 
Habitat 

Currently 
Suitable 
Lynx Habitat 

PN65.1 2.0 0.6 31680 9504 0.73 0.22 

PN73.1 0.6 0.6 9504 9504 0.22 0.22 

PN74.3 0.7 0.7 11088 11088 0.25 0.25 

PN74.4 0.04 0.04 634 634 0.01 0.01 

PN81.1 1.3 0.0 20592 0 0.47 0.0 

PN83.1 1.05 0.0 16632 0 0.38 0.0 

PN83.2 0.9 0.5 14256 7920 0.33 0.18 

PN89.1 0.3 0.1 4752 1584 0.11 0.04 

PN89.2 0.25 0.1 3960 1584 0.09 0.04 

PN93.1 1.0 0.9 15840 14256 0.36 0.33 

PN61.2 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0 

N81 0.5 0.1 7920 1584 0.18 0.04 

PM72.1 0.5 0.0 7920 0 0.18 0.0 
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N74 0.03 0.03 475 0475 0.01 0.01 

N90 0.05 0.0 792 15840 0.02 0.0 

N85/N92 0.2 0.1 3168 1584 0.07 0.04 

M66 1.0 0.1 15840 1584 0.36 0.04 

Lynx Habitat Lost due to new trail construction 3.77 acres 1.42 acres 

Trail Obliteration/Decommissioning 

 Trail Mileage Ft2 Acres 

Trail Name Overall 
Lynx 
Habitat 

Currently 
Suitable Lynx 
Habitat 

Overall Lynx 
Habitat 

Currently 
Suitable 
Lynx Habitat 

Overall 
Lynx 
Habitat 

Currently 
Suitable 
Lynx Habitat 

N74 0.61 0.5 9662 7920 0.22 0.18 

N65 0.78 0.1 12355 1584 0.28 0.04 

N90 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0 

M66 1.02 0.35 16157 5544 0.37 0.13 

Lynx Habitat Restored due to existing trail obliteration 0.87 acres 0.35 acres 

Net Lynx Habitat Lost from TSS Project 2.90 acres 1.07 acres 

 

Trail narrowing will occur on an additional 6.25 miles of existing routes where recreational uses will 

continue, but overall trail width will be reduced from >50 inches to a 36 inch width through rock or 

log placement and/or seeding. 

Trail changes in use will occur on an additional 1.77 miles of 3 trails where existing routes will be re-

designated for use in 3 categories: a) open to full-size vehicles converted to ATV only; b) open to 

bicycles trail converted to motorized single-track (i.e. motorbikes), and c) open to bicycles trail 

converted to administrative use only (gated) road. 

Planned trailhead enhancements are outside of lynx habitat. The number of bridges needed will be 

determined at the time of trail layout and will be designed to protect adjacent riparian and wetland 

habitats within overall lynx habitat (see Project Design Criteria for Wildlife). 

Effects on lynx productivity:  The portion of the project as proposed in the secondary project area 

(common to Alternatives 2 and 3) will directly affect 3.77 acres of lynx habitat, 1.42 acres of which are 

currently suitable lynx habitat. Trail obliteration/de-commissioning will restore 0.87 acres of lynx 

habitat, 0.35 acres of which is currently suitable lynx habitat. Combining these two activities, the 

proposed project will result in a net loss of 2.9 acres of lynx habitat (1.07 acres of which is currently 

suitable) as a result of new trail construction and trail de-commissioning within the Fraser LAU (See 

Table 3.7).  Trail changes of use, trailhead development and bridge construction will not contribute 

to habitat loss. Trail narrowing will restore some vegetation along trails, where sites have 

revegetation capability, but it is unlikely that these narrow strips of new vegetation will alter 

foraging opportunities for snowshoe hares along trail corridors. 

Denning habitat is likely not a limiting factor in lynx productivity in the Fraser LAU (43%) and denning 

habitat is expected to increase as trees killed by mountain pine beetles and spruce beetles continue 

to fall.  Other than within the 36 inch trail width, all downed material will remain in place and denning 

habitat should not be affected by new trail construction. New trail construction within former 

effective (i.e. undisturbed by road or trails) habitat will increase human disturbance within some 
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denning habitat. The overall impact on  effective habitat may affect lynx productivity in several ways: 

if animals avoid some areas, foraging, mating, denning and dispersal opportunities may decrease.   

In addition to direct habitat loss, bike use of new trails may affect home range use by snowshoe 

hares. Human use of trails, however, is primarily diurnal while snowshoe hare foraging is 

predominantly nocturnal or crepuscular/twilight (Ruggiero et al. 2000), so the potential for hare 

displacement is likely low. As new travel ways become available to competing predators, coyotes 

may forage deeper into forest habitats and compete with lynx for hares and other prey. 

The proposed DBT system will curtail the proliferation of ‘social’ trails across the District and will 

eliminate the unexpected, unpredictable, off-route/cross-country bike disturbance to lynx, hares and 

other species within their home ranges. Both alternatives propose bike use on a 1-mile gated road 

within the Berthoud Pass lynx linkage, but bike use of the existing route is infrequent and sporadic, 

and should not affect lynx or hare use within the linkage. 

The 2008 Southern Rockies Lynx Amendment Biological Opinion (USFWS) also identifies the 

alteration of native plant communities as possible impact sources on lynx productivity.  Noxious 

weeds have the potential to alter native plant communities in several ways including direct 

competition for soil, water and pollinator resources.  The degree to which this impact may affect 

snowshoe hare is unknown, but would most likely occur in summer habitat when hares forage more 

on grasses and forbs.  The proposed action may contribute to the spread of noxious weeds, but 

Project Design Criteria for Noxious Weeds should reduce this risk.   

Alternate prey for lynx within the project area includes red squirrel and dusky grouse.  Red squirrel 

habitat has been greatly impacted by MPB with the loss of cone crops and canopy cover. Cone crops 

are slowly recovering as young stands are recovering post-epidemic. Dusky grouse have likely 

benefitted from the MPB epidemic due to increased forage on the forest floor as a result of forested 

canopy loss and increased hiding cover from shrub growth and downfall.  In addition, many mesic 

lodgepole stands with an existing understory are transitioning into fir stands, which are a preferred 

winter food for grouse (Collins et al 2011). Trail construction within lodgepole pine habitats will 

create linear disturbances within habitat used by red squirrels and dusky grouse but should not 

affect squirrel denning, food access and storage, habitat connectivity and predator evasion.  Grouse 

may be startled, and family groups temporarily separated, by use of new bike trails. 

Effects on lynx mortality: Direct mortality of lynx is not anticipated as a result of this project.  This 

project does not include any components related to predator control, activities that will lead to 

incidental shooting or trapping, or enhancements of highways. This project is unlikely to increase the 

risk of lynx predation by other species as winter snow grooming will not be allowed on any new 

trails. The public may use all trails during the winter for skiing, snowshoeing and other modes of 

travel, but the resulting compaction is infrequent and sporadic and is dependent upon the frequency 

of new snow events. 

Lynx mortality may be indirectly influenced by the potential for changed foraging opportunities 

along new trails within currently suitable habitat and increased competition for prey if other 

competing predators use the new trail system to hunt for lynx prey at higher elevations than 

expected. This risk is unlikely, as all new trails are concentrated in the montane forest habitats 

adjacent to towns. The exception is the Proposed N93.1 (Rogers Pass Loop) which will cross alpine, 



 

February 2017 Sulphur Ranger District Trails Smart Sizing 

P
ag

e7
2

 

subalpine spruce-fir, meadow and riparian habitats at elevations above 10,000 feet. Trail narrowing 

and trail changes of use along existing roads and trails will have no effect on lynx mortality factors. 

Closing and rehabilitating (revegetating) trails may preclude use of the routes by competing 

predators. The administrative action of designating a bike trail system will have no effect on lynx 

mortality factors. 

Effects on lynx movement:  Highways, associated development, and private land development are 

not components of this project proposal. Project effects to forested corridors, however, factor into 

this trail project. 

New trail polygons were designed to avoid identified forested corridors within the Fraser Valley 

providing forested cover connectivity in areas likely to be used by lynx and where cumulative effects 

have the potential to create habitat bottlenecks or loss of connectivity (See Project Design Criteria 

for Wildlife). Many other proposed trail polygons were manipulated to avoid or minimize the length 

of new trail construction within patches of currently suitable habitat within a matrix of currently 

unsuitable habitat as a result of the recent mountain pine beetle epidemic. In most cases, this was 

accomplished by adjusting trail corridors to dead lodgepole pine forested habitat from live spruce-fir 

forested habitat. In time, however, the currently unsuitable habitat in dead lodgepole pine stands 

will recover lynx habitat suitability and these newer trails will then cross currently suitable habitat. 

On a larger scale, as thousands of acres of dead lodgepole pine habitat in the Fraser Valley and the 

Sulphur Ranger District recover, the amount, quality and distribution of lynx habitat within LAUs will 

increase and the percentage of bike trails within suitable lynx habitat will also increase.    

One proposed trail polygon (N93.1 Rogers Pass Loop)   falls almost entirely within an unbroken 

expanse of currently suitable lynx habitat in spruce-fir forest above 10,000 and adjusting the 

proposed trail corridor to currently unsuitable habitat was not possible. This proposed trail is 2 miles 

south of the Fraser Valley lynx linkage, 5 miles north of the Berthoud Pass lynx linkage, and cuts 

perpendicularly across a belt of spruce-fir forested habitat running north-south from about 10,000 

feet up to the tundra. Trail cameras in this vicinity have failed to detect lynx, but it is likely that lynx 

have moved through this area as they travel north and south through the Fraser Valley. 

No new trails are proposed within lynx linkage areas.  One mile of an existing route (Northglenn 

Ditch access road) is proposed for the designated mountain bike trail system. Its use is disclosed in 

the Berthoud Pass Lynx Linkage Plan (USDAFS 2012), bike use of the route is infrequent and sporadic, 

and continued bike use of the route will not affect the ability of lynx to move through the linkage.  

Many proposed new trails will incorporate ‘features’ into their design and construction. Features 

may include jumps, ramps, elevated boardwalks and rock gardens. Although these features have the 

potential to interrupt movement for some wildlife species (e.g. amphibians, ungulate young), Project 

Design Criteria for Wildlife should minimize this risk, and agile, mobile species such as lynx and 

snowshoe hares should not be affected by these features. 

New trail construction is expected to be staggered over time; creating incremental disturbance over 

time and space, allowing time for animals to respond and adjust to disturbance and changes in use.  

The administrative action of designating a bike trail system will curtail the proliferation of ‘social’ 

trails across the District which may result, over time, in human use patterns being more predictable 

for animals also using the landscape. 
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Implementation of Alternative 2 (Proposed Action) of the Trail Smart-Sizing and Designated 

Mountain Bike Trail Project will result in a May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect (NLAA) 

determination for Canada lynx.  This determination is based on the following: 

 The designation of a District-wide bike trail system (DBT) should curtail the pioneering of 

new bike trails and eliminate the resulting habitat disturbance and loss within lynx habitat. 

 One mile of administrative road (gated) within the Berthoud Pass lynx linkage is included in 

the DBT system in both alternatives 2 and 3, and is consistent with the Berthoud Pass Lynx 

Linkage Plan. 

 All but one proposed new trail in the Trail Smart Sizing (TSS) proposal are concentrated in 

lower elevations of the Fraser LAU and are designed to avoid or minimize impacts to 

currently suitable lynx habitat. 

 Proposed N93.1 (Rogers Pass Loop) is located in subalpine spruce-fir habitats 2 miles south of 

the Fraser Valley lynx linkage and 5 miles north of the Berthoud Pass lynx linkage and may 

intersect a lynx movement area. Project Design Criteria for Wildlife specific to this trail will 

reduce these potential effects. 

 New trail construction will directly affect 3.77 acres of lynx habitat (1.42 acres of currently 

suitable). Decommissioning will recover 0.87 acres of lynx habitat (0.35 acres are currently 

suitable); for a net total of 2.9 acres of lynx habitat affected (1.07 acres are currently 

suitable). 

 Trail narrowing projects will recover some vegetation along existing trails but will have 

minimal impact on lynx and lynx habitat. 

 Constructed trail features will not interrupt or interfere with lynx movement.  

 Proposed new trails will not be groomed, but winter uses are allowed that will create short-

term snow compaction that will vary by levels of public use and frequency of new snowfall. 

 

Alternative 3 – Modified Action  
Alternative 3 is the same as Alternative 2 with the exceptions that it prohibits winter bicycle use by 
9.5 miles and it reduces the mileage of available trail for year round bicycling by approximately 14.25 
miles. Alternative 3 would have the same effects as Alternative 2 to Canada Lynx. 

For the complete analysis on wildlife threatened, endangered and proposed species, see the Trail 

Smart-Sizing and Designated Mountain Bike Trail Project Biological Assessment (Sumerlin 2016a). 

 
Sensitive Species & Management Indicator Species  

The following table shows Forest Service sensitive species and management indicator species that are 

found within the primary and/or secondary project area or have habitat present within one or both of 

the project areas.  The table also summarizes effects from all alternatives to Sensitive Species and 

Management Indicator Species. 
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Table 3.8: Summary of Determinations 

 

Common Name Status Determination  
Alt.1 – No 
Action 

Determination  
Alt.2 – Designated 
Mountain Bike Trail 
System and Trail 
Smart-Sizing 
Proposal  

Determination 
Alt. 3 – Modified 
Designated 
Mountain Bike 
Trail System and 
Trail Smart-Sizing 
Proposal 

Northern goshawk S MAII MAII MAII 

Boreal owl S NI MAII MAII 

Olive-sided flycatcher S NI NI NI 

Bald eagle S MAII BI BI 

White-tailed ptarmigan S MAII MAII MAII 

Brewer’s sparrow S MAII BI BI 

North American 
wolverine 

S MAII MAII MAII 

Hoary bat S NI NI NI 

River otter S NI NI NI 

American marten S MAII MAII MAII 

Rocky Mountain bighorn 
sheep 

S/MIS MAII/No 
Change 

MAII/No Change MAII/No Change 

Pygmy shrew S MAII MAII MAII 

Boreal toad S/MIS MAII, No 
Change 

BI, No Change BI, No Change 

Northern leopard frog S NI NI NI 

Wood frog S MAII BI BI 

Golden-crowned kinglet MIS No Change No Change No Change 

Hairy woodpecker MIS No Change No Change No Change 

Mountain bluebird MIS No Change No Change No Change 

Pygmy nuthatch MIS No Change No Change No Change 

Warbling vireo MIS No Change No Change No Change 

Wilson’s warbler MIS No Change No Change No Change 

American Elk MIS No Change No Change No Change 

Mule deer MIS No Change No Change No Change 
BI = Beneficial Impact; NI = No Impact; MAII = May Adversely Impact Individuals but Not Likely to Result in a Loss of Viability in 

the planning area (ARP) 

No Change = No Change in Population Trends Across the planning area (ARP) for MIS 

Local Impacts Anticipated = Positive, Neutral, Negative 

For a more detailed analysis on wildlife within the project area, see the Trail Smart-Sizing and 

Designated Mountain Bike Trail Project Evaluations (Sumerlin 2016 a,b, &c).   

 

Cumulative Effects 

Proposed, Threatened, or Endangered Wildlife Species  

The Canada lynx is the only federally listed wildlife species within the project area.  The primary project 

area includes all 3 District Lynx Analysis Units (Upper Colorado, Fraser and Williams Fork).  
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Alternative 1 – No Action  

Under this alternative there would be no additional cumulative effects to Canada lynx due to no new 

trail actions in the secondary project area.  

 

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 

Vegetation treatments have occurred extensively on BLM and private lands adjacent to all 3 LAUs in 
the primary project area within the last 10 years, contributing cumulative effects.  A rough estimate 
of treatment adjacent to the primary project area exceeds 10,000 acres within the last 10 years, 
mostly occurring outside or along the lower edges of LAUs.  These treatments have been 
implemented as a response to MPB infestation throughout Grand County. 
   
In addition, these LAUs are cumulatively affected by Colorado Department of Transportation 
activities along major routes (highway clearing and widening), vehicle traffic and development 
(private housing) along U.S. Highway 34 and 40;  Denver Water Department and Northern Colorado 
Water Conservancy District operations (water collection facilities including roads, diversion 
structures, pipelines, tunnels and buildings); public utility operations (transmission lines and buried 
gas lines); several permitted snowmobile outfitter operations; winter and summer activities at 
Winter Park Resort, winter snowmobiling and summer recreational use by the public (hiking, 
mountain biking, ATV); and heavy recreational hunting use September through November. 
 
Within the Fraser LAU, several small trail projects have occurred (re-routes, bridges, cross-country ski 
race permits) and one large downhill mountain bike trail project (including new construction and 
route de-commissioning) is pending implementation within the Winter Park Resort (WPR) permit 
boundary. 
 
Winter tracking surveys have covered portions of the project area in 2003-2009 (Sulphur District 
Files).  Surveys primarily covered lodgepole pine and spruce/fir habitats.  This survey information 
indicates that competing predators (commonly coyote/fox, rarely lion) are present in lynx habitat, 
likely facilitated by the extensive network of compacted winter trails and play areas used by 
snowmobile outfitters and the public; prey species (i.e. snowshoe hares) are present and well-
distributed in all LAUs surveyed; and alternate prey species are common in the case of red squirrel 
(likely recovering post-MPB epidemic) and present but uncommon in the case of dusky grouse. 
 
Implementation of Alternative 2 (Proposed Action) of the Trail Smart-Sizing and Designated Mountain 

Bike Trail Project will result in a May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect (NLAA) determination for 

Canada lynx.  Cumulative actions are not expected to contribute additional effects to Canada Lynx in 

the project area. 

 

Alternative 3 – Modified Action 

Cumulative effects are expected to have the same or similar as under Alternative 2. 

 

Sensitive Species & Management Indicator Species  

Cumulative effects, combined with the SRD Trails Smart Sizing project aren’t anticipated to contribute 

significantly to additional effects to individual species or wildlife as a whole in the project area.  For 

information on cumulative effects to individual species see the Trail Smart-Sizing and Designated 

Mountain Bike Trail Project Biological Evaluation (Sumerlin 2016b). 
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3.6 Heritage Resources 
Issue #3 - The Sulphur Trails Smart Sizing project will have effects to natural resources (soil, water, 

wildlife, wetlands, cultural resources, and vegetation).  

Alternative 1 – No Action 

Under this alternative, recreation activities would continue to occur in their current state, no roads 

or trail would be reconstructed or closed, and no social or system trails will be obliterated.  This 

alternative would have no immediate effect on historic properties.  No mitigation or monitoring 

activities would be necessary.   

This alternative would have potential indirect effects on significant cultural resources. However, the 

current use and creation of social trials increased the exposure risk posed to undiscovered cultural 

resources. Along unofficial trails there will be a greater potential for diagnostic materials (e.g. 

projectile points, shaft abraders, antler tines and billets, etc.) to be found on undocumented historic 

properties and looted by Forest visitors. Increasing the recreation traffic across historic properties 

could damage those resources by creating foot paths across perishable materials (e.g. prehistoric 

ceramics, faunal material, groundstone, etc.). 

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 

Under the proposed action, ground disturbing activities associated with this the Sulphur Trail Smart 

Sizing project have the potential to impact historic properties. Primary impacts to historic and 

prehistoric cultural resources include the displacement, alteration, and destruction of surficial 

artifacts and cultural features, as well as disturbance to site soil deposition through hand and 

mechanical ground disturbances during trail construction; Forest System and social trail obliteration; 

trail reroutes; and conversion of some roads to official trails. Further, ground disturbances may 

disturb subsurface cultural deposits or earthen features. However, known listed, eligible, and 

unevaluated sites are being protected from adverse impacts via project design criteria (below) as 

well as additional consultation with the SHPO.  

Design criteria have been established so as to avoid adverse direct or indirect effects to the known 

historic properties within the proposed project area.  To not alter the elements of integrity for the 

known historic property, all listed, eligible, and unevaluated cultural resources will be protected from 

ground disturbing activities by a flagging an avoidance 50 foot buffer around each said resource.   

Alternative 3 – Modified Action 

Under the proposed action, ground disturbing activities associated with this the Sulphur Trail Smart 

Sizing project have the potential to impact historic properties. Primary impacts to historic and 

prehistoric cultural resources include the displacement, alteration, and destruction of surficial 

artifacts and cultural features, as well as disturbance to site soil deposition through hand and 

mechanical ground disturbances during trail construction; Forest System and social trail obliteration; 

trail reroutes; and conversion of some roads to official trails. Further, ground disturbances may 

disturb subsurface cultural deposits or earthen features. However, known listed, eligible, and 

unevaluated sites are being protected from adverse impacts via project design criteria (below) as 

well as additional consultation with the SHPO.  

Design criteria have been established so as to avoid adverse direct or indirect effects to the known 

historic properties within the proposed project area.  To not alter the elements of integrity for the 
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known historic property, all listed, eligible, and unevaluated cultural resources will be protected from 

ground disturbing activities by a flagging an avoidance 50 foot buffer around each said resource.   

Cumulative Effects 

Alternative 1 – No Action 

Past and future projects are not anticipated to impact cultural resources because of design criteria 

that have been established or will be established for those projects.  

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 

Cultural resources are non-renewable.  The loss of archaeological resources has occurred in the past 

and will continue to occur in the future through both natural and human causes.  Although efforts 

have been will be made to locate cultural resources within the project area, it is possible that there 

are undiscovered cultural resources that may be affected by project activities.  The accumulated loss 

of individual cultural resources has the potential to limit our ability to understand broad patterns of 

human history as well as local historical events.  Over time, fewer cultural resources would be 

available for study and interpretation.  Although individual cultural resources may be impacted by 

proposed activities, these resources are not considered to be significant, as none are eligible for the 

NRHP. 

Specifically related to the project action of the Sulphur Trail Smart Sizing project, past projects are 

not anticipated that cultural resources will be additionally effected because of design criteria that 

have been established or will be established for those projects.  

Alternative 3 – Modified Action 

Cumulative effects under Alternative 3 are likely to be the same or similar as under Alternative 2.  See 

3.6, Heritage Resources.  

For the complete analysis for heritage resources, see the heritage resources specialist report for 

Sulphur Ranger District Trails Smart Sizing Environmental Assessment (Thompson, 2016) 
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4.0 Forest Plan Consistency 
As identified in Chapter 1, 1.7 Legal Requirements (Ch1, pg. 10) activities conducted on NFS lands 
must comply with the long-term management direction included in the Forest Plan.  Chapter 1, 
Section 1.7 of this EA provides further information on specific Forest Plan management direction that 
applies to this project.   
 

4.1 Forest Plan Goals, Standards, and Guidelines 
The Forest Plan contains guidelines, in addition to goals and standards that apply generally to the 
daily work of the Forests and Grassland.  Guidelines are defined as preferred or advisable courses of 
action or levels of attainment designed to achieve the goals and objectives.  When deviation of a 
guideline is necessary, it will be documented during the project level analysis. Both action 
alternatives meet all Forest Plan goals and standards.  Both action alternatives meet all Forest Plan 
guidelines with the exception of the following Wildlife guidelines: 

 Guideline 107.  Avoid disconnecting or severing intact areas of effective habitat with new roads 

and trails.  Favor seasonal use during noncritical times for wildlife when this cannot be avoided.   

 Guideline 108.  When developing new open roads and trails, do not reduce contiguous areas of 

effective habitat to less than 250 acres or further reduce effective habitat of 20 to 250 acres in 

size, except where access is required by law. 

 Guideline 109.  Additional open roads and trails should not reduce effective habitat below 50 

percent by geographic area, or further reduce effective habitat in geographic areas that are 

already at or below 50 percent on NFS lands.   

 

The purpose of Forest Plan guidelines 107, 108 and 109 are to contribute to the achievement of 
Forest Plan goals 94 and 95 (94. Maintain or improve habitat capability for terrestrial wildlife.  95. 
Retain the integrity of effective habitat areas).   

Trail actions in the secondary project area in both action alternatives were designed to minimize 
impacts to effective habitat, where possible, by avoiding areas of effective habitat. Where effective 
habitat patches could not be avoided, trail polygons were drawn to minimize impacts to remnant 
patches of effective habitat and also to large blocks or contiguous swaths of effective habitat 
(Sumerlin 2016 b).  Still, the TSS project action alternatives in the secondary project area will 
disconnect and severe some intact areas of effective habitat, reduce some effective habitat patches 
to less than 250 acres and further reduce some effective habitat patches of 20 to 250 acres.  Action 
alternatives in the secondary project area will further reduce overall habitat effectiveness in the Elk 
Creek Geographic Area which is already below 50 percent effective habitat from 38 percent to 36 
percent (Sumerlin 2016 b).  Project design criteria developed for this project (Chapter 2) minimize 
impacts to terrestrial wildlife habitat and habitat effectiveness.  Both action alternatives restrict 
bicycles to designated routes on the SRD.  This should reduce the amount of cross-country bicycle 
use and reduce non-system (social or user created) trails on the district. Non-system trails weren’t 
factored into the habitat effectiveness model but have impacts to wildlife habitat.  If non-system 
trails were factored into the habitat effectiveness model it is likely that the current effective habitat 
percentages for geographic areas across the SRD and especially in the secondary project area would 
be lower. Although the extent of non-system trails on the SRD is not known, implementation of 
either action alternative would likely increase effective habitat on the entire SRD and especially in 
the secondary project area (near the towns of Winter Park and Fraser) as compared to the current 
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condition due to current non-system trails either being decommissioned or disappearing over time 
(Sumerlin 2016 b).      
 

Table 4.1 Existing and Modeled/Predicted Effective Habitat by Geographic Area in the Secondary 
Project Area 

Geographic Area Existing Effective Habitat (%) Modeled/Predicted Effective 
Habitat (%) Post Alternative 2 
and 3 implementation  

Crooked Creek 69 69 

Elk Creek 38 362 

Fraser Experimental Forest1 68 67 

James Peak 88 86 

Ranch Creek 62 62 

Winter Park Ski Area 36 38 

1 No trail projects are proposed within the Geographic Area but the GA is affected by proposals in adjacent GAs. 

2Below Forest Plan Guideline of 50% and further reduction of effective habitat occurring. 
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5.0 James Peak Wilderness and Protection Area Act 
5.1 Background 
On August 21, 2002, President George W. Bush signed H.R 1576 (PL 107-216), known as the James Peak 

Wilderness and Protection Area Act (2002), into law.  The Act established three separate designations:  

The James Peak Protection Area, which includes an expanded James Peak Special Interest Area, the 

Ranch Creek addition to the Indian Peaks Wilderness, and the James Peak Wilderness Area.  A new 

trail, PN93.1, is proposed as part of the suite of trail actions to occur as part of both action 

alternatives (Alternative 2 and 3) in the secondary project area in this project.  PN93.1 is located in the 

James Peak Protection Area and the James Peak Special Interest Area.  

The James Peak Wilderness and Protection Area Act (Act) called for a review and inventory of roads 
and trails where use was allowed as of September 10, 2001 in the James Peak Protection Area.  The 
review and inventory was to take place no later than two years following the date of enactment of 
the Act. This review and inventory was completed in 2004 (USDA, 2004).  The Act stated that there 
should be no net gain in either trail or road mileage open to the public within the Protection Area 
following the review and inventory.  The 2004 review and inventory includes existing roads and trails,  
as well as trails that the Act proposed.  This included the proposed Rogers Pass Loop trail which in 
this EA is referred to as PN93.1.  The Act in section 6, describes completing a study of the suitability 
and feasibility of establishing the proposed Rogers Pass Loop trail, consistent with the purpose set 
forth in section 3(a) (2) of the Act. The Act discloses that the loop trail shall be for mechanized and 
other non-motorized recreation.  The Act states that if the study shows the trail is suitable and 
feasible than the trail shall be established.    
 

5.2 Suitability and Feasibility Study 
Under NEPA, the Forest Service conducts environmental analyses to assess the nature and 
importance of the physical, biological, social, and economic effects of a proposed action and its 
reasonable alternatives.  Conclusions are reached about the significance of the effects on the human 
environment (USDA FS 2012b).  The potential effects and implications of trail PN93.1 were analyzed 
by each resource area. 
 

5.2.1 Suitability 
Suitable is defined as adapted to a use or purpose (Merriam-Webster, 2016).  The Act states in 
section 6 that the suitability and feasibility of establishing the proposed Rogers Pass Loop trail needs 
to be consistent with the purpose set forth in section 3(a) (2) of the Act.  Section 3(a) (2) of the Act 
states, “The purpose... is to provide for management of certain lands in the Arapaho/Roosevelt 
National Forest in a manner consistent with the 1997 Revised Land and Resources Management Plan 
(Forest Plan) for this forest in order to protect the natural qualities of these areas” (2002).    The 
Rogers Pass Loop Trail (PN93.1) as described in both action alternatives (Alternative 2 and 3) is 
consistent with all Forest Plan direction.  This includes applicable Forest Plan geographic area 
direction and corresponding management area direction for the James Peak, Winter Park Ski Area, 
and Ranch Creek Geographic areas which are contained in the James Peak Special Interest Area and 
James Peak Protection Area which were expanded or created by the Act.  Therefore, trail PN93.1 is 
appropriate for the purpose set forth in Section 3(a) (2) of the Act.   
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5.2.2 Feasibility 
Feasible is defined as capable of being done or carried out (Merriam-Webster, 2016).  A review of the 
PN93.1 trail polygon and a ground based review of the area in which the loop trail was described in 
the Act was completed (Miller 2016).  Building a trail in this location is capable of being carried out.  
The trail would likely require the building of turnpikes or other structures to raise the trail tread out 
of wet areas and would require designing the trail using climbing turns to meet trail design 
guidelines for building a black diamond trail (see ch. 2, Figure 2.4, pg. 26) as outlined in the IMBA 
publication Trail Solutions: IMBA’s Guide to Building Sweet Singletrack (pg. 75).   
 
 
 

 
  



Ch. 6 Consultation 
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6.0 Consultation and Coordination 
The U.S. Forest Service contacted, consulted and scoped with the following individuals, Federal, State, 

and local agencies, and tribes during the development of this environmental assessment.  

Interdisciplinary Team Members 

Monte Williams, Forest Supervisor 

Jon Morrissey, District Ranger/Responsible Official 

Craig Magwire, District Ranger (Retired) 

Kelly Larkin, Fisheries/Hydrology 

Josh Milligan, NEPA                                                              

Eric Schroder, Soils 

Nick Schade, Project Lead/Recreation/GIS/NEPA 

Norma Van Nostrand, GIS (Retired/Contractor) 

Doreen Sumerlin, Wildlife  

Tom Bates, Botany    

Kevin McLaughlin, Silviculturist                               

Reid Armstrong, Public Affairs                                         

Abe Thompson, Cultural Resources                     

Karen Roth, NEPA 

Miles Miller, Trail PN93.1 Feasibility Report

 

Federal, State, Local Agencies

Grand County 

Town of Winter Park 

Town of Fraser 

Denver Water 

Colorado Parks and Wildlife 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Headwaters Trails Alliance                             

Bureau of Land Management 

 

Tribes 

Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma 

Northern Arapaho Tribe 

Northern Cheyenne Tribe 

Ute Tribe 

Southern Ute Indian Tribe 

Ute Mountain Ute tribe 

 

Others 

Local Residents 

Private Citizens                                                    

Grand County Wilderness Group 

Voice of the Wilderness 

Grand Mountain Bike Alliance                      

Winter Park Resort
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7. 0 Trail Design Guidelines 
 
Trail Class: 

 Level 2 through 4 (Level 1-5 scale with 1 being the least developed and 5 being the most 
developed). 

 
Corridor Width Needed For Trail Design and Layout: 

 For proposed new trail or trail reroutes, within the polygon identified on the map (Figure.2.3, 
pg. 22) located in Chapter 2 of this document or in rare cases up to 100’ on either side of the 
polygon identified on the proposed action map.  

 
Final Trail Widths: 

 At access points the trail could be up to 48 inches wide. 

 The majority of the of the new trails, rerouted trails, and where current road width trails 
would be narrowed, would be 24-36 inches wide.     

 A table of trail mileage, final widths, and allowable uses is located in Chapter 2 (Table 2.2, pg. 
23). 

 
Trail Features: 

 Trails may have purpose built trail features such as jumps, built wooden features, or rock 
gardens to ride over or on.  Trails will also take advantage of natural features like rocks to 
add challenge and enjoyment. 

 Trail features would be intermittent along the trail.    

 Trail features would increase in both intensity and difficulty as the difficulty levels identified 
for a particular trail increases from green to double black as outlined in the International 
Mountain Bicycling Association (IMBA) publication Trail Solutions: IMBA’s Guide to Building 
Sweet Singletrack (pg. 75).  For expected trail difficulties see the map included in Chapter 2 
(Figure 2.4, pg. 26) of this document. 

 
Trail Design: 

 The trail system would be a combination of Trail Class: Level 2, 3 and 4 trails. See Forest 
Service Handbook (FSH) 2309.18, Chapter 20 for the Forest Service design parameters for 
non-motorized uses (Hiker/Pedestrian; Pack and Saddle; and Bicycle).  

 
 As Forest Service direction for mountain bike trails is limited. The primary design guidelines 

will come from the International Mountain Bicycling Association (IMBA) publications; 
Managing Mountain Biking–IMBA’s Guide to Providing Great Riding, 2007; and Trail Solutions-
IMBA’s Guide to Building Sweet Singletrack, 2004.    

 

 Official direction for the USDA Forest Service can be found in:   
o Trails Manual (FSM 2353)  
o Trails Management Handbook (FSH 2309.18)  
o USDA Forest Service Standard Trail Plans and Specifications webpage 

(http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/trail-management/trailplans/index.shtml) 

file://///Webdrive/FS/NFS/ArapahoRoosevelt/Project/SRD/1900Planning/1950ProjectNEPAAnalysis/recreation/Trails/SRD_Trails_Smart_Sizing/Project_Proposal/(http:/www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/trail-management/trailplans/index.shtml)
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o Trail Construction and Maintenance Notebook (0723-2806-MTDC, 2007)                                                       
(http://www.fs.fed.us/t-d/pubs/htmlpubs/htm07232806/page02.htm) 

o Forest Service Standard Specifications for Construction and Maintenance of Trails 
(EM-7720-103)  

o Sign and Poster Guidelines for the Forest Service (EM-7100-15).  
o Bridges and Structures (FSM 7722 and FSM 7736)  
o Forest Service Health and Safety Code Handbook (FSH 6709.11)  

 
Signing:  

•  Signs are a necessary component of trail management. They provide the user with 
 information that would allow them to make an informed choice.  

 
•  Signs will be used to minimize confusion of trail users, to provide a safe experience for trail 
 users and to avoid user created or social trail development. Standard designs and 
 procedures found in Engineering Manual 7100-15 and the Sign and Poster Guidelines for the 
 Forest Service will be used.  
 
•  The hierarchy of signs would be comprised of three levels:  

o Trail Network Kiosks – Located at a parking lot or similar entrance to a network of 
trails or trailhead. Basic information would be trail etiquette and safety.  

o Trail Junction Signs – Located at the entrance(s) of a particular trail to provide the 
user with the information necessary to make an informed decision whether to 
proceed or not.  

o Trail Advisory Signs – Used to alert users to: road crossings, acceptable or restricted 
users, specific restriction on the upcoming section of trail or other as arises.  
 

 Signage within the secondary project area will be coordinated with community 
publications such as the Town of Winter Park and Fraser Mountain Bike Capital USA™ 
electronic and paper publications. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.fs.fed.us/t-d/pubs/htmlpubs/htm07232806/page02.htm
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