
P a g e  | 1 
 

Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests’  
Rapid Stakeholder Assessment Report in  

Preparation for Plan Revision  
January 2016 

Conducted by the Colorado Forest Restoration Institute 
Gwen Ricco, Graduate Student Researcher (Gwendolyn.Ricco@colostate.edu) and  

 Dr. Courtney Schultz (Courtney.Schultz@colostate.edu) 
 

Overview  
In preparation for forest plan revision, the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison (GMUG) 
National Forests asked the Colorado Forest Restoration Institute (CFRI) to conduct a rapid 
stakeholder assessment to understand stakeholder preferences and perspectives regarding key 
issues, desired outreach methods and venues, and past experience working with the GMUG. 
Between October 15 and December 21, 2015, CFRI interviewed 45 individuals as part of this 
assessment. The primary objectives of the interviews were to:  

• Gain the public’s perspective on past planning revision efforts and opinions about 
updating older assessment material  

• Discuss priority issues and public values pertaining to the National Forests, and  
• Garner suggestions to guide the upcoming planning processes in terms of outreach and 

public meetings 

 
 
Interview Approach 
CFRI identified individuals for interviews in three ways: with assistance from the GMUG staff, 
based on lists of past participants in GMUG planning processes, and based on recommendations 
from other interviewees. These individuals represent a diversity of interests, affiliations, and 
geographic ties associated with the GMUG National Forests. We include the names of 
individuals interviewed with their permission (Appendix B on page 13); an additional nine 
interviewees preferred their names not be listed here. Interviews generally lasted 30-45 minutes, 
and most were conducted over the phone. The interviews were confidential in accordance with 
Colorado State University’s Institution Review Board requirements; CFRI recorded, transcribed, 
and reviewed interviews to provide the summary information herein. The full interview guide 
can be found in Appendix A on page 12.  
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Findings 
Content from the interviews is presented below in three main categories. These include: 
perspectives on past planning efforts, priority issues to address during forest planning, and 
communication.  

Past Planning Efforts 
The GMUG National Forests have a long history of stakeholder surveys and interviews, both for 
the previous plan revision effort and for other forest projects. More detailed information about 
these processes can be found at http://www.fs.usda.gov/main/gmug/landmanagement/planning. 
For the previous plan revision, the GMUG formed Landscape Working Groups in 2002-2003 and 
completed stakeholder assessments in 2005. The 2005 stakeholder assessments derived from 
interviews with key stakeholders and were conducted in preparation for a plan revision that was 
ultimately stalled by regulatory changes at the national level. The Landscape Working Groups 
consisted of 1035 individuals meeting a total of 42 times throughout the five geographic regions 
of the GMUG. These individuals developed a vision statement for future desired forest 
conditions and made recommendations for management of smaller geographic areas within the 
larger landscape. Participants also identified potential risks and barriers to achieving this vision.  

For the present effort, interviewees provided their perspective on these earlier processes and 
offered their recommendations on updating the 2006 resource assessments. 

Experience with past efforts 
Several interviewees participated extensively in the past GMUG plan revision efforts. In general, 
individuals said they appreciated that the Landscape Working Groups allowed people from 
multiple disciplines to work together. Many stakeholders who participated in these groups 
mentioned the professionalism and investment of the Forest Service staff as key positive 
attributes. Several participants valued the ability to provide their own local knowledge to assist 
in the plan revision process. On the other hand, a couple interviewees who participated in the 
Working Groups recalled difficulty in reaching a consensus among participants due to differing 
interests and priorities for forest management decisions. Some interviewees familiar with these 
past efforts said they had limited confidence in the Forest Service’s ability to follow through 
with plan revision or to have the capacity to implement proposed projects successfully. 
Participants were frustrated in the past that there were few tangible results from their work and 
felt their time had been wasted to some extent.   
 
In summary, interviewees were frustrated with the lack of successful completion of the 2001-
2007 plan revision effort but were pleased with the use of the Landscape Working Groups. 
Several interviewees expressed interest in seeing if a process such as this would be utilized in the 
upcoming plan revision. 
 
Updating past assessments 
When asked about updating older assessments from past plan revision efforts, interviewees 
stated that relevant data from these assessments should be utilized in upcoming assessments to 
acknowledge and utilize the public’s work in these processes. However, interviewees also stated 
that assessments should be updated if the assessments cover issues or areas where conditions or 
concerns have changed considerably. Specific resources mentioned include updating oil and gas 

http://www.fs.usda.gov/main/gmug/landmanagement/planning
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assessments. In regard to changed conditions, stakeholders thought it would be important to 
revisit assessments concerning forest health, specifically the impacts of climate change on the 
watershed and wildlife. Other concerns include the impacts of increased recreational use on 
forest health. However, many stakeholders expressed trust in the expertise of the Forest Service 
in deciding appropriate updates. Additionally, where better science is available, interviewees said 
it is important to make necessary updates to those assessments, such as in oil and gas 
assessments.  
 
Perspectives on collaborating with the Forest Service 
Many interviewees cited a strong working relationship with the local ranger districts on the 
GMUG as being the predominant positive trend they have experienced across the forests. Other 
positive trends mentioned by interviewees included transparency and open communication by 
Forest Service staff. Furthermore, interviewees viewed the local Forest Service staff as being 
active in the local communities, and interviewees said they have noticed improvements made by 
the Forest Service to increase participation and input from the public. Many interviewees viewed 
project planning processes such as those for the Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration 
Program (CFLRP) and the Spruce Beetle Epidemic and Aspen Decline Management Response 
(SBEADMR) as positive, and said they view these projects as a demonstration that the GMUG is 
working collaboratively1on long-term plans to address key issues related to forest health. Some 
interviewees felt the forest-wide EIS for the SBEADMR helped to increase both cost and time 
efficiency. However, a couple interviewees expressed frustration with SBEADMR’s forest-wide 
plan and wanted the Forest Service to explicitly identify priority areas2 to treat throughout the 
forest to improve forest health and increase public safety.  
 
Interviewees explained that the public generally views the timeline of the planning process as 
time-intensive, which can lead to public burnout and frustration. According to interviewees, lack 
of funding and understaffing of the Forest Service is also a major challenge, particularly with 
regard to completing planning processes and also achieving desired conditions through on-the-
ground projects. Interviewees said working within the bureaucratic structure of the agency 
contributes to slower decision-making. Overall, participants cited a lack of trust in the agency to 
complete plans and implement projects in a timely manner due in part to limited capacity of the 
agency and the challenges faced by past planning efforts.  
 
Priority issues 
We asked interviewees which topics and issues they believed were most important to address in 
the upcoming forest plan revision. These issues are listed below, beginning with the issues most 
frequently raised in our interviews.  
 
Multiple use 
When asked about how they hoped the forest would serve future generations, the majority of 
participants said they wanted the GMUG to maintain a multiple-use perspective to consider all 
user groups in forest management and to include all interests as part of the forest plan. This 
                                                           
1 The public used the word “collaborative” to describe the actions of the Forest Service staff to work with both the 
public and various stakeholder groups to develop and implement projects. 
2 In response to public input, the GMUG subsequently identified Priority Treatment Areas in the SBEADMR Final EIS 
and Final Record of Decision. 
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includes providing for recreation, tourism, mining, oil and gas extraction, grazing, timber, and 
environmental conservation concerns. Some associated issues cited by interviewees include: 

• Appropriately balancing uses and ensuring one use does not take precedence over 
others 

• Making sure all voices are heard 
• Establishing partnerships and understanding across user groups 

 
Economic Development 
The communities associated with the GMUG are reliant to some extent on the forests and other 
natural resources for economic security. Interviewees felt it was important to manage the forest 
with these industries in mind in order to maintain socioeconomic wellbeing. The main areas 
identified as key economic industries include: 

• Grazing 
• Mining 
• Oil and gas 
• Recreation 
• Timber 
• Tourism 

 
Recreational Uses and Access 
Interviewees discussed a wide range of recreation activities including hiking, camping, hunting, 
fishing, off-road vehicle use, winter sports, and mountain biking, among others. They explained 
that recreation provided access for the public to the forests and its natural resources and allowed 
people to connect with nature. Interviewees raised the following key concerns around recreation: 

• Conflicting values over increased access (e.g. some groups advocate for more access 
while others believe increased volume is degrading forest health) 

• Needing improved public facilities due to increased visitor numbers  
• Maintaining roads and trails 
• Designating new trails 
• Accessing roads for individuals who wish to enjoy the forests but cannot do so due to 

physical limitations 
 

Oil, Gas, Mineral Leasing, and Hardrock Mining 
Oil and gas was an important and controversial topic raised by most interviewees. Several stated 
a need for an updated amendment regarding oil and gas leasing, explaining that the last update 
was in 1993. They explained that there is better science today than when the plan was created, an 
increase in volume of recreational users, and changing forest conditions, all of which necessitate 
updating leasing decisions. Some interviewees cited negative effects on recreation and grazing 
associated with oil and gas development. However, a couple interviewees cited continued gas 
exploration as an integral part of the local economy and view the oil and gas industry as an 
important factor in community and socioeconomic wellbeing. 
 
Stakeholders addressed mineral leasing and hardrock mining as important issues as well. The 
range of public perspectives on mining included: the future economic viability of mining 
operations, which interviewees said is an important part of the economy to the communities 
along the GMUG, and concern about access to mineral claims. On the other hand, interviewees 
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listed mining’s contribution to climate change as being a key concern, as well as having negative 
impacts on grazing, wildlife habitat, and recreation on the forest. For hardrock mining, a couple 
of stakeholders expressed concern about individual claims on the forests and the challenges in 
creating management plans that account for potential mining processes in the future. 
 
Grazing 
Many interviewees viewed grazing as an important historical and economic industry for the 
communities associated with the GMUG. Issues raised by the interviewees associated with the 
grazing industry include mitigating impacts of livestock on the forests to ensure health of 
wildlife, as well as maintaining the viability of community livelihoods. According to 
interviewees there is also a need to increase education to recreation users about the impacts of 
recreation on grazing and how to minimize these impacts. Many interviewees cited concerns 
regarding the economic viability of grazing with increased recreation impacting the land and 
herds.   
 
Timber 
Interviewees identified timber as being both important for the health of the local economy and a 
helpful tool to improve forest health. Specific issues associated with timber that interviewees 
mentioned included: 

• Timber extraction remaining an economically viable industry  
• Using the timber industry to improve forest health; treating forests to reduce risks 

(e.g. fire, disease or insect outbreaks) 
• Increasing diversity of timber in the landscape (e.g. age class, species, size) 
• Mitigating the timber industry’s impacts to wildlife habitats and watershed health 
 

Forest Health 
Declining forest health was cited as a major issue for the following reasons: 

• Beetle kill and sudden aspen decline  
• Need for clean water and clean air 
• Increased risk of wildfire  
• Increased volume of users leading to declining forest health 

 
Wildlife 
Interviewees expressed concern about the maintenance of wildlife habitat and management for a 
diversity of fish and wildlife species. According to interviewees, the increased volume of users 
on the forests, along with changing forest conditions, make it important to consider conservation 
efforts and management strategies. These strategies, people explained, might include wildlife 
reintroduction and landscape restoration to ensure the maintenance of viable populations of both 
terrestrial and aquatic species.  
 
Wildfire 
Wildfire is a key issue to interviewees. People discussed public safety and other ecological, 
social, and economic concerns (e.g. impacts to tourism and recreation, wildlife habitat, 
watershed health). Many interviewees said prescribed fire and fuels reduction generally are 
important to reducing fire risk, increasing defensible space, and reintroducing a more natural fire 
regime.  



P a g e  | 6 
 

 
Water 
Interviewees all noted that it is important to maintain watershed heath, water quality, and 
maintain water supplies for multiple uses.  

 
Forest Management 
Interviewees were asked where they see a need for change in management of the forests. Specific 
recommendations by participants for continuing or moving toward more effective forest 
management included: 

• Managing the forests for multiple use 
• Taking climate change into consideration in forest management decisions 
• Conservation of wildlife habitats and populations 
• Using best available science in management decisions 
• Promoting research and education 
• Taking into account socioeconomic considerations 
• Collaborating with interested organizations 
• Identifying future needs and developing projects to address changing forest conditions  
• Focusing on local interests over national interests to dictate policy in forest plans  

 
Risks to community wellbeing 
We asked interviewees to discuss risks to community well-being related to forest conditions. As 
well as the risks listed above, other risks cited by interviewees included:  

• Socioeconomic systems 
• Growing populations 
• Uncertainty of future climate change impacts  
• Insect and disease outbreaks 

 
 

Communication Recommendations 
Although some individuals were familiar with the 2012 Planning Rule, many were unaware of its 
content and objectives. Our interviews suggest it will be particularly important to provide an 
overview of the 2012 planning rule in order to inform and promote dialogue with members of the 
public about the new concepts, requirements, and processes written into the new rule.  
 
In additional, as part of our interviews, we asked individuals for specific recommendations about 
how to best prepare for the upcoming public participation process. People offered specific 
suggestions, which are summarized below, regarding public meeting logistics and general 
suggestions for reaching out to the public during plan revision.  
 
Key recommendations for public meetings 

• Clearly define intentions and expectations 
• Explain the purpose of a forest plan and provide an overview of the 2012 Planning Rule 
• Describe what is and what is not included in a forest plan (e.g. oil/gas decisions, travel 

management) 
• Clarify the differences between project planning and the forest plan 
• Explain why certain issues are not being addressed in the current plan revision 
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• Come in with significant data but not a predetermined decision 
• Utilize webinars 
• Provide regular updates on the planning website throughout the process to inform the 

public on upcoming meeting topics, locations, and dates 
• Use a third-party facilitator to moderate meetings 
• Make the meeting sound like it is important to the public to encourage participation 
• Provide food and/or coffee; alternatively, host a potluck 
• Have maps available to mark up and to identify priority areas 

 
Suggested Meeting Venues 
Interviewees identified several venues in communities around the GMUG (Table 1). General 
recommendations regarding locations include local high school or junior high gyms, town 
meeting halls, community centers, fire departments, and recreation centers.  
 
Suggested Meeting Times 
In order to engage the public throughout plan revision, the majority of stakeholders said they 
preferred to meet in the evenings, after work hours, at around six pm. Some also suggested 
Saturdays and lunchtime meetings as options. A couple of stakeholders whose work necessitates 
attending forest planning meetings stated that day meetings were a preferred option. A couple of 
interviewees suggested holding meetings for other federal agencies separately from meetings for 
the general public.  
 
Suggested Meeting Duration 
Stakeholders recommended meetings should last no less than one hour and no longer than three 
hours to ensure a productive use of time and avoid burnout among participants. Interviewees 
identified two hours as the preferred length of time.  
 
 
Table 1: Public meeting locations suggested by interviewees 
Town Location 
Crawford Town Hall 
Crested Butte Crested Butte Community School 
Delta Recreation Center, Community Center, Delta High School 
Gunnison  Western State Colorado University 
Hinsdale Coursey Annex Meeting Room, Medical Center 
Hotchkiss  Memorial Hall, Hotchkiss High School 
Montrose  Friendship Hall, Montrose Pavilion, Holiday Inn Express 
Mountain Village  Council Chambers 
Naturita Library 
Norwood Community Center 
Ouray Community Center, 4H Events Center, 
Paonia Paonia Town Community Center 
Placerville Schoolhouse 
South Fork Community Center 
Telluride  Library, Fire Station 
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Meeting frequency 
The consensus among interviewees for meeting frequency was a quarterly meeting schedule. 
Some interviewees suggested that having more meetings up front to increase knowledge about 
the process would be helpful, followed by meetings as necessary (e.g. at the beginning of a new 
phase or if new information becomes available). 
 
Meeting format 
Interviewees felt strongly that the Forest Service should provide information at the beginning of 
meetings and then allow the public ample room for discussion. Some specific recommendations 
concerning meeting format included: 

• Presenting information, followed by an open forum of question and answers 
• Combining open house, presentation, discussion, public comment 
• Allowing people to speak on the record  
• Making all public meetings available via webinars to allow community members unable 

to attend the meetings the ability to participate during the meeting times as well as being 
able to view informational meetings to review at a later time.  

• Utilizing field trips  
 
Suggested Co-hosts 
Many interviewees suggested the involvement of local government officials and county 
commissioners in co-hosting public meetings. Other suggestions for organizations that might co-
host meetings included: 

• Citizens for a Healthy Community 
• Western Colorado Congress 
• Sheep Mountain Alliance 
• Rocky Mountain Biological Lab 
• San Miguel Watershed Coalition  
• Public Lands Partnership 

 
Outreach 
Interviewees provided recommendations for the best tools to reach their communities in order to 
engage in planning efforts, stating that it is important to utilize a wide range of methods to reach 
the widest population to encourage participation. Below are specific suggestions related to local 
media sources.  
 

• Newspapers 
Stakeholders agreed that newspapers are an important means of public outreach. Due to the fact 
that most of the communities associated with the GMUG are rural, people said newspapers are 
still the primary source of news. Specific newspapers recommended by interviewees include: 

o Crested Butte News  
o Delta County Independent  
o Grand Junction Sentinel  
o Gunnison County Times  
o Lake City Silver World 
o Merchant Herald 
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o Montrose Mirror  
o Norwood Post  
o Ouray County Plaindealer  
o San Juan Independent 
o San Miguel Basin Forum  
o Telluride Daily Planet 
o The Watch  

 
• Radio 

People said that radio is still an important medium for news and community engagement and for 
reaching a wide audience. They recommended the following stations: 

o KOTO Telluride 
o KEJJ Gunnison 
o KUBC Montrose  
o KBUT Crested Butte  
o KVNF Paonia 

 
• Flyers 

Interviewees recommended putting up flyers around the community in high volume areas or in 
areas that will attract different user groups, such as in community or recreation centers, to help 
notify the public about upcoming forest planning meetings.  
 

• Internet 
Interviewees recommendations included providing current information on the GMUG’s planning 
website, including information regarding public meeting topics, dates, times, and locations. 
Interviewees suggested advertising on local government websites as a means to keep the citizens 
updated and involved in the process.  
 

• Email lists  
Many individuals recommended that certain organizations have email lists to reach citizens 
interested in the planning process and could pass along information from the Forest Service to 
the public. Organizations suggested include the Ouray Trail Group, Citizens for Healthy a 
Community, local government, and recreation groups.  
 

• Social Media 
Interviewees identified social media as another venue to engage community members and 
several mentioned it as a particularly effective tool for reaching youth populations. Interviewees 
recommended the agency post updates about upcoming meetings to specific social media pages 
including:  

o Telluride Sweet Deals 
o Local community information boards 

 
• Reaching Underserved/Underrepresented Populations 

The Forest Service is interested in making a concerted effort to reach out to underserved and 
underrepresented populations to engage in plan revision efforts, and interviewees were asked to 
provide further recommendations on reaching these communities. Many stated that they were 
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unaware of the best methods for reaching out to minority, low-income, and youth populations, or 
that they believe that using the same methods used to reach the general public are sufficient. 
Some specific suggestions included: 

o Working with the Great Outdoors Colorado Inspire grant, an initiative to encourage 
children to appreciate and enjoy the outdoors 

o Providing outreach at local Catholic churches  
o Engaging local schools and teachers 
o Involving colleges and universities 
o Using social media to reach a wider audience 
o Making information readily available and advertising widely 
o Utilizing the knowledge and services of the counties in order to reach these 

populations locally 
o Reaching out to social services departments  
o Working with LiveWell Montrose Olathe, an organization to promote active lifestyles 

and healthy eating among Colorado residents 
o Working with Valley Organic Growers Association, an organization supporting local 

farmers and growers 
o Using web-based or video conferencing to make public meetings more available to 

the general public and disseminating information on a wider scale 
 

• Additional partners 
The GMUG has a good list of partners moving forward, but in order to ensure no one is missing, 
stakeholders were asked to identify key organizations that should be involved moving forward in 
the plan revision process. Responses included the following:  

o Gunnison Trails 
o Crested Butte Mountain Bike Association 
o Gunnison Valley OHV Alliance of Trailriders (GOATs) 
o Gunnison Stockgrower’s Association 
o Trout Unlimited 
o San Miguel Conservation Foundation 
o Telluride Foundation 
o Telluride Nordic Association 
o Gunnison County Trails Commissioner  
o Paonia Town Council 
o Colorado Water Conservation Board 
o Mountain Studies Institute 

 
• Partners with knowledge of current forest conditions 

We asked stakeholders to identify organizations that have valuable knowledge or data sets about 
current forest conditions that should be involved in the assessment phase of plan revision. Many 
interviewees said they trust the data the U.S. Forest Service is utilizing and also offered some 
suggested partners: 

o Audubon Societies 
o Western Region Wildfire Council  
o SG Interests 
o Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
o Rocky Mountain Biological Lab 
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o Bureau of Land Management 
o Natural Resources Conservation Service 
o National Park Service 
o The Nature Conservancy 
o Mountain Studies Institute  
o Pinhead Institute  
o Telluride Foundation  
o Friends of the River Uncompahgre 
o Colorado Plateau Mountain Bike Trail Association  
o Intermountain Forest Association 
o Montrose Forest Products 
o Colorado Water Conservation Board 
o Gunnison Basin Roundtable 
o Local counties and municipalities with GIS datasets 
o Colorado State Forest Service 
o Public Lands Partnership 
o Crested Butte Land Trust 
o Colorado Wildlife Federation 
o Mule Deer Foundation 
o Wilderness Society 
o Wool Growers Association 
o Wilderness Workshop 
o Conservation Center 

 
• Organizations identified in interviews but not active in the GMUG planning area 

o Colorado Cattlemen’s Associations: Holy Cross, North Thompson, Marble, Mesa 
County   

o Marble Homeowner’s Association 
o Erie Historical Society 
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Appendix A: Interview Guide 
An Evaluation of the Rapid Stakeholder Assessment for the Grand Mesa Uncompahgre and 

Gunnison National Forests: Interview Guide  

This is an interview guide for semi-structured interviews. These interviews will occur in a 
conversational style, where specific sub-questions may vary based on the course of the 
conversation. In general these are the questions we will be asking. 

1. Views of the Plan Revision process: 
a. There has been a long history of stakeholder surveys/interviews both for previous 

Plan Revision efforts and other Forest projects, what is your current or past 
involvement on GMUG National Forests with forest planning, projects, or 
processes? 

b. What do you know about the current 2012 planning process? Prompt: are you 
aware of the assessment, planning, monitoring cycle? 

c. Do you have any thoughts regarding updating older assessments and materials 
from previous revision efforts and how the Forest should communicate the 
previous work to the public? 
 

2. Key issues: 
a. What are some existing conditions and their influence on communities? 
b. In your view, what are the most important issues that the Forest Plan should 

address? 
 

3. Communication: 
a. Are you willing to commit to participating in the planning process? 
b. What are your recommendations for reaching low-income, minority groups and 

youth populations? 
c. What are your expectations for a public meeting? 

 
4. Additional questions: 

a. Who are additional people who should be included in this process? Who are key 
partners going forward? 
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Appendix B: Interviewee names and affiliations. 
Name Affiliation 
Ian Billick                                  Rocky Mountain Biological Laboratory 
Norm Birtcher                          Montrose Timber Products 
Walt Blackburn Thunder Mountain Wheelers 
Phil Chamberland                    County Commissioner Gunnison County 
Steve Chapel Western Slope ATV Association 
Bill Day  Black Canyon Audubon Society 
Renzo DelPiccolo                      Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
Patricia Dorsey                         Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
Cindy Dozier                             County Commissioner Hinsdale County 
Deanna Drew                            San Miguel Watershed Coalition 
Ernie Echart                             Rancher 
Judy Ann Files                          City of Montrose City Council 
Nancy Fishering                        Intermountain Forest Association 
Patti Grafmyer                         City of Norwood Town Administrator 
Craig Grother Backcountry Hunter’s and Wranglers 
Susan Hansen Public Lands Partnership 
Peter Hart                                 Wilderness Workshop 
Hilary Henry                            Gunnison Public Lands Initiative 
Alex Johnson                           Western Slope Conservation Center 
Michael Kraatz                         Crested Butte Mountain Resort 
Robbie Levalley                        County Administrator Delta 
Teresa Martinez                        Continental Divide Coalition 
Joan May                                   County Commissioner 
Alli Melton                                  High Country Conservation Advocates 
Pam Motley                        Uncompahgre Partnership 
Kim Montgomery                       County Commissioner 
Jim Ramey                                  Citizens for a Healthy Community 
Bob Risch                          Ouray Trail Group 
Leigh Robertson                         Sheep Mountain Alliance 
Brad Robinson                            Gunnison Energy 
Mark Roeber                               County Commissioner Delta County 
Ben Tisdel                             County Commissioner Ouray County 
Tim Tomlinson                            Rancher 
Ron Velarde                                Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
Kathy Welt                                  West Elk Mine 
J Wenum                                     Colorado Parks and Wildlife 

 


