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Abstract Volume 3 of the final environmental impact statement (FEIS) presents 

supporting analysis and documentation prepared during the land and resource 
management plan revision for the White River National Forest. This volume 
includes the agency response to public comment on the draft forest plan and draft 
environmental impact statement (DEIS). 
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803F.2d 1016, 1022 (9th Circuit 1986) and Wisconsin Heritages, Inc. v. Harris, 
490. Supp. 1334, 1338 (E.D. Wis. 1980)].  
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APPENDIX A 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
ON THE DRAFT FOREST PLAN AND DEIS 
Preface 

Abstract 

This appendix includes a summary of public involvement activities and efforts made to 
solicit public input in the forest plan revision process, a description of the formal public 
comment analysis and response to comment process, and a list of public concerns and 
responses. Public concern statements and our responses are organized by section to 
mirror the order of the final environmental impact statement (FEIS) by topic area. The 
appendix also includes copies of the city, county, state, federal, and tribal agency letters 
and a list of governmental and organizational response letters.  

Introduction 
As a federal agency, we are required to solicit public comment on our draft plans 
involving significant actions under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
Further, we are directed to “assess and consider [the resulting] comments both 
individually and collectively.” In addition, we view such comments as critical in helping 
us to shape a responsible plan for management of the White River National Forest that 
best meets the Forest Service’s mission, legal mandates, the goals of NEPA and the 
National Forest Management Act (NFMA), and the interests of the American public as a 
whole. During the formal comment period, the public reviewed and commented on the 
DEIS and draft forest plan’s alternative proposals for achieving the purpose and meeting 
the need for the proposed action to revise the 1984 Forest Plan.  

Background  
In 1994, we began preliminary work to revise the 1984 Revised Land and Resource 
Management Plan, or Forest Plan. We undertook formal inventories of the forest’s natural 
and environmental resources using improved scientific methods and data processing 
techniques that were not available when the 1984 plan was developed. 

In 1996, the Forest Supervisor published a Monitoring & Evaluation Five-Year 
Report, which reviewed the status of National Forest System lands administered by 
White River National Forest managers. This report found that forest conditions and 
public demands had changed significantly since inception of the 1984 Forest Plan, 
resulting in a need existed to revise it. 

The Forest Supervisor then solicited public comments to help determine what the plan 
revision process should consider. After a series of open houses and media coverage, we 
received hundreds of comments from across the nation, including many from people who 
live near the forest. An interdisciplinary team of resource specialists and planners was 
charged with spearheading the plan revision process. This team reviewed issues raised by 
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the public and by other agencies in order to develop a framework for the next stages of 
plan development and analysis. 

We then composed an Identification of Purpose and Need document, issued in August 
1996, which summarized how public comments and monitoring and evaluation efforts 
had been used to determine what elements of the 1984 Forest Plan were most in need of 
revision. After extensive review, the interdisciplinary team identified six areas, called 
revision topics, on which to base the planning process: (1) biological diversity, (2) travel 
management, (3) recreation, (4) roadless areas, (5) special areas, and (6) timber suitability 
and allowable sale quantity. Many different issues fall within these broad categories. 
Other issues are addressed in Forest Service guidance.  

In July 1997, we released another report titled Analysis of the Management Situation 
(AMS), which assessed the ability of the forest land area and natural resources to supply 
goods and services in response to the public’s demand for them. The AMS also provided 
a foundation for developing a broad range of reasonable alternatives to the existing plan. 
The report reviewed the current and expected level of goods and services provided by the 
forest, made projections of public demands for resources, and discussed the need to 
establish or change management direction based on these conditions.  

In the summer of 1997, we presented the revision topics to the local public in a series of 
10 open houses held in Aspen, Avon, Carbondale, Denver, Eagle, Frisco, Glenwood 
Springs, Grand Junction, Meeker, and Rifle. We solicited further comments from the 
public at these open houses and through announcements in the local news media.  

After completing the AMS, we turned our attention to formulating a preliminary array of 
forest management alternatives that responded to the six initial issues. These alternatives 
were based on the public comment received as well as on improved knowledge of the 
forest’s resources recorded in our Geographic Information System (GIS) database. 

By July 1998, we had developed a draft forest plan and six complete alternatives for its 
implementation. The alternatives were described in depth in Chapter 2 of the DEIS. By 
design, each alternative represented a potential forest plan that met legal and 
administrative requirements and that could be implemented if selected. 

The next step in the revision process was to evaluate the environmental consequences of 
the alternatives. A summary of these effects was presented in Chapter 3 of the DEIS. For 
each forest resource, our resource specialists described its existing condition and 
discussed how the alternatives would affect it in a draft environmental impact 
statement (DEIS). 

We released the draft forest plan and accompanying DEIS volumes for public comment 
in August of 1999. These documents generated intense interest and scrutiny, reflecting 
the public importance of White River National Forest management issues both locally 
and nationally. We received many public requests to extend the comment period, and a 
six-month comment period extension was directed congressionally. Therefore, the 
original 90-day comment period was extended to May 9, 2001. Nearly 14,000 individual 
responses—including letters, postcards, public meeting transcripts, and emails—were 
received from the members of the public, city, county, state, tribal, and federal officials, 
public interest organizations, and private businesses during the formal comment period. 
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The analysis process for reviewing this voluminous comment is described below. After 
carefully considering the wide range of public comments on the draft forest plan and 
DEIS as well as new information and legal direction, our interdisciplinary team made 
many changes to both the draft forest plan and DEIS in to produce the 2002 Forest Plan 
and accompanying FEIS. The FEIS also identifies our new preferred alternative, which 
may or may not be the alternative selected for implementation by the responsible official, 
the regional forester. The record of decision (ROD) notice will document the alternative 
that is ultimately selected for implementation and the rationale behind this decision.  

The Analysis of Public Comment  
All letters, emails, faxes, comment forms, and transcripts of public hearing testimony 
received as public comment on the draft forest plan and DEIS were compiled, organized, 
read, and analyzed by the U. S. Forest Service Content Analysis Team (CAT). This team, 
a unit of the U.S. Forest Service Washington Office Ecosystem Management 
Coordination branch, specializes in innovative approaches to public comment processing 
and consideration. This team uses a process they have developed called “content 
analysis” which allows systematic review of public comment on a proposed plan or 
project through the creation and use of a comprehensive electronic comment database. 
This method is particularly effective in analyzing voluminous comment both individually 
and collectively, as required by NEPA.  

The CAT analytical process is comprised of three main components:  a categorical 
coding structure and standardized process for its application, a comment database and 
mailing list, and a set of summary reports. In the content analysis process, each letter, 
postcard, transcript text, or other document (collectively referred to as “response letters” 
in this appendix) is assigned a unique tracking number. Each author or signatory to a 
reponse is called a “respondent.” All respondents’ names and addresses are entered into 
a project-specific database program to produce a complete mailing list. Each respondent 
is also assigned a unique indentifier number for tracking purposes. All respondents are 
linked to their individual responses and comments in the database using these identifying 
numbers. Project-specific demographic information is also recorded in the database, such 
as any self-identified organizational affiliation or whether the response letter submitted is 
part of an organized response campaign. 

Staff analysts then read all public response letters in their entirety and proceed to identify 
discrete comments within them that relate to a particular concern, resource consideration, 
or proposed management action. Every effort is made to keep each comment within 
sufficient context that it is a stand-alone statement. Analysts look for not only each action 
or change requested by the public, but also the reason(s) behind each request in order to 
capture the full argument of each comment. Therefore, paragraphs within a response 
letter may be divided into several comments because multiple arguments are presented, 
or alternatively, several paragraphs that form one coherent statement may be coded into 
one comment. While simple statements of opinion without a rationale are captured in the 
process and entered in the project database, it is the strength of each rationale as a 
complete argument that provides the interdisciplinary team a substantive comment to 
consider.  

Once stand-alone comments are identified, analysts assign each comment to a numerical 
code that identifies the overall subject area. They use a systematic numerical 
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categorization or “coding” structure that has been specifically tailored to project 
documents. Each project-specific coding structure is a tool to help sort comments into 
logical groups by topics. In this case, the coding structure was organized to follow the 
topic order of the DEIS and draft forest plan documents, and was designed to be inclusive 
rather than restrictive in order to sufficiently capture all comments. Depending on project 
complexity and needs, analysts may also assign secondary codes to track those comments 
that refer to such subtopics as specific plan or EIS elements, land areas, or individual 
roads or trails, to permit finer-scale sorting of comments. The coding structure and other 
supporting documentation is available in the administrative record at the Supervisor’s 
Office in Glenwood Springs, CO. 

After being coded, each response letter’s set of coded comments is entered verbatim into 
the project database. This database serves as the complete project record and allows 
analysts and planning team members to run specialized reports, identify public concerns, 
and determine the relationships among them.  

The content analysis process also identifies all reponse letters that are submitted as part of 
an organized response (or “form letter”) campaign and therefore contain identical text. 
These are grouped by campaign, and all mailing information for each respondent is 
entered into the project database, as well as an identifer code for the campaign. Analysts 
also code a “master” campaign letter and enter all comments verbatim into the project 
database so that they are considered alongside all non-campaign comments. If a 
respondent adds original comments to the organized response letter he or she submits, 
these comments are identified, coded, and entered into the database.  

The third phase of content analysis includes composing statements of public concern and 
then preparing a narrative summary. Analysts review the entire comment database, sorted 
by topic area, and then write public concerns to summarize comments that present similar 
arguments or positions. Each public concern is worded to capture the action that one or 
more members of the public feel the White River National Forest should undertake and 
provides the decision-maker with a clear sense of actions the public is requesting. 
Because each concern statement is a summary, it can represent one or many comments, 
depending on the actual comments submitted. Concern statements range from extremely 
broad generalities to extremely specific points because they reflect the content of 
verbatim public comments. Once the comments have been exhaustively reviewed and the 
range of concerns identified, CAT then submits a Summary of Public Concerns report 
to the interdisciplinary team, who is responsible for the next stage of comment 
consideration, issue identification and response to comment. At this stage, the 
interdisciplinary team determines of whether comments are substantive and in scope, and 
then composes responses to comment. 

Public concern statements are not intended to replace actual comment letters or sample 
quotes. Rather, they can help guide the reviewer to comments on the specific topic in 
which he or she may be interested. All original response letters in their entirety are on file 
at the Supervisor’s office in Glenwood Springs, CO. 

Content analysts also prepare a final content analysis summary report that includes a 
narrative description of public comment by topic, a list of public concerns addressing the 
specific resource and management considerations, and representative supporting excerpts 
from the original responses. Each sample excerpt is linked back to the complete original 
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response using the response identification number included in the excerpt attribution. For 
more information on the content analysis process, the reader may contact the Forest 
Service Content Analysis Team in Salt Lake City, Utah. 

It is important to note that during the process of identifying concerns, all comments have 
been treated equally—they are not weighted by organizational affiliation or status of 
respondents, and it does not matter if an idea was expressed by thousands of people or a 
single person. Emphasis is placed on the content of a comment rather than who wrote it 
or the number of people who agree with it. The process is not one of counting votes and 
no effort was made to tabulate the exact number of people for or against any given aspect 
of the DEIS and draft forest plan. The executive summary report narrative does include 
very general indications of the strength of public feeling found in the comment database 
for informational purposes. However, these comparatives must be used with caution, as 
they are more qualitative than quantitative in nature. Although these qualifiers give a 
general sense of public sentiment, they should be interpreted with caution—those who 
responded do not constitute a valid random or representative sample of the general 
public. Please review the Stakeholders section in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 7, 
Part 2 for a scientific and statistically-based survey of stakeholder opinion, as well as to 
find interesting general correlations between our sociologist’s statistically-based research 
and the CAT Executive Summary qualitative findings. 

The final CAT reports are summary documents. As such, they are not intended to replace 
the need for interdisciplinary team members and decision-makers to directly review all 
responses and comments. Database reports by topic area allow systematic review of all 
public responses by subject area. Given the rapidly expanding volume of responses 
during comment periods due in part to increasing public interest and the widespread use 
of email, this process can greatly enhance methodical review of comments and meet our 
goal to continually improve decision-making and responsiveness to the public. 

Table A-1 presents three measures that give a general picture of the scope of public 
response to the DEIS and draft forest plan.  

Table A-1 
Number of Responses, Signatures, and Comments Received During the Public Comment 
Period for the draft forest plan and DEIS 

Number of Responses Number of Signatures Number of Comments* 
13,991 20,168 27,367 

Note: *This count includes comments from each master organized response campaign letter, but 
not the total number of the comments submitted from all respondents of each response 
campaign.  
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Considering Different Types of Comments under the National 
Environmental Policy Act  

Agencies have a responsibility under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to 
first “assess and consider comments both individually and collectively” and then to 
“respond . . . . stating its response in the final statement.” The content analysis process 
used by the U.S Forest Service Content Analysis Team (CAT), described in the previous 
section, considers comments received “individually and collectively” and equally, not 
weighting them by the number received or by organizational affiliation or other status of 
the respondent. Public concern statements and supporting quotes from public input form 
the basic summary of public comment and were the primary focus of our interdisciplinary 
team in considering comments.  

The NEPA requires that after we consider comments, we formally respond to substantive 
comments. However, the nature and extent of each response depends on the type of 
concern identified.  

We classified comments, or the concerns identified from them, as either those that fall 
within the scope of decision-making for the plan revision or those that fall outside of the 
scope for any number of reasons described below. Counsel on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) regulations define “scope” and require the White River National Forest to explain 
why comments are determined out of scope.  

Generally, the scope of the plan is the range of connected, similar or cumulative actions, 
the alternatives and mitigation measures, and the direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts 
to be considered in the environmental impact statement.  

If we considered a concern out of scope, we include an explanation of why in this 
document. Generally, the types of comments received, and concerns identified, that were 
considered out of scope include those that: 

• Do not address the purpose, need, or goals of the White River National Forest 
2002 Forest Plan Revision (e.g. propose an action in areas beyond White River 
National Forest jurisdiction or that are not directly related to the action proposed 
in the plan, or relate to day-to-day operational issues such as law enforcement 
procedures or road maintenance).  

• Address concerns that are already decided by federal law or national policy.  
• Suggest an action not appropriate for the current level of planning (site-specific 

decisions to construct new roads, campgrounds or facilities, to offer special use 
permits or the sale of timber resources).  

• Propose untenable restrictions on management of the forest or conflict with 
approved plans not being revised in the forest plan revision process.  

• Did not consider reasonable and foreseeable negative consequences.  
• Point to only minor editorial corrections.  

We further classified comments within the scope of the plan as either substantive or non-
substantive. Based on the Council of Environmental Quality’s regulations, a substantive 
comment is one that:  

• Questions, with a reasonable basis, the accuracy of the information in the 
environmental impact statement.  
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• Questions, with a reasonable basis, the adequacy of environmental analysis as 
presented.  

• Presents reasonable alternatives other than those presented in the DEIS that meet 
the purpose and need of the proposed action and address significant issues.  

• Cause changes or revisions in the proposal.  

Non-substantive comments, or concerns identified from them, include those that simply 
state a position in favor of or against and alternative, merely agree or disagree with Forest 
Service policy, or otherwise express an unsupported personal preference or opinion.  

We are required to respond only to substantive comments or the concerns identified from 
them. However, to fully inform the public and to use this process as an educational tool, 
we has chosen to respond to all public concerns identified during analysis of public 
comment, within and out of scope, substantive and non-substantive alike. Responses to 
out of scope concerns are generally restricted to describing why the concern is out of 
scope and does not merit further attention. A more elaborate answer may have been 
provided for clarity. Responses to substantive concerns are typically more extensive, 
complete, and most importantly, offer an explanation of why or why not and where the 
concern may have resulted in changes to the plan or analysis. If several concerns are very 
similar, they have been grouped for response purposes. Public concerns that identified 
editorial or other errors in the presentation of information in the DEIS were used to revise 
text and make corrections for the FEIS. The editorial concerns identified by the public are 
not included in the narrative response to comment.  

How to Use this Document 
This appendix is divided into the following sections: this Preface, which describes how 
public comments were analyzed, how concerns were used in preparing the FEIS and 2002 
Forest Plan, and an executive summary of public comment; Chapters 1-3 (corresponding 
to Chapters 1-3 of the DEIS and the accompanying appendices); Chapter 4, which offers 
a summary of basic response letter demographics; Chapter 5, which includes scanned 
copies of response letters received from city, county, state, federal, or tribal agencies or 
representatives; and Chapter 6, which includes a list of CAT staff involved in both the 
content analysis of public comment and technical assistance in the response to comment 
process and document preparation.  

Executive Summary of Public Comment prepared by CAT 

INTRODUCTION 

The White River National Forest faces a significant challenge in its forest plan revision 
process. As stewards of national forest on which recreational uses now predominate, 
managers are faced with the daunting task of balancing vested private and commercial 
interests with the biological needs of these mountainous ecosystems in the context of the 
legal mandates of the Forest Service. 

This Executive Summary provides an analysis of the major themes and concerns 
submitted by the public during the official comment period for the White River National 
Forest proposed Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP), or draft forest plan, and 
accompanying Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). These concerns range in 
nature from broad issues to technical specifics. The extensive public comment received 
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by the agency demonstrates the intense interest, depth of feeling, and level of concern of 
the public regarding the management of the White River National Forest. 

REVIEW AND ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC COMMENT 

The proposed Land and Resource Management Plan, maps sets, supporting DEIS, and 
appendices were released for public review and comment in August 1999 for a 90-day 
comment period with a closing date of November 9, 1999. The comment period was 
eventually extended an additional six months, with the official close of comment moved 
to May 9, 2000. Nearly 14,000 individual responses were received during the extended 
comment period from a diverse array of stakeholders and interested parties from around 
the country. 

It is important to recognize that the consideration of public comment is not a vote-
counting process in which the outcome is determined by the majority opinion. Relative 
depth of feeling and interest among the public can serve to provide a general context for 
decision-making. However, it is the appropriateness, specificity, and factual accuracy of 
comment content that serves to provide the basis for modifications to planning documents 
and decisions. Further, those who respond do not constitute a random or representative 
public sample because they are self-selected, unlike scientifically designed surveys or 
polls. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) encourages all interested parties to 
submit comment as often as they wish regardless of age, citizenship, or eligibility to vote. 
Respondents may include businesses, people from other countries, children, and people 
who submit multiple responses. Therefore, caution should be used when interpreting 
comparative terms provided in this report. Every substantive comment and suggestion has 
value, whether expressed by one respondent or many. All input is read and evaluated and 
the analysis team attempts to capture all relevant public concerns in the analysis process. 

Public responses are tracked, documented, and analyzed using a process called content 
analysis. Content analysis consists in systematically compiling, categorizing, and 
capturing the full range of public viewpoints and concerns regarding a planning project. 
The goal of content analysis is to provide a set of analytical tools for decision-makers to 
allow full consideration of voluminous public input received on a project. A complete 
mailing list is developed, and individual responses are assigned unique tracking numbers, 
then read and analyzed by a specialized team. Specific comments are identified and 
assigned a subject category number, and all comments are entered verbatim into a 
database. This database provides a robust analytical tool for identification of public 
concerns and for sorting of demographic and topic information.  

The results of this process serve two related purposes in public land management 
planning. The first is to fulfill the legal mandate of the National Environmental Policy 
Act and accompanying Council on Environmental Quality regulations. These statutes 
require planning teams to seek public comment on significant proposed actions and use it 
to clarify, modify, or revise analyses and conclusions in order to improve agency 
decision-making. The public can thus provide a vital contribution to planning efforts. The 
second goal of content analysis is to provide the public a review of the range of concerns, 
background issues, and substantive comment submitted on a project.  
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GENERAL ANALYSIS 

The draft forest plan and DEIS have inspired intense public debate focused primarily on 
recreational and biological resources. Those supporting the Preferred Alternative D 
believe it represents a reasonable balance of interests between resource protection and 
resource use. Many of the supporters of Alternative D specifically endorse the proposed 
limitations on ski area expansion and motorized recreation as well as the alternative’s 
emphasis on ecosystem function. Those opposed to Alternative D tend to fall into two 
broad groups. One group believes the Preferred Alternative focuses too heavily on active 
management and does not go far enough to protect forested ecosystems. Therefore 
members of this group endorse Alternative I or request a significant modification of the 
Preferred Alternative. The other group believes Alternative D is too restrictive, especially 
in regards to motorized and developed recreation, and endorses Alternative C or some 
modified version of Alternative C. 

While there is overall agreement among respondents that increasing recreational and 
urban interface pressures necessitate changes in forest management, there is disagreement 
as to how those pressures should be alleviated. The reasons for the polarity of opposition 
to the Preferred Alternative is well illustrated in the debate between supporters of 
Alternative D or I and supporters of Alternative C or a modified C. This debate is driven 
in large measure by competing values and viewpoints. In general, those who support 
Alternative I or D and those who support Alternative C fall into two camps in terms of 
how they value forest resources and in terms of how they view the role of government. 
The differences are not always clearly defined, and may sometimes be more perceptual 
than real. Therefore common values and fundamental points of agreement among various 
stakeholders tend to be obscured by conflicting social values and underlying assumptions. 
These values, personal experiences, and assumptions lead to the expression of 
impassioned views on public land management in general and the White River Forest 
Plan revision in particular. 

Most individuals, regardless of which alternative they support, identify themselves in 
terms of personal background, values, and direct experiences on the White River National 
Forest. It is clear that this national forest exerts a powerful influence on residents and 
visitors alike. Respondents care very deeply about the management of the White River 
National Forest and most express a strong sense of personal ownership. Those favoring 
the Preferred Alternative or Alternative I often identify themselves as human-powered 
users of public lands who prefer to hike, backcountry ski, watch wildlife, or the like. 
Advocates of Alternative C often identify themselves as persons connected in some way 
with tourist-dependent businesses, or persons who engage in motorized or developed 
recreation activities on public lands. It is worth noting that a sub-set of respondents 
among various user groups, including some motorized users and many downhill skiers, 
explicitly note that their own recreational opportunities could be restricted by the 
Preferred Alternative but they are willing to comply in order to protect the White River 
National Forest from being loved to death. “I realize that it [Alternative D] might restrict 
me from experiencing some wild places, but what will we have left in 100 years if this 
onslaught is left unchecked?”  reflects one self-identified “avid outdoorsperson.” 

Individuals from all recreational user groups use similar terms to describe why they value 
recreating on the White River National Forest. Most often mentioned are scenic beauty, 
open space, the wilderness experience, wildlife, opportunities for developed and 
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dispersed activities not available or affordable elsewhere, and personal challenge. 
However, there is a fundamental lack of agreement over which activities are compatible 
with each other and with preserving the environment. The mix and levels of acceptable 
activities are also hotly contested. It is clear that the preferred public land management 
approach of each group is rooted in basic differences in viewpoint and values regarding 
the utility and highest public benefit of National Forest System natural resources.  

Those favoring Alternative I tend to see National Forest System lands as whole 
ecosystems which intensive human activity disrupts. Thus for these respondents, 
protecting the White River National Forest consists in minimizing human disturbance and 
encouraging or mimicking natural processes. Active management activities are thus often 
viewed as unnecessary and unwise meddling in complex natural systems that humans do 
not yet fully understand. Supporters of Alternative I often note the Forest Service’s 
acknowledgement that decades of well-meaning fire suppression for forest health have 
resulted in exactly the opposite condition. They therefore question whether modern 
management practices are any better. Those who favor Alternative I see the forest as an 
ecosystem whose long-term functioning is best preserved by restoring natural disturbance 
regimes such as fire, insect, and disease cycles. They note that disease, death, and decay 
are a normal and in fact crucial element of natural systems, and extensive human 
interference harms the delicate balance of nature. Persons holding this view place a high 
priority on protecting the environment. They believe intact forest ecosystems should be 
protected for their own intrinsic value, for the benefit of wildlife, and for the non-
commodity benefits public lands offer to humans. Many thus describe the White River 
National Forest as an important provider of under-appreciated but vital ecosystem 
services such as biodiversity, clean drinking water and air, solitude, and spiritual renewal. 
As such, they believe that ecosystem protection is rarely compatible with intensive 
motorized use or traditional commodity resource extraction.  

Indeed, according to many proponents of both Alternative D and I, satisfying human 
desires for forest resources must take second place to satisfying the equal human need for 
natural forest ecosystems and for quiet, natural places to escape an increasingly urbanized 
and car-dominated world. They are not entirely insensitive to the competing concerns of 
those whose sources of enjoyment or livelihood depends on more intensive uses of public 
lands. But they do believe that the need for forest protection outweighs other concerns, 
and that those concerns can in fact be mitigated, for example, through designation of less 
sensitive areas for motorized and mechanized recreation, maximizing development within 
existing ski area boundaries, and development of alternative materials to forest products. 

While they value many similar forest characteristics, advocates of Alternative C perceive 
proper management of National Forest System lands differently than those who favor 
Alternative D or I. They also see national forests in terms of the resources they offer for 
human use, but identify a very different set of primary uses. Many of these users do 
express significant concern for the environment. However, they feel that negative impacts 
of human activity are greatly exaggerated. Respondents often note that they themselves 
are responsible users who cause no harm. They are therefore personally insulted by 
accusations to the contrary. Since they feel that their activities are legitimate and 
sustainable uses, any proposed restrictions on their activities are perceived as a violation 
of fundamental fairness, democratic principles, and civil liberties. Some express the fear 
that if Alternative D or I is implemented, most forest roads will be eventually be gated 
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and “No Trespassing” signs will be posted at the forest boundaries. While most 
opponents of Alternative D do not take this extreme of a view, they do feel that the Forest 
Service is over-reacting to unsupported charges of damage and legal threats by 
environmentalists. 

Those supporting Alternative C tend to see national forests as natural systems whose 
health is often threatened by unmanaged natural processes. They tend to favor a 
utilitarian or agricultural model whereby human ingenuity and modern timber 
management can maximize forest health for human benefit. Indeed, forest health is often 
likened to human health, with disease and decadence seen as challenges to be overcome 
by proper scientific management. For these people, protection consists of managing these 
lands for sustainable resource extraction, controlling fire, and fighting insect and disease 
outbreaks aggressively. Many argue that the landscape has changed dramatically since 
European settlement, and given more than a century of active human intervention in these 
forested ecosystems, it is unwise, unscientific and irresponsible to now step back and 
allow the health of these forests to suffer. Further, they point out that extensive regional 
population growth and housing development on private land adjacent to the national 
forest has altered the management framework dramatically. These respondents argue that 
the management approach dictated by the Preferred Alternative sentences the White 
River National Forest to increased disease and insect damage, wasted timber resources, 
catastrophic wildfire, and degradation from concentrating recreational use onto a small 
land base. Moreover, they argue, prudent management benefits wildlife as well as 
humans by creating varied game habitat. Finally, access to such forest resources as 
timber, lift-served skiing, and motorized recreation is seen by many as an important 
component of regional economic health which will be threatened by adoption of the 
Preferred Alternative. 

Thus what separates the supporters of various alternatives is a difference in perspective 
regarding the fundamental nature of public lands, ecosystem health, appropriate human 
uses, and the role of land managers. This difference in perspective gives way to 
significant polarization on all sides and the sentiment that all users have a great deal to 
lose depending on the outcome of the forest plan revision. This in turn leads to public 
concern over the objectivity of the decision-making process and each group’s ability to 
influence the forest plan revision process. Advocates of Alternative C defend activities 
that those favoring Alternatives D or I decry, and vice versa. Both sides charge that the 
other is well financed and overly influential, and thus members of each group frequently 
see themselves as the underdog. Advocates of Alternative C often express a great deal of 
resentment over what they perceive to be a condescending attitude by environmental 
groups who, they believe, are the ones driving the revised plan. Some writers feel 
discriminated against and disenfranchised. They believe their voices no longer count 
nationally and that the only voices that do count are those of the environmentalists. 
Conversely, supporters of Alternatives D or I often assert that vested economic interests 
such as the ski, real estate, timber, and mining industries and the motorized vehicle lobby 
continue to hold excessive influence over both local forest officials and elected 
representatives at all levels of government. Since fish, wildlife, and old-growth trees 
can’t vote or donate money to political campaigns, they say, individuals and 
environmentalists must staunchly defend these values. 
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This perception of undue influence and disenfranchisement accentuates the distrust many 
advocates of Alternative C harbor for the federal government as a whole. For example, 
many say that the Forest Service is straying from its multiple use mandate. Those who 
favor Alternative I do not generally express the same level of distrust toward the federal 
government. However, they do express dismay at past Forest Service practices that they 
feel have favored commodity production and ski development over less intensive uses 
and protection of biological resources. Many cite the recent agency approval of the 
Category III expansion of the Vail Ski Resort as an example that commercial influences 
still hold sway. They urge the Forest Service to continue to refocus its mission to better 
reflect the goals of federal environmental laws such as the Clean Water and Endangered 
Species Acts, and repeatedly encourage the Agency to base its decisions on sound 
ecological science.  

In summary, those favoring Alternative I and those favoring Alternative C appreciate 
similar natural characteristics of the White River National Forest but hold very different 
assumptions and beliefs regarding the true environmental effects of various uses and the 
proper mix of management activities. These two groups reflect shifting demographics and 
values within American culture at large. As the national economy shifts from one based 
on manufacturing and raw materials to technology and services, and populations become 
increasingly urban, value conflicts arise. Responses from the residents of the 
communities surrounding the White River National Forest reflect this shift. Many visitors 
and new residents view public lands as a recreational amenity rather than a crucial source 
of raw materials and related jobs. Meanwhile, many long-term residents find themselves 
being squeezed out by skyrocketing real estate values, and those whose livelihood still 
depends directly upon access to forest resources feel that they are being unfairly accused 
of poor stewardship and widespread damage. In the context of the White River National 
Forest Land and Resource Management Plan revision, these differences take on sharp 
contrast. One group sees the revision as an overdue step toward protecting the forest’s 
natural ecosystems, ultimately improving human well-being and preserving the health of 
the forest. The other group sees it as a recipe for declining forest health, a threat to human 
freedom, and a further attack on their way of life. With the rest of the country 
increasingly boxed in by rules and restrictions, they see National Forest System lands as a 
crucial counterbalance.  

These competing views are expressed by respondents within the context of a number of 
issues relevant to the forest plan revision. The forest identified six management themes in 
the DEIS, which are biological diversity, travel management, recreation, roadless areas, 
special areas, and timber suitability and allowable sale quantities. The commenting public 
identified a set of major themes which are, for the most part, complementary to those 
identified by the Forest Service. The themes most often addressed by respondents are 
habitat and connectivity, recreational access, ski area expansion, social and economic 
values, and the urban interface. The themes originally identified by the Forest planning 
team and by the public surface repeatedly in differing contexts throughout this document. 
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Agency Response to Comments 
The following public concern statements are identified by a letter and number in order to 
facilitate tracking throughout the analytical and response process. These numbers are for 
identification purposes only. They are not necessarily sequential, not all numbers in 
sequence have been used due to the iterative nature of public concern identification, and 
these numbers in no way indicate a ranking by priority or importance. As described in the 
Introduction section, each public concern statement was derived from one or many 
individual public comments. However, these supporting comments have been deleted 
here due to space constraints. Our interdisciplinary team reviewed both the public 
concern statements and the supporting comments in the preparation of our responses. 
Interested parties may consult the full CAT reports and the reading file of original 
response letters on file at the Supervisor’s Office in Glenwood Springs, CO. 
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APPENDIX A 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
ON THE DRAFT FOREST PLAN AND DEIS 

The following public concern statements are identified by a letter and number in order to 
facilitate tracking throughout the analytical and response process. These numbers are for 
identification purposes only, and in no way indicate a ranking by priority or importance. 
However, we have organized the topical sections to mirror the final environmental impact 
statement (FEIS). As described in the Introduction section, each public concern statement 
was derived from one or many individual public comments. However, these supporting 
comments have been deleted here due to space constraints. Our interdisciplinary team 
reviewed both the public concern statements and the supporting comments in the 
preparation of our responses. Interested parties may consult the full Content Analysis 
Team reports and the reading file of original response letters on file at the Supervisor’s 
Office in Glenwood Springs, CO. 

 

Chapter 1 
Purpose, Need and Significant Issues 
PLANNING AND DECISION PROCESSES 
Decision-making and Public Influence 

P1 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should base its final decision on the will of 
the majority of citizens. 

Forest Plans are developed according to the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and several other laws, regulations and 
policy. This direction calls for public participation and involvement in the planning 
process. Public comments are considered in the final documents and the final decision, 
however there are several additional factors contributing to the decision. The Forest Plan 
must be in compliance with all applicable legal direction. Forest plans must also address 
concerns of interested people. Public concern is incorporated to the extent possible and 
practical in accordance with legal mandates and agency policy. Forest planning involves 
interested individual and groups throughout the process although it is not a voting 
process.    

P2 Public Concern:  The White River Forest Plan Preferred Alternative should 
represent a compromise of all interests and concerns. 

Forest Plans are created in accordance with NFMA, NEPA, and other laws including the 
Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act. The Forest Plan will continue to offer a wide variety 
of human uses of the White River National Forest. The amount of each use that the forest 
can sustain, however, is at issue in the plan. The range of alternatives presented in the 
DEIS and FEIS provides a variety of ways that uses of the forest can be distributed.  
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Alternative K was created in part to address public concerns. See Chapter two of the 
FEIS for a description of alternative K. 

P3 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should resist the undue influence of 
special interest groups on the forest plan revision process. 

All comments were reviewed and considered during the formulation of the FEIS. Many 
letters were submitted by organizations representing specific interests. These comments 
were reviewed in the same way that comments from individual citizens were reviewed.  

Some of these organizations and businesses have economic ties to the Forest and are 
dependent upon the Forest for their livelihood. All of these uses must conform to the 
guidance provided in the forest plan. Comments to the contrary cannot be considered. 
These uses, however, are appropriate and necessary to implement the Forest Service 
multiple-use mandate.  

Please see the introduction to this appendix for a description of how all comments were 
reviewed and how public concern statements were created. All comments received, 
regardless of the sender, were part of the same content analysis process. 

P4 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should resist the attempts by elected 
officials to unduly influence the forest planning process 

As part of the executive branch of government, the Forest Service carries out its mission 
of caring for the land and serving people within the guidelines it is given by the 
Administration and Congress. The Forest Service also tries to work with other agencies 
and state governments within this same framework. The natural resources the Forest 
Service manages are highly valued and the issues associated with them are often 
extremely controversial. As a part of government, politics form part of the decision space 
within which the agency must operate. Other factors weighed in the decision include 
laws, agency direction, and public comment. While politics are a part of the decision 
process, it is one of many factors that are considered when making a decision about the 
future management of the White River National Forest. Politicians, as elected officials, 
represent a public constituency. Consideration of their input, as other public input, is 
therefore appropriate and necessary. 

P5 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should resist efforts by opponents to delay 
a management decision by requesting more scientific impact studies. 

Forest specialists review the most current scientific studies available and use them in 
forest plan analysis. This is an on-going process that will continue after the Plan is 
completed. As more studies and more information becomes available, they will be 
reviewed and incorporated into the Plan as appropriate. 
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P6 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should give priority to local concerns in 
forest management decisions. – and-  

P7 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should give equal consideration to the 
concerns of the national citizenry and those of local residents. 

All comments and concerns are reviewed by the Forest Service and addressed as part of 
the NEPA process. The White River National Forest is a national resource and decisions 
regarding the management of this forest are made in conjunction with national as well as 
local concerns. Working closely with local governments, interest groups and user groups 
is an important part of the decision-making process. This will continue, and develop 
further, as the forest plan is implemented. 

Although Congressman McInnis provided an alternative for consideration, it is not 
appropriate for the White River National Forest to view it as representing the opinion of 
all people. This alternative does represent the desired management of the Forest for a 
certain segment of the population within Colorado, and perhaps elsewhere.  There are 
many other viewpoints, however, within Colorado and within the nation that the Forest 
must consider. All of these comments and concerns are valid, were reviewed, and were 
incorporated to the extent practical. 

P8 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider extending the length of the 
public comment period for the forest plan. –and- 

P8.1 An extension of the public comment period is needed. 
Response: On August 6, 1999, the Notice of Availability of the Proposed Revised Forest 
Plan and accompanying DEIS was issued in the Federal Register. This initiated a 90-day 
comment period. On November 1, 1999, the first extension to the comment period was 
announced in the Federal Register, doubling the comment period to 180 days. Due to a 
large number of requests to extend the comment period even further, a second extension 
of the comment period was granted. This second extension, extending the comment 
period an additional 90 days to May 5, 2000, was announced in the Federal Register on 
December 23, 1999. This nine-month long comment period provided adequate time for 
review by citizens, user groups, government agencies and other interested parties. 

P8.2 An extension of the public comment period is not needed. 
Response: The National Forest Management Act at 36 CFR 219.12 requires a comment 
period of at least three months. Sec. 1506.10(d) of the Council on Environmental Quality 
regulations for implementing the procedural provisions of the National Environmental 
Policy Act states, “The lead agency may extend prescribed periods.” Given that the full 
documentation for this proposed action was approximately 1,700 pages, the agency 
believed it was important to provide ample time for the public to read and understand 
what was being proposed in order to provide written comments. 
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P9 Public Concern: The Forest Service should review the adequacy of public 
involvement efforts. 

P9.1 Outreach 
Response: Ten open houses were held in February and March 1997 to inform the public 
of the forest plan revision process. On August 6, 1997, the Forest published a Notice of 
Intent in the Federal Register to prepare an environmental impact statement in 
conjunction with the revision of the forest plan. Four working groups, consisting of 
stakeholders and interested parties, were formed to assist Forest staff in developing 
management options. These groups met frequently from November 1997 to February 
1998. In addition, the Forest mailed newsletters to interested parties to inform them on 
the status of the planning process. Since the release of the draft planning documents in 
August 1999, the mailing list has grown from approximately 1,500 interested parties to 
more than 12,000. News releases and paid advertisements were used to notify the public 
of open houses held during the comment period. In addition, Forest staff met with all 
individuals and organizations upon request.  

P9.2 Meeting Times and Access 
Response: The White River National Forest covers approximately 2.3 million acres in 
nine counties in western Colorado. Meetings were held in communities where we have 
offices, as well as in Grand Junction and Denver. Open houses were held in the late 
afternoon and evening to accommodate schedules of working people. In addition, Forest 
staff met with stakeholder organizations at meetings set by them in locations other than 
on the Forest—this included Colorado’s Front Range and communities such as Gunnison. 

P9.3 Meeting Length 
Response: At least three meetings/open houses were held in each of the communities 
where we have offices. Most of these meetings were three hours long with Forest staff, in 
all cases, willing to stay later or schedule meetings with interested parties at a later date.  

P9.4 Handling of oral comments at meetings 
Forest staff made significant efforts to explain to interested people that comments on the 
forest plan draft documents needed to be made in writing. At all meetings there were 
handouts with contact information including mailing addresses. This information was 
also distributed in newsletters and newspaper articles. Forest staff discussed many issues 
with people at meetings and had this background when working on final documents. Due 
to the magnitude of the interest, however, only written comments were incorporated into 
the content analysis process resulting in this appendix of concern statements and 
responses.  

P10 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide more information to the 
local press. 

Response: The local media covered the Proposed Revised Forest Plan and accompanying 
DEIS extensively. From the time these documents were made available to the public until 
the close of the comment period on May 9, 2000, nearly 2,000 articles were clipped and 
filed from not only local newspapers, but Denver and out-of-state newspapers, as well. 
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P11 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should send paper copies of 
all requested documents to the public to accommodate those without 
computers or internet access at home.  

Response: The cost to the government to print and mail a complete set of documents 
ranged from $80 to $90. In light of this fact, a postcard was sent to interested parties 
asking which documents they wanted to receive and what format—paper or CD-ROM—
they preferred. Paper copies were provided to those requesting one. In instances where 
more than one paper copy was requested at the same mailing address, only one paper 
copy was provided. Paper copies of DEIS Summaries were made available to all 
requesters. Full, hardcopy sets were also available at all public libraries within the nine-
county area and at all White River National Forest offices.  

Efforts were made to ensure that documents were reasonably available. This includes 
making all documents available on the Internet and available to the public on CDROM. 
This approach applies to the distribution of the 2002 Forest Plan and accompanying 
documents as well. 

P12 Public Concern: The Forest Service should make web-based resources more 
customer service oriented and provide additional web-based 
communications. 

Response: The complete document was available on our website. This was the Forest’s 
first endeavor to make such documentation available on the web. The Forest is 
continually updating the website and learning how to use web-based communications 
more effectively. The document was provided in Adobe Acrobat format, as this is a free 
program that is generally universally available and acceptable. This file format was 
chosen to make the electronic documents readable by as many people as possible. 

The 2002 Forest Plan will also be available on the Forest’s web site. Efforts were made to 
make the electronic copies more user friendly. 

P13 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide detailed information to the 
public in order to receive effective feedback. 

Response: Detailed information (e.g., specialist reports) was available at all White River 
National Forest Service offices. The cost to reproduce all the maps and documentation 
related to proposed Forest Plan Revision and Draft Travel Management Plan would be 
prohibitive if provided as part of the document. However, Forest staff offered to meet 
with people and provide any additional information. Additional information, including 
resource specialists’ reports, supporting documentation and other materials are available 
at the Supervisor’s Office for review or copies can be requested.  

P14 Public Concern: The interdisciplinary team should redesign the planning 
documents so they are easier to understand and use. 

Response: The entire set of forest planning documents (Proposed Revised Forest Plan, 
DEIS, DEIS Summary and appendices) was approximately 1,700 pages long. Every 
effort was made to write in plain English and to use charts and maps to more effectively 
present information. Layout, which provides for greater ease in reading, was also 
considered when preparing this document. Efforts were made to ensure that the FEIS and 
supporting documents and maps are legible, understandable and written in plain 
language.  
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P15 Public Concern: The Forest Service should make management decisions only 
after public input has been given full consideration. 

Response: Considerable effort was made to involve the public prior to publishing the 
Proposed Revised Forest Plan and accompanying DEIS. See response to P9. All 
comments received during the nine-month public comment period were considered in 
detail during the preparation of the 2002 Forest Plan and FEIS. These comments were 
read, catalogued, reviewed, and responded to. Many public comments resulted in the 
planning team having to revise sections of the FEIS and add information or do additional 
work. Likewise, the public opinions and comments were considered in the final decision 
making process in which the selected alternative was chosen.  

For evidence of the changes made resulting from public comment, please see the 
description of alternative K in FEIS Chapter 2, the description of the Content Analysis 
process in the beginning of this Appendix, and the discussion of the decision making 
process in the Record of Decision.    

P16 Public Concern: The Forest Service should be unbiased in its handling of 
public comment and assure that all input is considered. 

Response:  All public comments that were received by the close of the comment period 
were part of the content analysis process – a process that reviews and responds to all 
public input. No comments were ignored or discarded. Details of how this process 
worked can be found in the introduction to this appendix.  

All public input was considered individually and equally. Individual comments were 
sorted by topic and entered into a database. Comments were then consolidated by topic 
into specific public concerns. Each public concern is responded to in this appendix.  

P17 Public Concern: The Forest Service should give more consideration to original 
responses than to postcards when considering public comment in the 
decision process. 

Response: Every comment received will be read and considered when developing the 
Revised Forest Plan and FEIS. A comment is a comment, whether it comes in the form of 
a “postcard campaign” or a letter from an individual or organization.  

It is important to recognize that the consideration of public comment is not a vote-
counting process in which the outcome is determined by the majority opinion. Relative 
depth of feeling and interest among the public can serve to provide a general context for 
decision-making. However, it is the appropriateness, specificity, and factual accuracy of 
comment content that serves to provide the basis for modifications to planning documents 
and decisions. A discussion of the types of comments and how they were considered is 
found in the Summary of Public Comments, a document prepared based on the analysis 
of comment letters. It has been, and will continue to be available on the White River web 
site. 
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P18 Public Concern: The Forest Service should disregard public comments that are 
based on misinformation. 

Response: Every comment received was read and considered when developing the 2002 
Forest Plan and FEIS. Many comments appeared to have been based on factually 
incorrect information, or misinterpretation of information in the draft documents. 
However, all comments were considered in the content analysis process, whether they 
appeared to be based on misinformation or not. Comments that were apparently based on 
factual errors or misinformation are responded to by correcting the error or by offering 
the agency’s position on the issue.  

P19 Public Concern: The Forest Service should assure timely map error corrections 
and make this information readily available to the public. 

Response: All Forest Plan maps were reviewed and updated in light of internal and 
external concerns. For the 2002 Forest Plan, updated maps are available for review in any 
White River National Forest office. The Forest visitor map will be updated after the 
Travel Management Plan is finalized, after the forest plan is completed. Forest visitor 
maps are available at Forest Service offices for a fee.  

P20 Public Concern: The Forest Service should increase public education efforts in 
order to achieve resource objectives. 

Response: Conservation education is one of the many tasks the Forest Service 
undertakes. Partnerships with community groups and organizations is one way of 
spreading resource management messages. These activities are very important and will 
continue to be a tool used to spread information in the future.  

P21 Public Concern: The Forest Service should encourage local businesses and 
governments to include responsible forest use guidelines in their marketing 
materials. 

Response: The Forest Service has many brochures and pamphlets that explain all aspects 
of the Forest Service mission and work. This information is available to the public and 
local businesses, generally at no charge.  

P22 Public Concern: The Forest Service should encourage comments from the 
public by making them feel like stakeholders. 

Response:  There were a significant amount of public involvement activities completed 
before the draft documents were made available to the public (see the response to P9). 
During the comment period, and during the crafting of the final documents, the White 
River planning team continued to meet and talk with individuals and groups regarding the 
plan. This effort was both formal and informal. Forest staff created an opportunity to 
meet with representatives of many groups and organization to gather information on 
values and attitudes on public land management. This effort was aimed at validating how 
people values and use the White River National Forests. This was one attempt by the 
Forest to recognize stakeholders and the way they interact with and value forest resources 
and opportunities.  

The intent is to continue to have opportunities to work with members of the community 
to recognize the various ways in which people use and value the White River National 
Forest. By providing people with a variety of ways to work with the Forest Service and 
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other groups and organizations, there should be an increased understanding of the 
management issues and opportunities as well as the variety of public attitudes and values 
regarding national forest system lands. 

P23 Public Concern: The Forest Service should focus planning efforts on 
consensus building and compromise. 

Response: The Revised Forest Plan and FEIS is based on consensus building and 
compromise to the extent the input complies with federal laws and regulations. The 
difficulty arises when opposite views are expressed and both are viable. The Forest 
Service mission and manual and handbook direction guided the Forest in preparing the 
Revised Forest Plan and FEIS. 

P24 Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop partnership arrangements 
with user groups. 

Response: The Forest Service actively pursues partnership arrangements. Partnerships 
are an important tool for accomplishing management goals and completing specific 
projects. Partnerships and other types of agreements are commonly entered into with 
many types of user groups, governments and organizations. There are not specific 
provisions in forest plans, however, that advocate future partnerships. Identifying 
partners or partnership opportunities are not decisions made in forest plans, but are 
important tools to implement forest plan decisions. 

P25 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure coordination of 
management activities with adjacent landowners by using Management Area 
7.1 (Intermix). 

The use of Management Area 7.1 received a great deal of public comment. There is a 
perception that the application of this Management Area will allow certain activities to 
occur that will not occur if this management area is not applied. This is not the case. The 
White River National Forest will consult, cooperate and involve government entities, 
landowners and stakeholders on all activities and projects regardless of the management 
area.  

The intent of Management Area 7.1, however, is to highlight areas where private lands or 
lands in other ownership are adjacent to, or significantly intermingles with, the National 
Forest System Lands resulting in significant management challenges.  These areas are 
meant to be areas where partnerships, cooperative agreements and other relationships can 
be fostered to work toward common goals. It is worth noting, however, that specific 
decisions regarding land uses will remain with the applicable landowners. 

Intermix areas are discussed in Chapter 3 of the FEIS in the Social and Economics Topic, 
Local Government subheading and Intermix heading. 

P26 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address urbanization by using 
Management Area 7.1 (Intermix). 

Urbanization of private lands is a significant issue in many areas adjacent to the White 
River National Forest, especially in Summit County. Many comments were received that 
asked the White River to deal with urbanization by applying the 7.1 management area 
(Intermix). The Forest Service can enter into cooperative agreements and partnerships 
regarding how National Forest System lands along the forest boundary are managed, but 
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it is not within the authority of the Forest Service to make decision regarding any private 
land uses or developments, including urbanization.  

There are many issues resulting from urbanization that the Forest Service can address – 
such as recreation uses, access, fuels reduction, and scenery. All of these issues are 
important and are addressed in the 2002 Forest Plan. Urbanization is discussed in Chapter 
3 of the FEIS in the Social and Economics Topic, Economics subheading and 
Urbanization heading. 

Site-specific issues and topics will be addressed at the time a specific agreements or 
partnerships is entered into by the Forest Service and any other landowner or government 
entity. This includes land ownership adjustment analysis, recreation uses and access, and 
other local issues.  

P27 Public Concern: The Forest Service should coordinate with adjacent national 
forests to develop common standards and guidelines. 

Response: The National Forest Management Act and related laws, regulations, directives 
and guidelines were used to develop the 2002 Forest Plan and FEIS. In addition, the 
Forest Service has a regional office for the Rocky Mountain Regional that coordinates 
issues similar to several adjacent forests. Some consistency and coordination was 
accomplished with forests that are adjacent to the White River. However, there will also 
be differences for several reasons – among the greatest include the staggered timeline for 
forests revising their plans. The Arapaho/Roosevelt and Routt National forests completed 
their forest plan revisions before the White River started. The Grand 
Mesa/Uncompaghre/Gunnison and the Pike San/Isabel National Forests have not yet 
started their forest plan revisions. Because there are differences in schedules, these plans 
are sometimes prepared under slightly different policies and agency direction. Laws have 
not changed, although some regulations, like the forest planning Regulations (36 CFR 
219.12) have been revised during the planning cycle. This changes some aspects of forest 
plans and makes consistency challenging. 

The attention on the White River forest planning effort, however, has resulted in regional 
discussions on many issues. The result of such discussion will be a consolidated, 
consistent approach for the forests that are initiating plan revisions in the near future. 
This includes the Grand Mesa/Uncompaghre/Gunnison and the Pike San/Isabel National 
Forests. These forests will have opportunities to incorporate direction on some issues that 
received significant attention on the White River. The White River planning effort 
resulted in updates to the Regional Desk Guide – the document that provides many types 
of direction to forests revising plans. One example of Desk Guide content is Forestwide 
Standards and Guidelines. By updating the Desk Guide to reflect some Standards and 
Guidelines in the White River 2002 Forest Plan, other forest plans in Colorado will 
contain similar direction.  
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P28 Public Concern: The Forest Service should subject memoranda of 
understanding to public review. 

Response: At this time there is no procedure that requires public review of memoranda 
of understanding between government agencies. The forest plan cannot create or change 
such a procedure. 

P29 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consult with the Bureau of 
Reclamation on future Ruedi Reservoir management priorities. 

Response: The Forest Service consults with the necessary and required government 
agencies on forest projects. Any proposals to change or build recreational facilities on 
Reudi Reservoir will be available for public comment and input by any government 
agency. 

P30 Public Concern: The Forest Service should continue to cooperate with the 
Army to allow issuance of military training use permits on the White River 
National Forest.  

Response: There is no language in the Revised Forest Plan or FEIS that will change the 
long-standing and future relationship the Forest Service has with the military related to 
training-use permits. Permits will continue to be issued when activities are compatible 
with the 2002 Forest Plan. Similarly, the 2002 Forest Plan has been, and may be adjusted 
to allow for specific uses in certain areas. 

The 2002 Forest Plan has specific provisions for allowing military training opportunities 
in two proposed wilderness areas—Dome Peak and Red Table Mountain. By addressing 
this use in these areas, the Forest Service is providing flexibility in the forest plan. The 
details of such uses (timing, intensity) will be found in the applicable permits and 
agreements between the agencies.   

P31 Public Concern: The Forest Service should collaborate closely with state 
agencies on any development of aerial transportation corridors. 

Response: Development of aerial transportation corridors will require a project-level 
Environmental Impact Statement, which would result in considerable input from state 
agencies and the public. The Forest Service is a cooperating agency with the Federal 
Highway Authority and the Colorado Department of Transportation on the effort to create 
a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement to address potential expansion 
opportunities for Interstate 70. The White River will continue to be a partner in this effort 
throughout the life of the project. There are several transportation alternatives being 
examined in this project. 

P32 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the impacts of Forest 
Service management decisions on the policymaking of other resource 
agencies.  

Response: The public comment period for the Proposed 2002 Forest Plan and DEIS 
afforded other resource agencies an opportunity to comment on the proposal on how it 
would impact them. The Forest considered all comment before making a final decision. 
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P34 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure cooperation with local 
jurisdictions by using Management Area 7.1 (Intermix) or another formal 
mechanism and including specific non-motorized designations on lands 
adjacent to designated Wilderness. 

Response: Management area 7.1 may, or may not have motorized use in the area, 
depending upon where it is applied. Regardless, motorized uses will be limited in the 
selected alternative to designated routes. Additional information on the application of 
management area 7.1 can be found in the response to comment P34, and in the FEIS in 
the Travel Management and Social and Economics topics. 

P35 Public Concern: The Forest Service should establish standards and guidelines 
for Goal 3.4 (public and organizational relations). 

Response: Public collaboration and organizational relations are forest goals. Objectives 
have been added that include some specific action that the Forest may undertake to meet 
that goal. Goals and objectives were chosen as the method of addressing this issue in the 
forest plan rather than the use of standards and guidelines because standards and 
guidelines are more prescriptive, have less flexibility and are aimed more at meeting 
quantitative measures than collaborative conditions.  

P36 Public Concern: The Forest Service should expand the objectives of Goal 3.4 
(public and organizational relations). 

Response: Goal 5, Public Collaboration and the associated objectives were created 
and expanded upon what was in the draft based on public comments.  See Goal #5 
in Chapter 1 of the 2002 Forest Plan for the specific objectives and strategies. 

P33 Public Concern: The Forest Service should establish a process to guide 
collaboration with local governments.  –and-  

P37 Public Concern: The Forest Service should work closely with local officials and 
agencies to assure planning consistency within the region. 

P37.1 County Officials 

P37.2 Municipal officials –and- 

P38 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consult with regional land-use 
planning bodies, both governmental and non-governmental. 

P38.1 Planning 

P38.2 Implementation 

P38.3 Planning and implementation 
Response: A recently signed memorandum of understanding between the Northwest 
Colorado Council of Governments and the White River National Forest may serve as a 
prototype to establish guidelines for collaboration with local governments. Nevertheless, 
the Forest Service routinely consults local governments on Forest activities and pending 
management decisions through formal and informal processes. 

Activities on private, state and county properties will be managed according to the proper 
decision making authority. The Forest Service can, and will participate in multi-
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jurisdictional planning activities. Consistency across boundaries, on certain issues, will 
be a goal when appropriate.  

P39 Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid management area 
designations that conflict with existing cooperatively developed plans for 
those areas. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan did consider existing cooperatively developed plans for 
specific areas such as Vail Pass. In some instances, however, new policies or directions 
have been implemented in the Forest Service that the forest plan must comply with. An 
example is lynx management direction. These new directions must be followed and if 
they are in conflict with recreation plans for certain areas of the forest, then the site-
specific plans will have to be reviewed. The decisions to place management areas on the 
maps did consider agreements and plans already in place. 

In addition, the Travel Management Plan has been separated from the forest plan. When 
the 2002 Forest Plan is approved, work will begin on the Travel Management Plan. The 
Travel Management Plan will look at road and trail opportunities across the entire Forest. 
A part of this work will include review of existing recreation use plans to ensure 
consistency with the 2002 Forest Plan. Adjustments may, or may not, have to be made. 

P40 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify potential transit options 
under Alternative D. 

Response: Transit options, for example public transportation systems, are not under the 
authority of the Forest Service. Public transit options for any community located near the 
White River National forest are not limited by the decisions made in the forest plan 
unless the transit system being considered will occur on National Forest System lands. 
The Forest did not receive any proposals for transit systems on National Forest System 
lands other than comments on aerial transportation corridors.  

P41 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the need for a multi-
jurisdictional collaboration process in regional transit planning. 

Response: The White River National Forest will participate in and will cooperate with 
any regional transit planning proposal that occurs on National Forest System lands. At 
such a time when the Colorado Intermountain Fixed Guideway Authority gets approval to 
build a guideway system through Summit or Eagle counties, the White River will 
participate in the planning effort. The White River is currently working with the Federal 
Highway Administration in its effort to analyze potential expansion alternatives for 
Interstate 70. If changes or adjustments need to be made to the Final Forest Plan, the 
appropriate amendments may be made after analysis and public comments are completed. 

P42 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include additional wording in the 
Management Area 7.1 (Intermix) “Desired Condition” section to address 
multi-jurisdictional planning that emphasize cooperative relationships. 

Response: Additional wording has been added to the Desired Condition of Management 
Area 7.1. 
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P43 Public Concern: The Forest Service should work with other agencies to 
mitigate the impacts of common problems such as urbanization and highway 
construction. 

Response: The Forest Service will work with other government agencies to mitigate the 
impacts of urbanization and highway construction. This involvement, and associated 
actions, will be constrained by the authority that government agencies have, or do not 
have, over certain activities. Cooperative agreements and other partnership opportunities 
will be used to address issues of concern between the Forest Service and local 
governments. 

P44 Public Concern: The Forest Service should demonstrate compliance with 
regulations that direct the agency to review local comprehensive and master 
plans. 

The Final Forest Plan contains direction that requires collaboration with local 
governments and interested publics.  Specifically, Chapter 1 of the Revised Forest Plan 
contains Goal 5:  Public Collaboration.  Within this goal, strategy 5a.2 states:  
“Cooperatively work with local governments to address issues of common concern and to 
the extent possible maintain consistency with locally adopted master plans.”  

P45 Public Concern: The Forest Service should identify how the revised White 
River Forest Plan will be affected by revisions to the planning regulations. 

The revised plan for the White River National Forest will be completed under the set of 
planning regulation published in 1982 (36 CFR 219). These regulations were updated and 
a revised set of planning regulations was approved and published in the Federal Register 
on November 9, 2000. These new regulations were intended to replace the old 
regulations.  Forest Plan revisions that were started under the 1982 regulations can be 
completed under the 1982 regulations (see the transition language in the new regulations 
at 36 CFR 219.35).  The White River Forest Plan will be completed under the 1982 
regulations. The final Forest Plan, therefore, will be in compliance with the 1982 
regulations and not any new regulations.  

P46 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the effects of the Roadless 
Initiative on White River National Forest management planning. 

Response: The final revised plan for the White River National Forest is in compliance 
with current agency direction regarding roadless area management. The discussion of this 
policy and the effects it has on forest management is discussed in the FEIS in the roadless 
area topic and in Appendix C to the FEIS, Roadless Areas.  

Specifically, there is one forestwide guideline in Chapter 2 of the Plan that states that 
when management activities are being considered in roadless areas, the emphasis for 
these activities should emphasize long-term maintenance of roadless characteristics, and 
habitat improvement for threatened, endangered and sensitive species; or maintenance 
and restoration of ecosystem composition and structure, such as reducing the risk of 
uncharacteristic wildfire effects or threat of insect or disease epidemics. This direction is 
found in the Administrative Section of Chapter 2 of the 2002 Forest Plan.  

The 2002 Forest Plan does not prohibit any activities based on roadless character. The 
management area prescriptions discuss what activities are, and are not, allowed in each 
area. Some roadless areas have been assigned management prescriptions that allow road 
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construction and timber harvest, and some roadless areas have been assigned 
management prescriptions that prohibit road construction and timber harvest. The 
direction for how an area is to be managed is determined, therefore, by the prescription, 
not by whether or not it is roadless.  

P47 Public Concern: The Forest Service should prepare a supplemental EIS to 
analyze the effects of concurrent national initiatives on the White River 
Forest Plan. 

Response: National initiatives that were of concern to the public during the comment 
period and during the preparation of the final documents include the roadless area 
conservation policy, the transportation policy, and the listing of the Canada lynx as a 
Threatened species under the Endangered Species Act. The roadless area conservation 
policy and the transportation policy are both Forest Service rules that were finalized after 
the draft of the White River Forest Plan was released to the public. Both of these rules 
had public comment periods and extensive public comments submitted. The 
transportation policy is final and will primarily impact the implementation of the 2002 
Forest Plan, not the contents of the 2002 Forest Plan. The roadless policy was approved, 
but is currently being challenged. The Chief of the Forest Service has issued a policy 
letter due to the uncertain status of the roadless policy, and the 2002 Forest Plan meets 
the intent of that letter. This is further discussed in the FEIS in the Roadless Topic and in 
Appendix C.  

The Canada lynx was listed as a threatened species under the Endangered Species Act 
after the draft planning documents were made available to the public.  There are several 
planning efforts and inter-agency agreements underway to address lynx habitat 
management.  One of which is a Region 2 effort to amend all forest plans that need to 
include lynx habitat management direction. This effort includes the White River National 
Forest, although instead of amending the 1984 Forest Plan, the White River intends to 
incorporate lynx habitat management direction into the Final forest plan. This approach 
to addressing the lynx issue was originally published in the Federal Register on March 
28, 2000 (Fed. Reg. Vol. 65, #60, pg. 16369-16373). To further clarify the approach to 
lynx management direction for the White River National Forest, a second notice was 
published on June 30, 2000 (Fed. Reg. Vol. 65, #127, pg. 40601-40606.) Public 
comments were received on this proposal.  

Although some of the information discussed above was not contained in the Draft 
documents, there were public comment opportunities on all of these topics, and therefore 
it was decided that a supplemental environmental impact statement for the White River 
Forest Plan was not needed.   

Since much of the current lynx habitat management direction came into being after the 
Proposed Revised Forest Plan was completed, the incorporation of this new information 
into the FEIS and final Revised Plan can be viewed as bringing the best available 
information forward.  Also, the issue of lynx was present in the DEIS and the DEIS 
reflected the best available lynx information at that time.    
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P48 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should abide by its multiple use 
management mandate. –and- 

P49 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should emphasize that the multiple use 
mandate requires that all designated uses be compatible with resource 
protection. 

Response: A wide range of alternatives with various levels of outputs and services 
including timber production, rangeland forage, wildlife habitat, and travel management 
(roads and trails) were analyzed in the DEIS. Each of the alternatives in the DEIS and in 
the FEIS meets the intent of the various laws, including multiple use management, under 
which the national forests are managed. The selected alternative in the FEIS represents 
what Forest managers believe to be the best balance of outputs and services in achieving 
sustainable ecosystems and meeting the intent of these laws, as well as in addressing the 
issues and concerns specific to the management of the White River National Forest that 
were identified in the public concerns. 

P50 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should honor pre-FLPMA land use 
authorizations for the use of facilities. 

Response: In the Preface to the 2002 Forest Plan, there is discussion of valid outstanding 
rights. In addition, special use authorizations are described within the applicable legal 
framework in the FEIS in the Legal and Administrative Framework section of the Special 
Use section of the Travel Management Topic. The Forest Service authorizes many 
special uses, under various laws and regulations. These uses must be executed within the 
appropriate legal framework, as referenced in the forest plan. Many land uses are 
permitted through other processes than the forest plan. These uses will continue to be 
implemented according to applicable direction and policy 

P51 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should continue under the direction of the 
current Land and Resource Management Plan. –and- 

P52 Public Concern:  Due to changed circumstance, the Forest Service should 
revise the current Land and Resource Management Plan. –and- 

P53 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should consider that the stated need for 
revision of the current management plan fails to address significant changes 
outside forest boundaries that impact the White River National Forest. 

Response: Forest plans are required by law (National Forest Management Act) to be 
evaluated and revised as necessary every 10-15 years. An Analysis of the Management 
Situation (AMS) was completed by forest managers to initiate the revision process and it 
was determined that significant changes have occurred since the development of the 1984 
Forest Plan which required a plan revision. These changes include growing populations 
around and within the boundaries of the Forest, and changing demands and expectations 
of the public relative to the provision of forest products, services, recreational 
opportunities, as well as the need to address a variety of other evolving forest 
management issues. Each of the alternatives addressed these needs and desires 
differently. Alternative B represented the continuation of management practices under the 
1984 plan and was given equal consideration in addressing the changing management 
situation. The preferred alternative represented what Forest managers believed to be the 
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best balance of outputs, services, and management practices in meeting current and 
evolving human and natural resource needs and desires. 

P54 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should include urbanization 
as a revision topic. –and– 

P55 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should not include 
urbanization as a revision topic.  

Response: Urbanization is an important issue for management of the White River 
National Forest. Urbanization is addressed in the Social and Economic section of the 
FEIS. 

Urbanization was identified as a revision topic in the early stages of the revision process. 
As the revision progress progressed, the decision to have urbanization as a topic was 
carefully reviewed.  Revision topics drive alternatives. Alternatives differ in how they 
address each revision topic. Revision topics, therefore, are things that the Forest Service 
can control directly, such as the amount of recreation opportunities, the number of road 
and trail miles managed for specific uses, and the number of acres of recommended 
wilderness. Although Forest Service activities affect local communities, the Forest 
Service does not have direct control over these developments (impacts). Urbanization 
does not occur on National Forest Systems lands. It occurs on private lands where other 
government entities make management decisions. It is not in the direct control of the 
Forest Service, and therefore was not included as a revision topic. 

The impact of land management activities on local communities was fully addressed in 
the DEIS and is expanded in the FEIS. Such issues as population growth, employment, 
affordable housing are addressed within the urbanization discussion in the Social and 
Economic section of Chapter 3 of the FEIS. Urbanization is address addressed 
specifically in the Social and Economics Topic, Economics subheading, and Urbanization 
heading. 

P56 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should change the forest plan on a site-
specific basis, rather than a forest-wide scale. -and-  

P57 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should develop individual district plans. -
and- 

P58 Public Concern:  The revised Land and Resource Management Plan should 
include the flexibility to be amended on a regular basis. -and- 

P59 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should undertake a separate 
programmatic EIS to address the cumulative effects of ski area development. 
–and- 

P60 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should clarify the administrative scale of 
management area category allocations. 

Response: The National Forest Management Act requires that forest plans be developed 
on a broad-scale basis in order that the cumulative impacts of land allocation decisions, 
forest outputs, and management practices and outcomes can be displayed at a landscape 
level. It is recognized that the impacts of individual site-specific actions cannot be 
adequately addressed in such a broad-scale planning effort. Such site-specific projects are 
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required  to be evaluated individually by the National Environmental Policy Act and their 
localized and cumulative effects identified relative to the management goals and direction 
contained in the forest plan. Forest plans are amended regularly over time to address 
emerging issues or as new information becomes available. These amendments typically 
address minor changes to land allocations and can change forest-wide management 
standards and guidelines reflecting new information. The changing management situation 
on the White River National Forest is of such magnitude and scale relative to the 1984 
Forest Plan that a plan revision is justified rather than a series of more narrowly focused 
plan amendments.  

 P61 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should select an alternative that prioritizes 
ecological integrity and habitat protection. -and- 

P62 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should err on the side of greater habitat 
preservation in drafting the final forest plan. -and- 

P63 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should adopt a plan that emphasizes 
ecosystem protection. -and- 

P64 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should choose a plan that balances use 
with the protection of natural resources. 

Response: One of the greatest challenges in developing a forest plan is achieving a 
balance of management actions and desired outcomes which is responsive to the many 
varied and oftentimes conflicting public demands. Each alternative represents a different 
balance of   outcomes among sustainable ecosystems, recreational uses, and forest 
products. The selected alternative is most responsive to the balance between desired 
public outcomes for the White River National Forest and is consistent with the various 
laws governing the management of national forests. 

P65 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should adopt a plan that is comprehensive 
in nature, with a broad focus on its regional and national implications. 

The Forest Service is directed under the National Forest Management Act to develop 
forest plans for each forest on a recurring schedule. These plans are necessarily unique to 
each national forest based upon public issues and concerns, the management situation, 
and the natural resources particular to each forest. 

P65 (P65.1 and P65.2)  Public Concern:  The Forest Service should enhance 
recreational opportunities in order to accommodate increased use. 

Response: The range of alternatives contains varying levels of motorized and 
mechanized recreational use and the recreation opportunities and effects of each 
alternative have been displayed in the analysis. The rationale for the selected alternative 
is presented in the Record of Decision.  

Recreational opportunities are expected to expand under the 2002 Forest Plan over the 
next ten to fifteen years due to expanding population. The rate at which specific 
recreation opportunities expand will depend upon a variety of factors including the ability 
and rate at which for developed and permitted recreation opportunities can expand also.  
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P66 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should adopt a plan that is flexible. 
The Forest Service is directed under the National Forest Management Act to develop 
forest plans for each forest on a recurring schedule not to exceed fifteen years. Approved 
plans are periodically amended during each planning cycle to reflect changing conditions 
or new information. Most projects undertaken to implement the forest plan are developed 
by resource managers on the individual Districts, such projects must be consistent with 
the direction contained with the forest plan. 

The 2002 Forest Plan will be monitored every year. Annual monitoring and evaluation 
reports will be completed. The results of these reports will be adjustments to the Plan to 
make sure that it is addressing current issues. The Plan will be a dynamic document being 
continuously reviewed and updated to reflect changed conditions.  

P67 Public Concern:  The management prescriptions in the Land and Resource 
Management Plan should be simplified. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan is written to best of our ability. The Forest Plan 
addresses complicated issues. These issues were presented as clearly as possible. 

P68 Public Concern:  The Forest Plan objectives should be realistic and achievable. 
Response: The strategies (Chapter 1 of the 2002 Forest Plan) are meant to identify 
measurable ways of meeting a desired condition in the future. Progress towards the goals 
and objectives will be made, but will be constrained by budget allocations. Progress will 
be monitored and evaluated annually. 

P69 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should modify Goal 2.1 to include 
partnership development with user groups. 

Response: The development of partnerships is critical to the accomplishment of forest 
goals. The Forest has relied heavily upon partnerships in all of our resource areas and will 
continue to do so. Forestwide Goal #5, Public collaboration, states that it is the intention 
of the Forest to work cooperatively with individuals, groups, governments and tribes to 
achieve a variety of objectives. This direction is found in Chapter 1, Goal #5 of the 2002 
Forest Plan. 

P70 Public Concern:  The final White River Forest Plan should include definable 
and measurable standards and guidelines. 

Response: A standard is defined (page 2-1 of the 2002 Forest Plan) as “a course of action 
that must be followed, or a level of attainment that must be reached to achieve forest 
goals.”  Standards can either be quantified (measured with numbers) or it must be clearly 
determined and documented that that a course of action was followed. The standards in 
the 2002 Forest Plan were written within this framework. 

P71 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should revise the directive governing the 
resolution of conflicting standards and guidelines for management areas. 

Response: The Forestwide Standard and Guidelines are written to provide resource 
management direction to all lands regardless of the management area prescription. These 
Standards and Guidelines (Chapter 2 of the 2002 Forest Plan) cannot and will not be 
suspended if they conflict with any of the Management Area direction (Chapter 3 of the 
2002 Forest Plan). Management Area direction is in addition to the forestwide direction. 
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The statement remains, “when forestwide standards and guidelines conflict with 
management area standard and guidelines, those that are more stringent or restrictive are 
applied” (found in the 2002 Forest Plan). 

P72 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should delete the second sentence of the 
Management Area 5.41 Desired Condition discussion. 

Response: Management area 5.41 emphasizes deer and elk winter range. The second 
sentence of the desired condition reads:  “Activities may include burning, rangeland 
management, timber harvest, habitat manipulation, recreation, minerals exploration and 
development, and road management.”  These activities are appropriate uses of National 
Forest System lands. The type of activity and amount of activity for this management 
area will have to support the theme, management area description and desired condition 
for these deer and elk winter range areas. Not all activities will occur in all areas, and 
intensity and frequency will vary also.  

Implementation and Monitoring 

Enforcement 

P73 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should select a management plan that will 
be enforceable. 

Response: Law enforcement budget and staffing levels do not dictate the decisions made 
in Forest Plans. The decisions made in Forest Plans do not drive law enforcement 
allocations either. Law enforcement resources are allocated separately from the forest 
planning process according to existing statues, regulations and Forest Service policy 
(FSM 5302 and FSH 5309.11 and others). 

There are other means than law enforcement to implement forest plans. Making sure 
people are aware of the rules through signing and mapping is a key step. Educational 
activities are also helpful. Many volunteer groups or user groups monitor their own 
behavior and that of others who do similar activities. Partnerships also provide means to 
communicate the proper way to use the forest and share information.  

P74 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should institute a toll-free 
hotline number so that forest users can report violations. 

Response: Implementation activities, such as a method for reporting violations, will 
come after the forest plan revision is complete. Congressman McInnis offered the 
solution of a toll-free hotline. The idea is to have greater involvement of the user public 
in the enforcement of forest regulations. Forest staff will discuss this with him, including 
funding of this effort, which is a concern of some citizens, after the forest plan is 
finished. 

P75 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should actively enforce the ski industry’s 
compliance with federal environmental laws. 

Response: Ski areas are subject to the same Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines (2002 
Forest Plan Chapters 2 and 3) and other legal requirements as other forest users. The 
White River is responsible for ensuring that activities that occur on National Forest 
System lands comply with all applicable Forest Plan guidance and legal requirements. 
The Forest Service is not the agency responsible for ensuring legal compliance for 
activities that occur on private or other lands. 
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Monitoring 

P76 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should monitor activities at frequent 
intervals and in a meaningful manner. -and- 

P77 Public Concern:  The final Forest Plan should include strengthened 
monitoring requirements to provide more definitive information. -and- 

P78 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should invest more resources into 
surveying and monitoring for adaptive management. -and- 

P81 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should add a monitoring question in Table 
4-2 to evaluate collaborative efforts. 

Response: The monitoring strategy in the DEIS has been significantly revised in the FIES 
to address public concerns. This revision was done to make the monitoring strategy more 
clearly understood, to identify specific items to be monitored and how often, to suggest 
meaningful monitoring methods, and to address all legal obligations. See Chapter 4 of the 
2002 Forest Plan for this revised monitoring strategy.  

Monitoring of wildlife species, specifically proposed, Threatened, Endangered, and 
Sensitive species is addressed in this strategy. The purpose of this section is to outline the 
methods to survey and monitor these species to ensure viability. 

Public collaboration, and working with local governments is now more clearly included 
in the monitoring strategy. Table 4-1 of the 2002 Forest Plan includes monitoring 
questions that responds to concerns that the White River not only work with local 
governments more closely, but monitor the effectiveness of these collaborative efforts. 

P79 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should assure that 
monitoring data collected by volunteers is actually compiled and used in 
management decisions. 

Response: The monitoring chapter (2002 Forest Plan Chapter 4) identifies those 
situations in which partners or volunteers may provide monitoring data. If so, the data 
provided by such groups may be the only data available and will be used in the 
monitoring of the forest plan. Any data gathering exercise needs to be coordinated 
between volunteers or other groups and the White River National Forest to make sure the 
data is presented in ways that are compatible with other monitoring efforts or existing 
data. 

P80 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should follow through on 
monitoring goals 2.2, 2.9a and b. 

Response: The goals and objectives in the proposed revised Forest Plan were rewritten to 
include more recent information (2002 Forest Plan Chapter 1). Goal #2, Multiple Benefits 
to People, contains Objective 2b; “Improve the capability of wilderness and protected 
areas to sustain a desired range of benefits and values. There are several corresponding 
strategies intended to help meet the intent of the goal and objective. The Forest intends to 
implement the plan to meet all goals, objectives, and strategies. 
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P82 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should consider assessing some of the 
results from the implementation of the forest plan over longer time periods. 

Response: The monitoring chapter (2002 Forest Plan Chapter 4) includes information on 
how often each item will be monitored, and how often the results will be reported (Table 
4-1, Monitoring Strategy). In many instances several years of observations are needed 
before a trend or conclusion can be reached. Each monitoring item will be monitored on a 
schedule that will best provide the information needed.  

P83 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should make monitoring results available 
to the public for review. 

Response: Monitoring reports are available to the public upon request. Monitoring 
reports will be available in the future on the Internet. 

Funding for Implementation 

P84 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should obtain adequate 
funding to assure effective forest management. 

Response: Funding for the White River National Forest is part of an overall funding 
allocation determined by Congress and the Administration. The White River must work 
within the budget it is allocated. The Forest, however, does make requests for funding 
based on projected accomplishments in the forest plan. The Forest Plan, therefore, must 
clearly identify the goals and objectives it wishes to meet. The Forest identifies, in the 
forest plan, the goals and objectives guiding future management, and the accomplishment 
towards these goals with current funding. The forest also determined what could be 
accomplished if funding for the White River was increased. These results are shown in 
Supplement Table 3, in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. 

Volunteers, partnerships and collaborative agreements are used by the White River to 
meet some of the goals and objectives. This will continue in the future. 

P85 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should draft the forest budget to more 
closely reflect Forest Plan objectives. 

Response: It is the intent of the White River National Forest to use the forest plan to 
identify priority activities during the annual budget allocation process. 

P86 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should allocate district forest budgets 
based on public usage rather than on commodity extraction levels. 

Response: District budgets are allocated based on the program of work to be 
accomplished, not whether or not they have commodity extraction occurring. The level of 
funding Districts receive is not part of the forest plan decision. 

P87 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should divert its planning 
budget to roads and trail maintenance and education. 

Response: The National Forest Management Act regulations require that plans be revised 
every 10-15 years. It was necessary, therefore to incur an expense at this time to revise 
the forest plan. 

 A1-21 Appendix A 



White River National Forest 

P88 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should consider returning 80% of 
revenues collected with the White River National Forest to back to it. 

Response: The fees collection and redistribution process is not decided by the White 
River National Forest and is not a decision made in Forest Plans. Any changes to fee 
collection and revenue distribution policy will be implemented as appropriate. 

Staffing for Implementation 

P89 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should reduce 
administrative staffing levels and better manage its budget and resources.  
-and- 

P90 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should select an alternative that can be 
implemented with the lowest staffing levels. 

Response: The preferred and selected alternatives were not chosen based on staffing 
levels. It is not appropriate to base forest plan decisions on staffing levels. Staffing levels 
will, however, determine the progress that can be made toward goals and objectives 
identified in forest plans. 

Other Issues of Concern 

P91 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should consider that reductions in 
domestic timber harvest will shift timber harvest impacts to other countries. 

Response: Analysis of timber supply and demand for the White River National Forest is 
limited to the local timbershed area, and area defined by local lumber mill processing 
capabilities and local timber demand. The White River National Forest is considered a 
small timber supplier that has no influence on national or international timber markets. 
This finding is found in  “A Market Analysis of the Analysis of the Timber Situation of 
the White River National Forest”, Administrative Study, April 1997. Therefore, the 
analysis of global timber demand is not appropriate during this Forest Plan revision.  

P92 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should select Alternative I in 
order to help mitigate global climate change. 

Response: Analysis of global climate change is not appropriate during Forest Plan 
revision. Most Forest Plan analysis is done at a smaller scale, addressing the lands 
managed by the White River National Forest plus examining effects on other adjacent 
lands determined by specific issues. 

Decision-Making and Public Influence 

P93 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should include specialists not represented 
on the existing planning team. 

Response: Chapter 4 of the FEIS lists those specialists who contributed to the plan. This 
list has been added to and changed for the FEIS. Some individuals participated in the 
draft documents and were simply overlooked in the DEIS. Representation on the IDT 
changed between draft and final due to personnel changes. In addition to staff turn-over, 
specialists added to the FEIS list include an archeologist, botanist, and economist.  
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P95 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should review the DEIS for 
bias resulting from possible conflicts of interest. 

Response: The FEIS was carefully reviewed to ensure that it presents information in a 
straightforward manner. Several individuals, including those who are, and are not, 
technical experts in particular topics, reviewed all sections of the FEIS.  

P96 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should make decision-
making criteria, assumptions and methodology readily available to the 
public. 

Response: The Record of Decision (ROD) presents the process used to identify the 
selected alternative. The decision making process used is called “Choosing by 
Advantages.” The process and specific information used in the process are discussed in 
the ROD.  

In addition, the processes used to address species viability, and how decisions were made 
to identify species of viability concern, are found in the FEIS in the Biodiversity Topic. 
Additional information and detailed reports on species viability procedures is found in the 
administrative record and is available upon request. 

Use of Information in the Decision Process 

P101 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should take into account 
that the original Colorado DNR staff recommendations were modified by 
political appointees of that organization before submitting the comments to 
the Forest Service. 

Response: All comments that were received were treated similarly. All comments were 
entered into the content analysis process, a process that examined each letter and 
extracted and consolidated comments. Please see the introduction to this appendix for a 
summary of the content analysis process. Therefore, all comments from the Colorado 
DNR were examined in the process, regardless of who submitted them. 

P103 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should incorporate public comment into 
plan revisions. 

Response: Public comment received on the draft Forest Plan for the White River 
National Forest was taken very seriously. All comments were entered into the content 
analysis process described in the introduction to this appendix. Many comments resulted 
in additional work, clarification, and review of specific issues in the draft documents. Not 
all public comments can be incorporated into the final documents; however, because 
many comments were made on items that are not forest plan decisions. These comments 
were reviewed and considered, however, and specific responses, including responses that 
state that comments are not applicable to the forest plan, should be found in this appendix 
organized by resource topic. 
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Public Involvement and Collaboration 

COMMENT PERIOD 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT EFFORTS 

P97 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should use social science 
tools to identify and analyze public opinion. 

Response: Social science tools were used to determine public attitudes, values and 
beliefs. This information was introduced in the DEIS. The FEIS contains additional 
information and more details regarding social science issues and how they relate to forest 
management. This information is found in the FEIS in the Social and Economic section 
of Chapter 3. 

ACCESSIBILITY OF INFORMATION FOR THE PUBLIC 

PUBLIC EDUCATION 

P105 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should develop an outreach 
program to teach environmental programs to local school children and 
residents. 

Response: The White River National Forest does have an environmental education 
program that reaches out to schoolchildren. Staff from the Forest participates with school 
groups in many ways. This is an important issue to local communities and schools. 
Environmental education programs, however, are not decisions made with forest plans. 
These programs may serve as tools to help implement the forest plan, however, through 
community education and the sharing of information.  

P106 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should adapt to changing 
population demographics in Colorado by providing educational outreach in 
Spanish. 

Response: The White River National Forest has made specific efforts to reach the Latino 
community. One of our newsletters was produced in English and in Spanish. The Spanish 
language version did not generate a great deal of feedback. Regardless, all user groups 
are valued and need to be reached in ways that are accessible to them. Forest staff will 
work with any group that requests a different or new means of communication. 

The Forest intends to produce a newspaper insert as part of the strategy to convey 
information to the public when the 2002 Forest Plan is completed. One section of this 
newspaper insert will be in Spanish in an attempt to share information with the Spanish-
speaking community. 

STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT 

P108 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should make an effort to 
identify and inform stakeholders in order to effectively manage cross-
boundary issues. 

Response: The White River made many efforts to not only identify stakeholders, but to 
involve them in the forest planning process. Public involvement efforts included 
newsletters, newspaper articles, open house meetings, magazine articles, and radio 
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interviews. In addition, work groups were held before the Draft documents were released. 
The purpose of the work groups was to identify issues and potential ways of addressing 
the issues. These outreach efforts were aimed at all interested parties, which includes 
those interested in cross-boundary issues. 

Cross-boundary issues can also be addressed through multi-government planning efforts, 
collaborative actions, and partnership agreements. All of these tools are available to 
Forest Service staff and will be used in activities that implement the forest plan. 

See P9 and P22. 

PUBLIC PARTNERSHIPS AND COLLABORATION 

P111 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should develop a formal collaborative 
planning process to evaluate future ski area expansion proposals and 
include this process in the final Forest Plan. 

Response: The Forest is currently working on a collaborative process with local 
governments in Summit County. The expectation is that this experience will help us 
develop other collaborative planning strategies that can be used in the future for a variety 
of issues and projects. The forest plan, in and of itself, will not contain a standard 
collaborative planning process. It does, however, contain more goals and objectives that 
will help us achieve collaborative planning. These goals and objectives are found in Goal 
#4 in Chapter 1 of the 2002 Forest Plan. 

See also P33, 37, and 38. 

INTERAGENCY COLLABORATION, FEDERAL 

P112 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should consider the development of 
interagency agreements to share responsibility for implementing mutually 
beneficial management activities. 

Response: The Forest Plan advocates cooperative agreements between agencies, 
governments, permittees and user groups. These agreements will address many issues 
including noxious weeds and road maintenance. The Forest Plan does not, however, 
provide the details for any such agreement. Individual agreements will have to meet the 
intent of all applicable direction found in a variety of laws, regulations and policies.  

Interagency Collaboration, County and Local 

INTERAGENCY COLLABORATION, COUNTY AND LOCAL GOALS, STANDARDS, AND 
GUIDELINES 

P114 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should modify Goal 3, Public 
Organizational Relations. 

Response: Several comments were received on Goal 3 of the Proposed 2002 Forest Plan. 
Many of them included specific proposals for rewording objectives, adding objectives, or 
adding standards or guidelines. Upon review of this information, the 2002 Forest Plan 
includes Goal #5 – Public Collaboration and several objectives and strategies for meeting 
that goal. These strategies address, among other issues, the issue of project consistency 
with county master plans and the issue of providing opportunities for local governments 
to participate in planning efforts and monitoring efforts. See P35. 
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INTERAGENCY COLLABORATION, MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL 

P117 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should develop a collaboration process to 
develop joint management prescriptions and monitoring of intermix areas. 

Response: Management prescriptions in the 2002 Forest Plan apply only to National 
Forest System lands. The Forest, however, is willing to participate in urban intermix 
activities that cover lands of several jurisdictions. Issue identification, planning 
objectives, and monitoring activities are all items that can be addressed through inter-
agency cooperation. The Forest Plan recognizes the need for such activities in the 2002 
Forest Plan Chapter 1, Goal #5 – Public Collaboration.  

Relationship of the White River Forest Plan Revisions to other Planning 
and Rulemaking Processes 

P118 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should ensure that the final 
Forest Plan is as consistent as possible with proposed planning regulation 
revisions in order to avoid another round of plan revisions. -and- 

P119 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should re-release the final 
Forest Plan for public comment if it is significantly revised due to new 
planning regulations. 

The Revised Forest Plan was completed under the 1982 Planning Regulations – the same 
regulations that were used throughout the entire planning process.  The changes between 
draft and final were not a result of changes in planning regulations as the regulations that 
White River planning process used did not change.  A re-release was therefore not 
necessary.  See also P45.   

P120 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should develop a review process to ensure 
timely adjustment of its policies to conform with new regulations of other 
agencies. 

Response: If other agencies (e.g. Environmental Protection Agency) approve new 
regulations that directly impact Forest Service activities, the forest plan will be reviewed 
and adjustments made to it if necessary and appropriate. Forest Plan amendments are 
done to adjust the plan based on changed conditions, new information, or new law, policy 
or direction. Forest plan amendments will be made to reflect new policy, if needed, 
regardless of the issuing agency.   

P121 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should update the 
Rangeland Renewable Resources Assessment and incorporate the 
recommended outputs into the final Forest Plan.  

The Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act (RPA) of 1974 states that 

“[T]he Secretary of Agriculture shall prepare a Renewable Resource Assessment 
(hereinafter called the “Assessment”).  The Assessment shall be prepared not later 
than December 31, 1975, and shall be updated during 1979 and each tenth year 
thereafter . . ..” [Section 3.] 

 “In order to provide for periodic review of programs for the National Forest System, 
for research, for cooperative State and private Forest Service programs, and for 
conduct of other Forest Service activities in relation to the findings of the 
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Assessment, the Secretary of Agriculture, utilizing information available to the Forest 
Service and other agencies within the Department of Agriculture . . . shall prepare 
and transmit to the President a recommended Renewable Resource Program.” 
[Section 4.] 

The USDA Forest Service has been engaged in developing national renewable resource 
assessments and in long-term strategic planning since 1974 when the Forest and 
Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act (RPA) was enacted.  With the passage of 
the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993, which required all CFO agencies 
to prepare strategic plans, the development of Agency strategic plans has been done 
based on the requirements of both laws.  A Forest Service Strategic Plan was completed 
in 1997 and revised in 2000.  The most recent updates of the RPA Assessment were 
completed in 1993 and 2000.  The last RPA Recommended Program was completed in 
1990. 

A Draft 1995 RPA Program (“The Forest Service Program for Forest and Rangeland 
Resources:  A Long-Term Strategic Plan”) was published in October 1995.  The Draft 
1995 Program, along with the RPA Assessment, other information and analyses, and 
public comment were used as the basis for preparing the “USDA Forest Service (GPRA) 
Strategic Plan” published in 1997. 

At the end of Fiscal Year 1997, out of concern that the requirements for a RPA Program 
and a GPRA strategic plan were duplicative, language was inserted in the Department of 
Interior and Related Agency Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 1998 that stated: 

“No part of any appropriation . . . shall be expended or obligated to complete and 
issue the five-year program under the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources 
Planning Act.”  [Excerpt from Public Law 105-83, November 14, 1997] 

The Fiscal Year 1999 appropriations bill continued this language and, in the 
appropriations bill Conference Report, further clarified that  

“The Committees recognize that the Government Performance and Results Act 
requires strategic plans and performance measures which should provide the public 
with sufficient information formerly provided in the RPA Program.”  [Excerpt from 
the October 1998 Conference Report] 

The Department of Interior and Related Agency Appropriations Act, 2001 (Public Law 
106-321), repeated the language of prior year appropriations acts.  No further clarifying 
language about RPA requirements vis-à-vis GPRA was added. 

In October 2000, the current “USDA Forest Service Strategic Plan (2000 Revision)” was 
published.  Preliminary findings of the 2000 RPA Assessment were an integral part of the 
2000 Revision.  The summary report for this latest update of the Assessment, titled, “The 
2000 RPA Assessment of Forest and Range Lands,” was published in February 2001. 

The RPA Assessment has been updated as required by law.   A Forest Service Strategic 
Plan, in lieu of a RPA Program, was completed in 2000 in accordance with GPRA and 
language in the Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act.  Neither the RPA 
Assessment nor the Forest Service Strategic Plan contains recommended output targets 
applicable to individual National Forests.   The Assessment contains national and 
regional level analysis of the renewable resource situation, including long-run projections 
of supply and demand for the various renewable resources.  The Strategic Plan contains 
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goals, outcomes, performance measures, and strategies that apply to all Agency 
programs, including management of the National Forest System; but the Strategic Plan 
does not establish output targets.  While Forest plans should be consistent with the 
guidance provided in the Strategic Plan and should consider the information provided by 
the RPA Assessment along with other available and relevant science, neither the Strategic 
Plan nor the Assessment contain recommended outputs that must be incorporated in 
Forest plans. 

P123 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should prepare and circulate for comment 
a revised DEIS that incorporates lynx management information and 
strategies. 

Response: Since much of the current lynx habitat management direction came into being 
after the Proposed Revised Forest Plan was completed, the incorporation of this new 
information into the FEIS and final Revised Plan can be viewed as bringing the best 
available information forward.  Also, the issue of lynx was present in the DEIS and the 
DEIS reflected the best available lynx information at that time.    

See P47 for more information.   

Legal and Administrative Framework 

P124 Public Concern:  The DEIS should include a complete quantitative cumulative 
effects analysis of all affected resources as mandated by NEPA. 

Response: Cumulative effects section found in the DEIS were reviewed and 
supplemented in the FEIS. 

P125 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should complete a Regulatory Flexibility 
Act analysis for the forest plan revision. 

Response:  Regulatory Flexibility analysis is a requirement of rule making.  Forest Plans 
are not considered to be rules and are therefore not subject to the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act analysis.  A regulatory flexibility analysis is not required and was not completed. 

PURPOSE, NEED AND SIGNIFICANT ISSUES 

Purpose and Need 

Need to Change the forest plan 

P126 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should avoid a “tragedy of 
the commons” situation caused by the cumulative effects of multiple forest 
uses. 

Response: A wide range of alternatives with various levels of outputs and services 
including timber production, rangeland forage, wildlife habitat, and travel management 
(roads and trails) were analyzed in the DEIS. Each of the alternatives in the DEIS and in 
the FEIS meets the intent of the various laws, including multiple use management, under 
which the national forests are managed. The selected alternative in the FEIS represents 
what Forest managers believe to be the best balance of outputs and services in achieving 
sustainable ecosystems and meeting the intent of these laws, as well as in addressing the 
issues and concerns specific to the management of the White River National Forest that 
were identified in the public concerns. 
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When the forest plan is completed, individual areas will be examined to determine if 
recreational use levels are appropriate. Tools for doing such analysis, and for managing 
use levels, are discussed in the FEIS, Chapter 3, in the Recreation Topic. 

Revision Topics 

Decisions Made in Forest Planning 

Scale of Decision 

P127 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should conduct site-specific environmental 
analyses for the two project-specific decisions tiered to the forest plan 
revision process. 

Response: The DEIS identified two specific decisions that were going to be made with 
the forest plan decision. These two decisions were: (1) the Travel Management Plan, and 
(2) management of vacant grazing allotments. 

A decision has been made to separate the Travel Management Plan from the forest plan. 
Analysis for the Travel Management Plan, therefore, will be initiated after the forest plan 
is complete. This analysis will be made available to the public, and public involvement 
activities will occur, as part of the NEPA process. 

Management of vacant allotments will be decided with the forest plan. The analysis to 
support this decision can be found in the FEIS, Chapter 3, Grazing. The decisions 
regarding management of vacant allotments can be found in the Record of Decision for 
the forest plan. 

P128 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should base project-level decisions on site-
specific analysis. 

Response: The Forest Service does, and will continue to, base project-level decision on 
site-specific analysis. Decisions such as timber sales and ski area expansions will be 
made after site-specific NEPA documents are completed and decision made. The analysis 
in the forest plan is done at a programmatic scale and is meant to predict potential outputs 
at the forest scale. The Forest Plan analysis does not approve individual timber sales or 
ski area expansions.  

General Management Direction 

P131 Public Concern:  The final Plan should closely reflect ecosystem management 
principles rather than traditional output goals emphasized in the DEIS. 

Response: The DEIS and the FEIS were constructed using ecosystem management 
principles. The FEIS, like the DEIS was constructed according to the planning 
regulations at 36CFR 219 that requires specific resource analysis. The FEIS was not 
intended to be solely commodity driven, however, all requirements had to be met. The 
Forest Plan is a multiple use document with consideration given to ecosystem principles 
as well as resource production.   
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Management Prescriptions 

P134 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should use overlapping management 
prescriptions to meet complex resource goals. 

Response: Prescriptions are intended to identify emphasis areas. In many cases 
prescriptions allow for many uses of the forest, in addition to the emphasis identified in 
the prescription description. The description of each management area (Chapter 3 of the 
2002 Forest Plan) identifies what activities are likely to occur in that area.  

In some instances two or more management prescriptions overlap on the same area. The 
goal was to keep overlapping management areas to a minimum. Having more than one 
management area in one location can complicate management. In certain areas multiple 
management areas were used to identify that there are many values in an area. Multiple 
management areas primarily occur in areas where there is the opportunity for more than 
one special designation:  wilderness and research natural areas, wilderness and wild, 
scenic or recreation rivers, proposed wilderness and research natural areas, etc. See the 
map packet for other instances of overlapping management areas. 

P135 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should ensure that management 
allocations in the final Forest Plan and the Travel Management Plan are 
consistent. 

Response: A decision was made to separate the Travel Management Plan from the 2002 
Forest Plan. The Travel Management Plan will start after the forest plan is completed. 
The Travel Management Plan will have to be in compliance with direction contained in 
the forest plan (Chapter 2 Standards and Guidelines, and Chapter 3, Management Area 
direction). Inconsistencies between the Travel Management Plan and the 2002 Forest 
Plan may be addressed through amendments (changes) to the 2002 Forest Plan. 

The 2002 Forest Plan is in large part consistent with the current travel opportunities on 
the Forest. There were a few changes that needed to be made to summer travel in order to 
make current road and trail use compatible with the management areas in the 2002 Forest 
Plan. The individual road and trail changes are listed in the Record of Decision for the 
2002 Forest Plan. 

P136 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should create an Intermix prescription 
that restricts off-trail and winter motorized use. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan has a forestwide standard that restricts summer 
motorized and mechanized use to designated roads and trails (Forest Plan Chapter 2, 
Infrastructure Standard #4). Winter motorized use is allowed in 7.1 areas according to the 
management area direction (Forest Plan Chapter 3, 7.1 Intermix). The Travel 
Management Plan, to be started after the forest plan, will examine each area where 
motorized travel is allowed to determine if it is appropriate. At that time specific winter 
motorized use in 7.1 areas will be determined. 
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Goals and Objectives 

P137 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should resolve the numerous 
internal inconsistencies between the basic elements of the draft Land and 
Resource Management Plan. 

Response: The FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan were reviewed extensively to ensure 
consistency across the documents. There is a large amount of information presented in 
these documents and it can be confusing. Forest staff are available to answer questions 
and help interpret any of the contents of the final set of documents. 

P139 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should correct inadequate 
achievement goals found in many forestwide objectives. 

Response: The point of identifying forestwide objectives and strategies is to describe the 
types of activities or conditions that need to be attained to reach agency goals. 
Achievement of any strategy or objective is partially based on the staffing and budget 
resources available to the White River National Forest. Achievement levels in the draft 
and final documents were estimated using realistic budget estimates. Using budget 
constraints in achievement estimates help predict a realistic outcome. 

P140 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should explain and include specific 
“Meaningful Measures” mentioned in Goal 2.9b in subsequent planning 
documents. 

Response: The term “Meaningful Measures” is defined in the Glossary, Appendix J of 
the FEIS.  

P138 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should consider 
development of a new set of interrelated objectives during the revision 
process. 

Response: It was recommended that the 2002 Forest Plan contain the following set of 
objectives:  collaborative planning processes with local government, stewardship capacity 
building programs, community socio-economic sustainability objectives, urbanization 
processes and boundary-less ecosystem management objectives, and the generation of 
sufficient revenues to achieve desired conditions. While these are recognized as 
respectable objectives, they are generally outside of the authority of the White River 
National Forest and not within the forest-planning framework. Some of these ideas, 
however, are addressed in a more simple fashion in the 2002 Forest Plan. See 2002 Forest 
Plan Chapter 1 for examples of public collaboration objectives and other goals 
appropriate for Forest Plans. 
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Standards and Guidelines 

P141 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should ensure that all 
prescriptions include standards. 

Response: Standards and guidelines are found in two places in the Plan – Chapter 2, 
Forestwide Standards and Guidelines, and Chapter 3, Management Area Descriptions. 
These two chapters work together. Forestwide standards apply to all areas of the White 
River National Forest, regardless of management area. Any direction found in 
management areas (standards and/or guidelines) is in addition to the forestwide standards. 
There is no requirement to have standards in management areas. Management area 
direction is meant to complement, and add to, the forestwide direction. 

There is a concern that the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines in Chapter 2 in the Draft 
of the Plan did not adequately address species viability. Species viability was analyzed in 
a new way for the 2002 Forest Plan. A description of the species viability process can be 
found in Chapter 3 of the FEIS, the Biodiversity Topic, wildlife section. The standards 
and guidelines that resulted from this new analysis can be found in the 2002 Forest Plan, 
Chapter 2 Standards and Guidelines, Section 2 Biological, headings:  Species of Viability 
Concern Aquatic, Species of Viability Concern Plant, and Species of Viability Concern, 
Terrestrial. 

P142 Public Concern:  The final Plan should include a provision to allow deviation 
from forestwide guidelines if site-specific vegetation management plans are 
in place. 

Response: Vegetation management plans are currently requirements of ski area special 
use permits. This will not change. The Forestwide standards and guidelines for vegetation 
management will apply to these vegetation management plans. The programmatic 
direction (forestwide standards and guidelines) should complement and guide the site-
specific vegetation management plans. 

Implementation and Monitoring 

Enforcement 

P143 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should undertake strong and consistent 
enforcement to reduce future conflicts over use. 

Response: Enforcement of the 2002 Forest Plan will be the result of several activities, 
one of which is Forest Service law enforcement. Other opportunities for ensuring that 
restrictions are followed include increasing public awareness through maps and signs, 
public education of why restrictions are needed, and working with a variety of groups 
that use public lands to increase group monitoring. 

Law enforcement is guided by many existing statues and regulation and policy (FSM 
5300 and FSH 5309.11). Law enforcement direction and funding are not decision made 
in the forest plan. 
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Monitoring 

P145 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should develop a stronger monitoring 
program to assess management impacts and forest conditions during the 
lifetime of the final Plan. 

Response: The monitoring strategy is found in Chapter 4 of the 2002 Forest Plan. The 
monitoring strategy was revised for the 2002 Forest Plan. One aspect of the revised 
strategy is to create a Monitoring Guide with additional information on data, costs, 
frequency, protocols, risk, and other aspects of monitoring tasks. Because this 
information may change over the life of the plan (e.g. protocol may evolve, databases 
may change, etc.) it was decided that this detail should not be part of the forest plan, 
rather, it should be in the Monitoring guide, where it can be continuously updated and 
modified. This Guide will be created after the forest plan is approved and will be used to 
create an Annual Monitoring Plan each year. For a description of the Monitoring Guide, 
see 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 4 Monitoring and Evaluation, Monitoring Guide heading.  

The level of monitoring activity achieved in any year is constrained by budget allocation. 
Opportunities to collect monitoring data by partnerships, permittees, user groups or other 
interested parties will be considered and part of the strategy.  

The monitoring strategy presented in the 2002 Forest Plan (Chapter 4) is the product of a 
national Forest Service team convened to create a strategy to be used in many Forest Plan 
revisions. Several components of the strategy are new. 

Monitoring reports are still required every year. There appears to be a concern that some 
monitoring items are only reported every 5 years. In some instances a condition or 
accomplishment may only be monitored once every 5 years. In other instances though, 
annual monitoring will need to be done to create a report, once every 5 years, showing 
trend data. Some monitoring will be done every year using the resources available. 

Species of viability concern are a component of the monitoring strategy in the 2002 
Forest Plan. Specifics, however, will be found in the Monitoring Guide, the Annual 
Monitoring Work Plan and the Annual Monitoring Report. 

P146 Public Concern:  The final plan should include measurable outcomes and 
budgetary consideration for all forestwide objectives. 

Response: Objectives, as described in the introduction to Chapter 1 of the 2002 Forest 
Plan, are means to achieve an end. In some cases, the objectives describe desired 
conditions and qualitative conditions, rather than levels or units that can be directly 
measured. In other cases, however, objectives can be readily measured and quantifiable 
objectives are stated. Whether or not an objective has a measurable or qualitative aspect 
depends upon the issue being addressed. Non-quantifiable objectives can be monitored 
and progress evaluated. Professional judgment and other methods are used to determine if 
qualitative objective are being met. 
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P148 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should provide means for public review 
and comment on forest plan monitoring. 

Response: Monitoring reports are done annually. Public comment is not required on 
Forest Plan monitoring reports, although comments are welcome. The Forest intends to 
make monitoring reports available on it’s web site in the future where they will be 
available for review. 

P151 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should prioritize monitoring 
activities by funding availability. 

Response: The revised monitoring strategy identifies risk factors and monitoring 
“drivers” (2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 4, heading – Reasons for monitoring (monitoring 
drivers)). Drivers are such things as legal requirements, forest plan goals, and agency 
regulations. In addition, prioritization of monitoring items is one of the reasons a 
Monitoring Guide will be created. It will contain costs estimates and more information on 
risk. This will help forest staff prioritize accomplishments within budgetary constraints. 

P152 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should reserve the right to change special 
use contracts and permits based on monitoring information. 

Response: Special use permits will be adjusted to reflect the new direction in the 2002 
Forest Plan as the permits come up for renewal, or during other required administrative 
actions such as annual operating plans. See the Record of Decision for a discussion of 
Forest Plan implementation. 

If Forest Plan monitoring results in an amendment to the forest plan, special use permits 
will be updated in a similar manner to that used to bring them in compliance with the 
2002 Forest Plan. 

Funding for Implementation 

P164 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should explore a variety of options for 
securing increased funding. 

Response: It is inappropriate for the White River National Forest to lobby Congress for 
more money. 

The Forest currently receives funds from a variety of partners, other agencies and groups.  

The ability of the White River National Forest to collect user fees is determined by 
national programs and policies. The use and distribution of such funds is also determined 
by Forest Service policy and is not entirely within the authority of a single forest. Many 
comments suggested that the White River National Forest collect more fees and use the 
money to pay for projects, sites and development of the Forest. This is not within the 
Forest’s authority. 

The Forest can and will continue to work with a variety of fund sources to supplement the 
federal budget it receives. Many accomplishments could not be met currently, and in the 
future, without this source of funding and resources. 

The Forest Plan did not estimate the amount of partnership, matching funds, or grants that 
it would receive over the life of the plan. These funds are variable and are not guaranteed 
sources of funds. The Forest Plan only estimates goals and objectives that can be 
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achieved with federal funds. Additional work will be accomplished, however, with 
outside resources. 

Volunteers are an additional means of accomplishing forest plan goals. The White River 
currently has an extensive volunteer program. This will continue. 

P160 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should consider re-proportioning the 
forest budget among various management activities at increased budget 
levels. 

Response: Each alternative had a different budget allocation. The purpose of the budget 
exercise was to show how a reallocation of budget directs the level of outputs. 

P159 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should reconsider the strategy to recover 
the costs of special use permit administration. 

Response: Program being implemented – Cost Recovery to recover costs associated with 
issuance or re-issuance of a special use permit. This is law, directive and FS policy. This 
is outside the scope of the forest plan. This will apply to all alternatives, and including the 
selected alternative.  

P154 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should use less arbitrary 
determinations of desired budget levels. 

Response: Direction for budget analysis was provided by the Rocky Mountain Region 
Regional Office. While not required, the purpose of this budget analysis is to show that 
outputs and achievements are restricted by the amount of funding allocated to the White 
River National Forest. Additional funding would improve the situation and that is the 
purpose of having a desired budget level. It is not realistic, however, to have an 
unconstrained budget level. The desired budget level was limited to 150% of the current 
budget level because it was felt that output levels based on unconstrained budget level 
would not ever be realized.  

The budget analysis presented in the forest plan is not directly tied to the budget 
appropriation process and should be used for that purpose. 

The Present Net Value analysis has been redone for the FEIS. See FEIS Chapter 3, 
Communities, Financial and Economic Efficiency. It is still based, however, on output 
levels resulting from the budget analysis. 

P158 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should consider redistribution of funding 
between management activities. 

Response: The Forest Service is allocated money in certain funds, such as road 
construction, forest plan monitoring and vegetation management. The Forest has limited 
discretion in moving money from one fund to another. Budget allocation is not within the 
forest plan decision. 

P162 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should analyze the 
opportunity costs and impacts of projected lack of funding for capital 
improvements. 

Response: Capital investment needs and the road maintenance backlog are recognized as 
current management concerns in the forest plan. The White River National Forest, 
however, cannot resolve those issues in the forest plan. The Forest will continue to work 
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address these problems and work with programs and administrative activities, other that 
the forest plan, to resolve them. 

P156 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should report on annual 
costs. 

Response: There is a requirement to display costs of carrying out the plan (36 CFR 
219.12(k) 3). Data is gathered annually and reported in 5-year intervals to show trend 
data. This requirement is found in the 2002 Forest Plan. 

Staffing for Implementation 

P165 Public Concern:  The White River National Forest should include an 
implementation plan in the FEIS. 

Response: An implementation plan is not required and is not part of the 2002 Forest 
Plan. The Record of Decision, however, does discuss how the forest plan will be 
implemented for ongoing activities.  Additional information regarding specific activities, 
public opportunities to work with the Forest Service and ongoing projects can be 
obtained by contacting the White River National Forest Supervisor’s Office. 

P166 Public Concern:  The final Plan should be phased into effect in stages. 
Response: The 2002 Forest Plan goes into effect 7 days after it is approved (36 CFR 
217.10(a)). The Record of Decision discusses how on-going activities will be brought 
into compliance with the 2002 Forest Plan.   

Other Issues of Concern 

P169 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should analyze the transfer of 
environmental effects to private land and foreign countries. 

The supply and demand for timber from the White River National Forest is discussed in 
FEIS Chapter 3, Topic 6—Timber Management, Timber Supply and Demand heading. 
The demand for timber was analyzed regionally, looking at a multi-state area. It is not 
appropriate to look at the supply of timber from one National Forest in the context of the 
global economy.  

Global climate change will not be measurably impacted by the land management 
activities occurring on the White River National Forest. 
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Chapter 2 
The Alternatives 

Development of Alternatives 

A50 Public Concern: The FEIS should analyze the current Forest Plan as a No 
Action Alternative as required by NEPA. – and –  

A29 Public Concern: The FEIS should clarify the difference between Alternatives B 
and A.  

Response: NFMA regulations at 36 CFR 219.12(f)(7) state that “at least one alternative 
shall reflect the current levels of goods and services provided by the unit and the most 
likely goods and services expected to be provided in the future if the current management 
direction continues. Pursuant to NEPA procedures this alternative shall be deemed the No 
Action Alternative.” 

As we analyzed the 1984 Forest Plan, it became clear that significantly changed 
circumstances had occurred, primarily in the timber management area, but also in several 
other resource areas. Alternative A and Alternative B, in both the DEIS and FEIS, are 
called No Action. Alternative A took the 1984 Forest Plan for the White River National 
Forest and presented it as is, with no modifications. We then carried out analysis on this 
alternative to see if it could be brought forward into the analysis in the DEIS. Due to 
increased knowledge of resource conditions, a better ability to analyze data, changed 
public concerns, and emerging national policy, Alternative A was not found to be a viable 
alternative. Instead, Alternative A was updated to incorporate new data, technology, and 
changed conditions. It became Alternative B, an updated No Action Alternative that 
could be directly compared to the other alternatives developed in the DEIS. This 
information is presented in greater detail in the FEIS Volume 1, Chapter 2. 

General Analysis of Alternatives 

A54 Public Concern: The Forest Service should account for budgetary constraints 
associated with each alternative. 

Response: Budgetary constraints and their effects on the implementation of alternatives 
were analyzed for the DEIS and FEIS. A summary of this information appears in the 
FEIS Chapter 2, Tables 14 through 16 (supplementary tables 1-3). Both an average three-
year experienced budget and a full implementation budget (1.5 times greater than 
experienced levels) were used in this analysis.  

A51 Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain how the land uses under 
each alternative were determined. 

Response: Each of the seven forest management alternatives described in Chapter 2 of 
the FEIS consists of the same basic set of forest-wide and management area-specific 
standards and guidelines. The alternatives differ from one another through their 
management area allocation. Each alternative uses a different combination, amount and 
distribution of acreage for each management area prescription across the White River 
National Forest. These allocations are based on the theme of each alternative. 
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Descriptions of themes for each alternative and the range of alternatives can be found in 
the FEIS Volume 1, Chapter 2. 

A55 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address its failure to provide a 
complete analysis of the cumulative effects under each alternative. 

Response: Cumulative effects analysis was revisited by the interdisciplinary team 
between the DEIS and FEIS. Cumulative effects constitute the cumulative impacts of 
past, present, and future land management. It is important to note that the existing 
condition description and the direct and indirect effects discussions all contribute to the 
complete cumulative effects analysis, not just the section specifically labeled Cumulative 
Effects. All sections of the effects analysis include a cumulative effects analysis that 
includes discussion of reasonable and foreseeable future actions on federal and other 
jurisdictions. 

Range of Alternatives 

A5 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider all reasonably foreseeable 
alternatives. 

Response: During the course of interdisciplinary teamwork, we initially developed 
several alternatives. Six of these were analyzed fully in the DEIS. Alternatives that were 
originally discussed, but not analyzed in detail are described in the FEIS Volume 1, 
Chapter 2.  This discussion includes our reasons for not fully analyzing these alternatives. 

Alternatives prepared for consideration in a forest plan revision must provide for a broad 
range of reasonable management scenarios for the various uses of the forest (36 CFR 
219.12(f)). A primary goal in formulating alternatives is to provide an adequate basis for 
identifying the alternative that comes closest to maximizing net public benefit in an 
environmentally sound manner. Thus, the evaluation of the range of alternatives does not 
turn upon consideration of a single factor or forest activity, but must rather consider the 
alternatives as a whole.  

The planning regulations (36 CFR 219.1(a)) state “plans shall provide for multiple use 
and sustained yield of goods and services from the National Forest System in a way that 
maximizes long term public benefits in an environmentally sound manner.” Net public 
benefits include all outputs, both positive and negative, and include values that cannot be 
quantitatively valued. Therefore, we must subjectively balance such qualitative benefits 
and costs with each other and with those that can be quantified.  

A57 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider an adequate range of 
alternatives. 

A57.1 Increased Recreation Alternative 
Response: Alternatives have to balance recreational demands with the demands of other 
forest users and with sound environmental management. The forestland and resource base 
does not automatically fully meet the demands of all uses for the forest. Recreation 
demand is addressed in the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 3, Part 1—Recreation 
Management. All alternatives consider and address projected recreation needs. While all 
alternatives provide opportunities for increased levels of recreation, they differ in how 
they emphasize and allocate developed and dispersed recreation opportunities.  
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A57.2 No Timber Harvest Alternative –and– 

A57.3 No Commodity Production Alternative –and– 

A57.4 A No Development of Public Land Alternative 
Response: A Forest Plan does not, in itself, allow or disallow development of public 
lands. Such decisions, including individual ski area expansions, are made as part of forest 
plan implementation. Site-specific environmental analyses will be conducted for 
individual activities. Alternatives in these site-specific analyses may include no 
development alternatives.  

Forest Plans identify land allocations (management areas) and the types of activities that 
may occur within them in the future. The alternatives vary in how lands are assigned to 
management area prescriptions. Some management areas do not allow for certain kinds 
of future development, and others do.  

A57.5 A Balanced Multiple-Use Alternative 
Response: All alternatives allow for multiple use of the White River National Forest. The 
alternatives differ in the amount of each use that would occur if a certain alternative were 
implemented. 

Section 4(a) of the Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act states: 

Multiple use means the management of all the various renewable surface resources of 
the National Forests so that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet 
the needs of the American people; making the most judicious use of the land for 
some or all of these resources or related services over areas large enough to provide 
sufficient latitude for periodic adjustments in use to conform to changing needs and 
condition; that some land will be used for less than all of the resources; and 
harmonious and coordinated management of the various resources, each with the 
other, without impairment of the productivity of the land, with consideration being 
given to the relative values of the various resource, and not necessarily the 
combination of uses that will give the greatest dollar return or the greatest unit 
output. 

The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) regulations at 36 CFR 219.1(a) state that 
“. . . plans shall provide for multiple use and sustained yield of goods and services from 
the National Forest System in a way that maximizes long term net public benefits in an 
environmentally sound manner.” There are no specific requirements in NFMA to provide 
a certain quantity or quality of any resource or use. 

A57.6 More Recommended Wilderness Acres Alternative 
Response: Acres recommended for wilderness vary across alternatives from 0 acres in 
Alternative B to 200,400 acres in Alternative I. Available and capable roadless acres not 
recommended for wilderness designation were assigned to other management area 
prescriptions. Roadless areas allocated to management area group 1: management area 
categories 1 and 2; and group 2: management area categories 3 and 4 are most likely to 
retain or all or some roadless characteristics. The percent of available and capable acres 
allocated to groups 1 and 2 varies from 16% in alternative F to 95% in Alternative I. This 
provides for analysis of an adequate range of alternatives for the 2002 Forest Plan. The 
FEIS provides for analysis and consideration of wilderness recommendations across a 
reasonable continuum of responses to the revision topics. 
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A52 Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop alternatives that are not 
mutually exclusive. – and –  

A31 Public Concern: The Forest Service should combine alternatives. 
A31.1 C and D 

A31.2 C and I 

A31.3 D and I 
Response: Alternatives presented in the FEIS are not mutually exclusive. While each 
alternative addresses each revision topic in a different manner, some alternatives address 
revision topics in a very similar manner. All alternatives also apply the same package of 
forest-wide and management area-specific standards and guidelines. Additionally, 
Alternative K draws on aspects of other alternatives (particularly C, D, and I) as well as 
public input. The final record of decision may incorporate aspects of different alternatives 
that best combine to maximize net public benefits, remain consistent with resource 
integration and management requirements, and comply with stated goals and objectives. 

A62 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider an adequate range of 
alternatives for site-specific Travel Management Plans in accordance with 
NEPA. 

Response: Based on public comment indicating a desire for more time to review travel 
management plans on the ground, a need to improve the inventory of existing travelways, 
and the difficulty of simultaneously completing the travel management and forest plan 
decision, we have decided to separate the two decisions. At the forest plan level, new 
standards and guidelines will still be incorporated to provide forest-wide direction. 
However, a site-specific travel management plan will not be included in the forest plan 
decision. The site-specific travel management plan (and associated analyses) will be 
initiated upon completion of the 2002 Forest Plan. 

Preferred Alternative 

A63 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify methods and criteria used to 
identify Alternative D as the Preferred Alternative. 

Response: All alternatives were evaluated in terms of how they responded to each 
revision topic, and the manner in which they balanced opportunities and protections 
across revision topics. The information used in this analysis is presented in the FEIS 
Chapter 3 and summarized in the FEIS Chapter 2. In addition, a process known as 
“Choosing by Advantages” was used to assess how alternatives responded to an 
additional set of subfactors drawn from scoping comments and public comment on the 
draft, as well as those identified by forest staff and specialists. A description and 
comparison of how alternatives met these subfactors will be presented in the Record of 
Decision. All information used in the assessment of the subfactors is presented in the 
FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, resource topic analysis sections. A full description of this 
process is included in the administrative record and on file at the White River Forest 
Supervisor’s Office in Glenwood Springs, CO. 
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A3 Public Concern: The Preferred Alternative should be consistent with stated 
goals and objectives. 

Response: Alternatives vary in the way they meet the goals and objectives stated in the 
2002 Forest Plan. All alternatives meet the Government Performance and Results Act 
goals and objectives to some degree. The alternatives differ in how these goals and 
objectives are met.  

The selected alternative, like all alternatives analyzed, will address the national goals set 
out in the Natural Resource Agenda. The forest will be managed to address these four 
priorities. None of the four priority items can exclude the other, and none of the four 
priorities overrule any other.  

All alternatives provide all forest uses that are part of current forest management, 
including recreation. Recreation, as a resource agenda priority, must be managed in 
accord with the other resource agenda priorities of watershed health, sustainable 
ecosystems, and road management. 

A11 Public Concern: The Forest Service should or should not adopt Alternative B. – 
and – 

A13 Public Concern: The Forest Service should or should not adopt Alternative C. – 
and – 

A13.1 For Recreation 

A13.2 For Fewer Acres Available For Mineral Exploration 

A13.3 For Preservation Of Scenic Resources 

A13.4 For Ski Area Expansion 

A13.5 For Annual Timber Harvest Levels 

A13.6 For Management Area Allocations 

A15 Public Concern: The Forest Service should or should not adopt Alternative D. – 
and – 

A15.1 Active Management Is Best 

A15.2 For Long-Term Use 

A15.3 For Recreation Management 

A16 Public Concern: The Forest Service should or should not adopt Alternative D. – 
and – 

A16.1 Too Restrictive 

A16.2 Not Restrictive Enough 

A16.3 Too Much Active Management 

A16.4 Not Based On Sound Scientific Principles 
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A18 Public Concern: The Forest Service should or should not adopt Alternative E. – 
and – 

A18.1 To Protect Four-Wheel Drive User Interests 

A20 Public Concern: The Forest Service should or should not adopt Alternative F. – 
and – 

A22 Public Concern: The Forest Service should or should not adopt Alternative I.– 
and – 

A22.1 To Manage Using Natural Processes 

A22.2 To Provide for Multiple Use 

A22.3 For Motorized Restrictions In Semi-Primitive Areas 

A22.4 For Lynx Habitat 

A22.5 For Greater Wilderness Recommendations 

A22.6 To Protect Roadless Areas 

A22.7 For Biological Diversity 

A23 Public Concern: The Forest Service should or should not adopt Alternative I. 
Response: Many people wrote in and voiced an opinion in clear support of or opposition 
to one of the alternatives presented in the draft. Many of these opinions were offered with 
supporting reasons. Some were written as votes, stating a position, but lacking a 
substantiating argument. It is important to note that comments are not reviewed as if they 
were votes. The forest plan revision process under NEPA, while open and inclusive, is 
not a legislative process. Each comment was individually read and reviewed by the 
Content Analysis team for specific content. Due to the volume of public comments, not 
all of the details of these comments are included here. Individual comments and public 
concern statements were reviewed and used by the forest specialists to revise and 
improve the EIS and forest plan between draft and final versions. 

The most common reasons for citing support of, or opposition to, a particular alternative 
addressed some component (or multiple components) of the following issues: 

• Recreation as the primary use of the forest 
• Road and trail closures 
• Adequacy of scientific justifications  
• Documentation of social and ecological consequences  
• Managment according to human demands vs. ecological sustainability 
• The concept of balancing uses 
• Completeness of the biological diversity or ecosystem analysis 
• Restrictions on recreation use (too many, not enough) 
 

Most of these concerns are specifically addressed in the responses to public concern 
statements in the forest resource sections of this document (i.e. biological diversity, 
recreation, travel management), or in the appropriate section of the FEIS. 

Comments and concerns on individual alternatives are used to gauge public values, 
beliefs and attitudes. This information was used in an interdisciplinary fashion to identify 
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themes and ideas that were either not included in the draft documents or were not 
presented clearly and understandably. The preferred alternative and Chapter 3 of the 
FEIS reflect this information. 

Many comments included statements asking that certain items be taken from some 
alternatives combined with parts of other alternatives to form a new alternative comprised 
of the best features of several alternatives. These comments were taken into consideration 
and in some cases contributed to the formulation of Alternative K.  

Alternative K reflects all aspects of the national resource agenda, including managing 
safe, efficient road systems, as well as ensuring watershed health and ecosystem 
sustainability.  

The Forest Service does not manage lands by allowing negative impacts on some lands to 
be offset by positive impacts on other lands. All lands must be managed for healthy 
ecological conditions. All lands are subject to forest-wide standards and guidelines (2002 
Forest Plan Chapter 2 and management area standards and guidelines (2002 Forest Plan 
Chapter 3), which are intended to result in certain ecological and social conditions 
(desired future conditions). All lands are available for a variety of human uses, including 
recreation.  

In many cases, comments on both sides of an issue were received, and we organized the 
Response to Comment document to address the public’s pro and con arguments about 
similar issues in the same agency response. Many issues generate two or more points-of-
view among the comments, therefore, not all preferences can be reflected in the preferred 
alternative.  

Modified and Non-Agency Alternatives 

A64 Public Concern: The Forest Service should modify Alternative D. 
A64.1 Land Use Allocations 

A64.2 To Designate More Lands For Protection Of Ecosystem Functions 
Response: We developed Alternative K in response to public comments received on the 
draft Forest Plan and DEIS, and also to incorporate new Forest Service policies. Many of 
the public’s concerns focused on the need for an alternative that better emphasized 
various combinations of uses across the forest. As such, Alternative K builds in part on 
land use allocations presented in the DEIS for Alternative D. Significant differences 
between these two alternatives include that Alternative K allocates greater acres of land 
as recommended for wilderness status and as designated corridors. 

A66 Public Concern: The Forest Service should modify Alternative F to emphasize 
mineral development as an equal partner with other forest management 
goals. 

Response: The national and regional importance of mineral development is recognized in 
Goal 2—Multiple Benefits to People (2002 Forest Plan Chapter 1). This goal applies to 
all alternatives and holds no priority over other goals. Specifically, the Forest Service will 
continue to: address requests for leasing, exploration, and development of mineral and 
energy resources in accordance with regulations and forest plan availability decisions; 
ensure reclamation provisions of operating plans and surface use plans of operation are 
completed to standard; provide for mineral materials when the national forest is the only 
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available source for these materials; and provide for mineral exploration and 
development, in accordance with laws and regulations. 

A71 Public Concern: The Forest Service should evaluate whether alternatives 
developed by non-agency groups should be officially considered. 

A71.1 Allow Interest-Group-Authored Alternatives 

A71.2 Do Not Allow Interest-Group-Authored Alternatives 
Response: We fully analyzed the six alternatives which appeared in the DEIS and seven 
alternatives that appear in the FEIS. A version of Alternative I was originally proposed 
by the Aspen Wilderness Workshop for inclusion in the DEIS. The planning team then 
edited and modified their version of the alternative to make it compatible with the other 
alternatives. Although drafted by an outside group, we made necessary changes and edits 
to Alternative I for consistency and so that it could undergo the same level of analysis as 
the other alternatives. All interest groups were given the same opportunity to submit 
comments for the alternative development process during the scoping phase of the plan 
revision process.  

On May 8, 2000, Congressman Scott McInnis provided the Forest Supervisor with a 
public comment letter on the draft forest plan and DEIS. This comment letter has two 
main components, a set of written documents on specific issues and a management area 
map. We refer to the comment letter henceforth as the “Blended Alternative.” The full 
text of this comment can be found in the Government Comment Letters section at the end 
of this Appendix. The map is located in the map packet, which is available on the web 
site, on CDROM, at Forest Service offices, and at local libraries. 

The comment letter provided specific information on many issues. The cover letter 
identified six primary issues: water, wildlife management, intermix, allowable ski area 
expansion, travel management, and wilderness. Statements of management intent, and in 
some cases, rewording of direction, were also proposed.  

General themes in the Blended Alternative included: community and local support, 
multiple use opportunities, and general resource protection. These ideas were also stated 
in many other public comment letters. We address the issue of community and local 
support by including an expanded discussion of public collaboration in 2002 Forest Plan 
Chapter 1, Goal 5. Alternative K addresses multiple-use opportunities by providing a 
range of resource outputs, both recreational and commodity. General resource protection 
is outlined in the various management prescription standards and guidelines. 

The interdisciplinary team examined and discussed components of the map and comment 
letter. Some ideas and positions stated in the Blended Alternative have been incorporated 
into the formulation of Alternative K. Some issues raised in the Blended Alternative are 
not forest plan issues, or are better addressed elsewhere. In some instances, the Blended 
Alternative proposals have been considered and incorporated in part or in a modified 
form in order to be responsive to other public concerns on similar issues. Each proposal is 
addressed more specifically in the appropriate forest resource sections of this document.  
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A68 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the McInnis Alternative 
equally with those presented in the DEIS. – and – 

A36 Public Concern: Representative Scott McInnis’ Modified Alternative should be 
the selected alternative in the FEIS. – and – 

A69 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not consider the McInnis 
Alternative equally with those presented in the DEIS. 

Response: The comment letter and alternative map that we received from Representative 
Scott McInnis was reviewed and used, like other comments, in the creation of the 2002 
Forest Plan and set of alternatives in the FEIS. The comment letter provided specific 
information on many issues. The cover letter identified six primary issues: water, wildlife 
management, intermix, allowable ski area expansion, travel management, and wilderness. 
Statements of management intent, and in some cases, rewording of direction, were also 
proposed.  

The following is a summary of how the six issues raised in the cover letter were 
addressed in 2002 Forest Plan direction (Chapters 1, 2, and 3) or in Alternative K. Full 
discussion of these issues may be found in specific resource topic areas of this Response 
to Comment document and throughout the 2002 Forest Plan. 

Water: The Blended Alternative proposes specific rewording of standards and guidelines 
for the management of water resources. This wording was not incorporated directly into 
the 2002 Forest Plan. Because of the degree of concern and controversy, however, all 
water direction has been carefully examined and re-written. Updated water aquatic and 
riparian direction can be found in the 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 1 (Goal 1, Ecosystem 
Health), and Chapter 2 (Water and Riparian Resources). 

Wildlife: Alternative K reflects an increase in winter range from the current Forest Plan, 
a concern raised in the Blended Alternative. 

Intermix: The Blended Alternative would apply the intermix prescription in various 
areas—an allocation that identifies areas where there are opportunities to address issues 
that cross many ownership boundaries. Alternative K applies this prescription to 7,800 
acres. 

Ski Area Expansion: The Blended Alternative would allow for expansion of ski areas in 
certain locations, notably Summit County. Alternative K reflects this suggestion, 
allocating the most additional 8.25 prescription acreage to the ski resorts in Summit 
County, with limited additions elsewhere.  

Travel Management: The Blended Alternative included site-specific travel management 
recommendations, in reflection of the DEIS whch included site-specific travel plans. 
However, in response to numerous public requests, we have separated the travel plan 
from the forest plan decision, and a separate round of travel management planning will 
start after the 2002 Forest Plan is adopted. The comments on individual roads and trails in 
the Blended Alternative, as well as all other similar public comments we received on the 
DEIS, will be taken into account in the upcoming travel planning effort. Although the 
Travel Management Plan will provide site-specific travel management direction, the 2002 
Forest Plan does contain broad guidelines and forest-wide direction. The general travel 
management concepts contained in the Blended Alternative were considered as we 
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revised the draft Forest Plan. Areas of consistency with Alternative K include 
opportunities for looped trails and scenic byways.  

Wilderness: Of the 8 areas proposed for wilderness designation in the Blended 
Alternative, 5 of them are included in Alternative K. These areas are: Treasure Mountain, 
Ute Pass, Acorn Creek, North Independence, and Hunter. See FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, 
Topic 4—Roadless Area Management and Recommended Wilderness for location and 
description of these areas. 

In addition to the six resource topics listed above, general themes in the Blended 
Alternative included: community and local support, multiple use opportunities, and 
general resource protection. These ideas were also stated in many other public comment 
letters. In response to the issue of community and local support, the 2002 Forest Plan 
now includes and expanded discussion of public collaboration (2002 Forest Plan Chapter 
1, Goal 5). Alternative K provides for a range of resource outputs, both recreational and 
commodity.  

A70 Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop and consider Eagle 
County’s Alternative Z. 

Response: Eagle County’s outline sketch of Alternative Z recommends a combination of 
aspects of Alternatives C, D, and I. These aspects were considered either in the 
development of Alternative K or in the evaluation of each alternative during the FEIS 
effects analysis. 

Response to Public Comment A2-10 



  Final Environmental Impact Statement Volume 2 

Chapter 3 
Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences 
TOPIC 1 
BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY AND ECOSYSTEM COMPONENTS  
Part 1—Physical Elements 

Section 1—Soils and Geology 

E1 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the effects of activities on 
soil health. 

Response: The relative contributions of each alternative and the effects of activities on 
soil health are addressed in FEIS Volume 1, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 1, Section 1—Soils 
and Geology. The standards for protecting soil resources are identified in the 2002 Forest 
Plan, Chapter 2, Physical, Soils. Additional information supporting each standard can be 
found in the Watershed Conservation Practices (WCPs) Handbook (FSH 2509.25).  

E2 Public Concern: The Forest Service should work cooperatively with other 
agencies and organizations to restore eroded sites. 

Response: We agree that cooperation between our agency and other organizations and 
agencies is important. Determination of how we will cooperate in multi-agency projects 
related to watershed reclamation is outside the scope of this analysis and is more 
appropriately addressed on a project-specific level. 

E3 Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid disturbing soils in alpine and 
tundra areas. 

Response: We agree with the need for the forest plan to provide more direction to protect 
fragile alpine ecosystems. A new section of standards and guidelines specific to alpine 
areas has been developed and is now included in the 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter Two, 
Biological, Alpine. These standards and guidelines are designed to protect alpine 
ecosystems including soils. 

Standards 1. Prohibit campfires above treeline to protect alpine ecosystems. 

2. Prohibit new developments in alpine wetlands, streams, and riparian areas. 

Guidelines 1. Prohibit new roads, trails, and livestock driveways in alpine areas except 
when needed to reduce existing resource impacts. 

2. Minimize soil excavation and disturbance due to new construction in 
alpine areas by locating structures on flat or nearly flat sites and minimizing 
size of structures. 

3. Minimize the concentration of public uses in alpine areas when such use is 
creating resource damage. 
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Section 2—Watersheds  

E4 Public Concern: The Forest Service should choose an alternative that protects 
water quality and watershed health. 

Response: Water quality and watershed health are important. The Forest Service is 
required by law and guided by policy to protect water quality and watershed health. The 
legal and administrative framework that guides the Forest Service in protecting watershed 
resources is identified in the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 1, Section 2 – 
Watersheds. The relative contributions of each alternative to water quality and watershed 
health are also addressed in this section. 

E5 Public Concern: Alternatives in the FEIS should address activities on the forest 
that affect water resources. 

Response: An analysis of the impacts of management activities on water resources is 
presented by alternative in the FEIS, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 1, Section 2—Watersheds. 
As documented in the Organic Act of 1897 that established National Forests, water 
originating on the White River National Forest will continue to be one of the most 
important uses we consider in management decisions. The legal requirements we are 
expected to meet are also described in the FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 1, 
Section 2—Watersheds. In addition, we must comply with the Watershed Conservation 
Practices (WCPs) Handbook (FSH 2509.25). The standards in the WCPs are incorporated 
in the 2002 Forest Plan and are intended to protect soil, aquatic, and riparian systems.  

E6 Public Concern: Protection of riparian areas should be a Forest Service 
priority. 

Response: We have incorporated the Watershed Conservation Practices (WCPs) 
Handbook (FSH 2509.25) into the 2002 Forest Plan. The standards that protect riparian 
areas can be found in the 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, Water and Riparian Resources.  

E7 Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow beaver to enhance riparian 
areas. 

Response: The use of beaver to enhance riparian areas is outside the scope of this 
analysis and is more appropriately addressed on a project-specific level. 

E8  Public Concern: The Forest Service should not distinguish between the 
different modes of transportation in managing for potential water quality 
impacts. 

Response: The Forest Service must distinguish between different transportation use types 
to prevent water quality degradation. For example, a large four-wheel drive vehicle has 
far more potential impact on water quality than the vehicle’s driver walking along the 
same route. Nationally, there is some debate on the impacts different modes of 
transportation, such as horses and mountain bikes, have on the land. Each user group 
tends to claim that other groups have more impacts. That debate and determination is 
outside the scope of this forest planning process. Our fundamental goal is to protect water 
quality. In addition to the types of use, other factors will be examined on a site-specific 
basis, such as the amount of use, soil type, and its ability to withstand wear, and the level 
at which a particular site is hardened and developed to handle the use. 
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E9 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the effects of snowmaking 
on water yield. 

Response: General impacts of snowmaking on water resources (including water yield) 
are discussed in the FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, Part 1, Section 2—Watersheds, Effects 
on Water Resources from Ski Area Management. How snowmaking is addressed in ski-
resort planning is outside the scope of this analysis and is more appropriately addressed 
on a project-specific level. 

E10 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt an alternative that maintains 
timber harvest in order to increase water yield. – and – 

E11 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not support logging to increase 
water yield. 

Response: Water originating on the forest, as documented in the Organic Act of 1897 
that established National Forests, will continue to be one of the most important uses we 
consider in managing the White River National Forest. National Forest System lands are 
managed to standard, providing municipal and domestic water supply needs. The FEIS 
further defines the legal requirements we are expected to meet in providing quality water 
for water supplies. 

36 CFR 219.12 (f)(1) states in part, “Alternatives shall be distributed between the 
minimum resource potential and the maximum resource potential to reflect to the extent 
practicable the full range of major commodity and environmental resource uses and 
values that could be produced from the forest.” A range of alternatives has been 
presented in the DEIS that satisfies this regulation. Alternatives D, K, and F provide 
slightly higher water yields while meeting other laws and resource management 
requirements. 

E12 Public Concern: The Forest Service should monitor the effects of extractive 
activities on watershed and reservoir water quality in the Blue River 
watershed. 

Response: It is outside the scope of this forest planning analysis to assess specific 
impacts to watershed resources from proposed timber sales in the Blue River basin. 
Disclosure of potential impacts from such activities will be conducted through project-
specific NEPA analyses. Appropriate standards and guidelines will be applied during all 
resource management activities to protect water quality in streams and reservoirs. These 
include the standards and guidelines listed in the 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, Soils and 
Water and Riparian Resources. Further information regarding the guidelines (design 
criteria) supporting many of these standards is in the Watershed Conservation Practices 
(WCPs) Handbook (FSH 2509.25). A copy of the WCPs can be found in the 
administrative record at the Forest Supervisor’s Office. 
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E13 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address how proposed goals, 
standards, objectives and guidelines comply with water regulatory 
authorities. 

Response: Revised Water Quality Goal 1.10 and Objective 1.10 provide 2002 Forest 
Plan (Chapter 1) direction to protect watershed health for proposed new uses, and for 
renewals of existing uses. The Forest Service, under federal law, is required to protect 
and maintain National Forest resources for multiple uses. We recognize the importance of 
Colorado state agency programs such as the Colorado Water Conservation Board’s 
(CWCB) instream flow program and the Colorado Water Quality Control Division’s 
water quality protection program. We view our Plan direction as complementing these 
programs and will continue to work cooperatively with these agencies as appropriate and 
when we deem CWCB’s instream flow rights adequate to protect National Forest 
resources. In addition we will address other aquatic resource needs in separate site-
specific analyses if, where, and when necessary in order to fulfill our responsibilities 
under federal law. 

E14 Public Concern: Forest Plan standards and guidelines should provide greater 
protection for watersheds. – and – 

E15 Public Concern: Water and Riparian standard #7, #8, #10 and # 12 in the draft 
forest plan should be revised or deleted. 

Response: While the Forest Service recognizes the authority of other government 
agencies (such as the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, and Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment), we must also 
comply with our own policies. For example, FSM 2520 outlines the objectives and 
policies that apply to watershed protection and management. FSM 2520 specifically 
addresses riparian area and floodplain management as well as wetlands protection. 

The Water and Riparian Resources standards found in Chapter 2 of the draft forest plan 
are part the Watershed Conservation Practices (WCPs) Handbook (FSH 2509.25). The 
Forest Service’s Rocky Mountain Regional Office mailed draft WCPs to 60 external 
interests in September 1995 to solicit comments. Nineteen of these interests returned 
comments by December 1995. After responding to comments and reworking the 
document, the WCP Handbook was adopted as an official handbook on December 26, 
1996, and is now part of the Forest Service directives system. A copy of the WCP 
Handbook can be found in the administrative record at the Forest Supervisor’s Office. 

As part of a Regional Office directive, deletion or revision of these standards is outside 
the authority of the Forest Supervisor and not within the scope of this 2002 Forest Plan. 

E16 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should revise water and aquatic resources 
standards for the final plan.  

16.1 Standard #5 
Response: Standard #5 is established within the Watershed Conservation Practices 
(WCPs) Handbook (FSH 2509.25, Standard 12.1). The guidelines (design criteria) 
supporting this standard can be found in the WCP Handbook, Chapter 10, page 4. A copy 
of the WCP Handbook can be found in the administrative record at the Forest 
Supervisor’s Office. 
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A definition of “watershed influence zone” has been added to the glossary for the FEIS 
(Volume 4, Appendix L). While the Forest Service recognizes the authority of other 
government agencies, we must also comply with our own policies. For example, FSM 
2520 outlines the objectives and policies that apply to watershed protection and 
management. FSM 2520 specifically addresses riparian area and floodplain management 
as well as wetlands protection. 

16.2 Standard #6  
Response: Standard #6 is established within the Watershed Conservation Practices 
(WCPs) Handbook (FSH 2509.25, Standard 12.2). A copy of the full WCPs, with design 
criteria, is available at the Supervisor’s Office. The phrase “free movement” (as it is 
worded in Standard #6) includes movement both up and down the stream. There may be 
cases, in fact, where a stream barrier is desirable to prevent exotic fish from invading 
upstream native fisheries. These conditions will be analyzed before constructing specific 
stream crossings and other instream structures. 

The design criteria (guidelines) associated with Standard #6 provide direction to protect 
aquatic life and channel stability without constructing unnecessarily large structures. In 
fact, the design criteria state, “…ensure that all facilities remain stable, not necessarily 
pass the entire flood flow.” 

16.3 Standard #9 
Response: The Water and Aquatic Standard #9 is part of the Watershed Conservation 
Practices (WCPs) Handbook (FSH 2509.25, Standard 12.5). Wording for this Standard 
has been revised by the Regional Office since publication of the DEIS. The amended 
language is included in the 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, Water and Riparian Resources. 

Standard #9 provides direct guidance for protecting streamflows on the White River 
National Forest—particularly when considered in conjunction with Forest Service 
authority to protect stream processes, riparian and aquatic habitats, and recreational and 
aesthetic values. Additionally, the standard and its design criteria provide guidance for 
protecting stream flow dependent resources, while being sensitive to historic uses. The 
Forest Service, under federal law, is required to protect and maintain National Forest 
resources for multiple uses. We recognize the Colorado Water Conservation Board’s 
(“CWCB”) authority to hold instream flow water rights. In addition, the Forest Service 
will address stream flow needs in separate site-specific analyses (if, where, and when 
necessary) in order to fulfill its responsibilities under federal law. 

E17 Public Concern: The FEIS should include baseline data on the condition of 
riparian areas.  

Response: The watershed condition ratings aided in determining the condition of riparian 
areas in each 6th level watershed. Please refer to Tables J-1 through J-6 in FEIS Volume 
4, Appendix J for the watershed condition class rating for each 6th level watershed on the 
Forest. 
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E18 Public Concern: The FEIS should identify key watersheds for special 
protection.  

Response: While the White River National Forest does not used the term “key 
watershed” (a term used in the Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team’s 
Aquatic Conservation Strategy for federal forests of the Pacific Northwest), we have 
identified watersheds sensitive to human and/or natural disturbances. A description of the 
process is provided in FEIS Volume 4, Appendix J. Maps in the appendix identify these 
watersheds. Caution must be applied when interpreting these maps as they are meant 
strictly as a coarse screen for generally determining watershed conditions for each 6th 
level watershed in the Forest. Site-specific information, as required for project proposals, 
may indicate that the condition of a specific 6th level watershed is better or worse than 
initially determined. 

E19 Public Concern: The FEIS should identify types of impacts and disturbances 
watersheds can recover from. 

Response: Because each watershed is unique in its ability to recover from natural and/or 
human caused disturbances, the discussion of recovery time frames from specific impacts 
is outside the scope of forest plan documents and is best conducted on at a project-
specific level. 

We did make stylistic changes to Appendix J (FEIS Volume 4) in order to clarify the 
types of human influenced factors considered in the assessment of watershed conditions. 

E20 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use a multi-metric index for 
watershed health. 

Response: Watershed and fish habitat analyses on the forest are ongoing. We typically 
conduct watershed assessments in an interdisciplinary fashion during which resources 
such as wildlife and fish habitat, soils productivity and water quality are factored into 
determinations of watershed health. 

E21 Public Concern: The FEIS should include information on existing conditions 
and trends of riparian areas for each Geographic unit. 

Response: The scope of this document does not lend itself to detailed discussion of site-
specific riparian conditions and trends. Such discussion is more appropriate and 
meaningful at a project level when site-specific data is collected and analyzed to 
determine watershed condition, including riparian health. The lack of such information 
within the FEIS does not preclude routine application of measures to protect riparian 
resources, nor does it prevent the Forest from rehabilitating riparian areas if and where 
needed. 

General information of the condition of each of the 6th level watersheds on the Forest was 
compiled using a process described in Appendix J to the FEIS. Sources of this 
information include specialists’ knowledge of a watershed including past and current 
management activities, impacts of those activities, as well as GIS maps of natural hazards 
to watershed health. 
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E22 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use a spatial analysis of roads to 
estimate impacts to watershed health. – and – 

E23 Public Concern: The FEIS should state the effect of roads on watersheds. 
Response: The FEIS has been updated from the DEIS, and now contains information on 
the effects of roads on water and riparian areas. See FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, 
Part 1, Travel Management and Infrastructure, Direct and Indirect Effects  

E24 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect watersheds from corporate 
development. 

Response: The Forest Service agrees that water quality is important. The Forest Service 
will continue to work with local, state and federal agencies to protect water quality and 
watershed health, as well as plan and implement watershed improvement activities as 
conditions dictate. The legal and administrative framework that guides the Forest Service 
in protecting watershed resources is identified in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, 
Part 1, Section 2 – Watersheds, Introduction. Standards for protecting watershed 
resources can be found in the 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, Water and Riparian Resources 
and Chapter 3, Management Area 8.25. 

Further information regarding the guidelines (design criteria) supporting many of these 
standards is in the Watershed Conservation Practices (WCPs) Handbook (FSH 2509.25). 
A copy of the WCPs can be found in the administrative record at the Forest Supervisor’s 
Office. Assessment of individual streams will be addressed through the site-specific 
NEPA process as projects are proposed to the Forest Service. The Forest Service must 
give adequate consideration to proposals from both private and public entities. 

E25 The Forest Service should consider the Seven Castles area a designated high-
risk watershed.  

Response: Our screening data for watershed risk assessments agree that the Seven 
Castles area has a high risk of natural instability. The watershed risk assessment also 
includes human influenced factors, which, for the Seven Castles area, are minimal. When 
combined, both factors give the watershed a moderate risk value. Because the assessment 
is a coarse screen for generally determining watershed conditions for each 6th level 
watershed in the Forest, a more detailed analysis and assessment would accompany any 
site-specific project planning. 

E26 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ground truth watersheds. 
Response: The Forest Service agrees that ground-truthing data derived from aerial 
photography is critical to protecting riparian and wetland areas. Ground truthing will 
occur on a project-specific level where there may be potential impacts to stream channels, 
riparian areas and wetlands. This data, as it is collected, will be added to the Forest’s 
database and used to further refine our assessments of watershed condition and health.  

E27 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the effect of draw-down 
levels on the Reudi Reservoir boat ramp. 

Response: Water levels in Ruedi Reservoir are determined by the Bureau of Reclamation 
and not by the Forest Service. In addition, the effect of reservoir draw-downs is outside 
the scope of this forest planning analysis and is best addressed through the site-specific 
NEPA analysis process. Concerns about and potential remedies to the problems 

 A3-7 Appendix A 



White River National Forest 

encountered during draw-down levels of Reudi Reservoir should be directed to the Sopris 
District Ranger. 

E28 Public Concern: The Forest Service should implement the Ruedi Reservoir 
pump-back diversion project. 

Response: The decision regarding implementation of the Ruedi Reservoir pump-back 
diversion project (Homestake II) is outside the scope of this forest planning analysis. A 
separate, site-specific NEPA analysis will be conducted prior to a decision on this 
proposal. The site-specific analysis will be subject to additional opportunities for public 
comment. 

Water Rights 

E29 Public Concern: The Forest Service should honor existing municipal water 
rights. 

Response: Table 27 in the FEIS provides a list of the public supply watersheds that occur 
on the White River National Forest. These include those watersheds covered under 
Colorado statutes C.R.S. 39-15-707(1)(b). Moreover, language was removed from the 
FEIS suggesting that forest management activities can legitimately interfere with the 
ability of watersheds to deliver suitable water for municipal use. 

E30 Public Concern: The FEIS should clarify how the 2002 Forest Plan will affect 
pre-Federal Land Management Act land use authorizations for water 
facilities.  

Response: Valid outstanding rights are addressed in the Preface to the Forest Plan under 
the heading "Valid Outstanding Rights". This discussion addresses how valid existing 
rights will be considered, and how Forest Plan may have to be adjusted to allow for such 
rights. 

E31 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the effects of Alternative D 
on water rights. 

Response: Alternative D would not result in more by-pass flow requirements than other 
alternatives of the Forest Plan. Forest Service Region 2 policy directs all Forests, 
including the White River National Forest, to include standards found in the Watershed 
Conservation Practices Handbook in their Revised Forest Plan documents. All 
alternatives in the Revised Plan would have to comply equally with these standards, 
which include protection of the health of perennial streams under appropriate authorities. 

E32 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should recognize water 
rights and Ditch Bill easements. 

Response: The Forest Service recognizes Colorado State law governing water rights and 
will continue to cooperate with existing water users in order to balance streamflow 
protection and historic water use. The process for Ditch Bill issuance is outside the scope 
of this analysis and is more appropriately addressed through project-specific assessment 
and planning. 

Response to Public Comment A3-8 



  Final Environmental Impact Statement Volume 2 

E33 Public Concern: The 2002 Forest Plan should not be used to impose bypass 
flows. 

Response: Water supply development is a legitimate use on national forest lands that is 
generally authorized under a special use permit. Terms and conditions are applied to 
special use permits requiring compliance with federal law. These terms and conditions 
may also include, but are not limited to, requiring water be left in a stream to minimize 
damage to resources such as fish and wildlife habitat. Such terms and conditions are not 
decided in the 2002 Forest Plan but are considered, on a case-by-case basis, during the 
issuance of a special use permit. The goals and objectives (2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 1) 
and standards (2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2) will provide guidance in developing the 
terms and conditions of individual special use permits as they come up for issuance. 

E34 Public Concern: The Forest Service should understand and abide by the 
legalities of the acquisition of instream flows. 

Response: The Forest Service, under federal law, is required to protect and maintain 
National Forest resources for multiple uses. We recognize the importance of Colorado 
state agency programs such as the Colorado Water Conservation Board’s (CWCB) 
instream flow program and the Colorado Water Quality Control Division’s water quality 
protection program. We view our Plan direction as complementing these programs. The 
Forest Service will continue to work cooperatively with these agencies as appropriate and 
when the Forest Service deems CWCB’s instream flow rights adequate to protect 
National Forest resources. In addition, the Forest Service will address streamflow needs 
in separate site-specific analyses if, where, and when necessary in order to fulfill its 
responsibilities under federal law. 

E35 Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize the Colorado Water 
Conservation Board’s regulatory control over instream water flow. 

Response: The Forest Service recognizes the Colorado Water Conservation Board’s 
(CWCB) authority to hold instream flow water rights. As appropriate and when CWCB’s 
instream flow rights are deemed by the Forest Service as adequate to protect National 
Forest resources, it will cooperatively work with the CWCB.  

E36 Public Concern: The Forest Service should define its existing water rights. 
Response: Determination of water rights owned by the United States on behalf of the 
USDA Forest Service is outside the scope of this analysis and is more appropriately 
addressed on a project-specific level. However, the Forest Service, represented by the 
U.S. Department of Justice, has historically participated extensively in the State of 
Colorado’s various water right adjudications through the McCarran Amendment, Title 16 
United States Code, Section 666. 

E37 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the potential impacts of 
Wild and Scenic River designations on water rights. 

Response: Addressing the specific impact of individual Wild and Scenic River 
designations on privately held water rights, is outside the scope of this analysis and is 
more appropriately addressed during the Wild and Scenic suitability evaluation process. 
However, as a general proposition, those water rights needed for Wild and Scenic River 
purposes will typically have a priority date corresponding with the date of Congressional 
designation. 
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E38 Public Concern: Water and Riparian standard #10 in the draft forest plan 
should be revised to recognize reservoir release needs.  

Response: Water and Riparian standard #10 is found in the 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, 
Water and Riparian Resources. It states: “Manage water-use facilities to prevent gully 
erosion of slopes and to prevent sediment and bank damage to streams.” Guidelines to 
this standard can be found in the Watershed Conservation Practices (WCP) Handbook 
(FSH 2509.25, Standard 12.6). This standard does not preclude the Forest Service from 
working with reservoir operators to ensure a balance between reservoir release needs and 
protection of stream health. Standard #10 was not revised for the FEIS because the 
standard is established in the WCP Handbook—hence, a Forest Service Region 2 
directive that cannot be changed through the forest planning process. 

E39 Public Concern: The Forest Service should prohibit motorized watercraft on 
reservoirs that supply drinking water. 

Response: The Forest Service does not have authority to regulate motorized use on 
reservoirs within the White River National Forest—even if they supply drinking water. 
This authority lies with other federal and state agencies. 

E40 Public Concern: Federal officials should not interfere with water resources in 
Colorado.  

Response: The Forest Service recognizes and appreciates the importance of water 
resources, both in quality and quantity, to the State of Colorado and its citizens. At the 
same time, the Forest Service, under federal law, is required to protect and maintain 
national forest resources for multiple uses. The Forest Service is committed to working 
collaboratively with those with interests in water resources to alleviate conflicting 
national forest needs with existing uses. In addition, the Forest Service will address water 
resource issues in separate site-specific analyses if, where, and when necessary to fulfill 
its responsibilities under federal law. 

E41 Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize its authority to impose 
instream and bypass flows. – and – 

E42 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should ensure that stream flows are 
adequate to protect aquatic resources. 

Response: The Forest Service recognizes its authority, under the Property Clause of the 
United States Constitution and various implementing statutes, to condition use of 
National Forest System lands to protect the natural resources under its management, 
including aquatic resources within its administrative boundaries. We also recognize that 
aquatic resource degradation has, in some streams, been due to water facilities that the 
agency allowed to be developed on National Forest System lands. The Forest is 
committed to collaboratively working with such water facilities to protect their interests, 
as well as downstream aquatic resources. Chapter 1 (Goals and Objectives) and Chapter 2 
(Forestwide Standards and Guidelines) of the 2002 Forest Plan provide additional 
direction regarding streamflows and aquatic resources. 
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E43 Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop a program that bases 
permit applications for water use on watershed health.  

Response: Special use permit proposals, including those for water use, are accepted 
based on guidance in the 36 CFR 251 regulations. These regulations require a screening 
process that includes compliance with the forest plan and current forest service policy. If 
the application is accepted, it must be reviewed through the NEPA process, including 
resource review (internal and external) of values potentially impacted (in the case of 
water use this would include fisheries, biological diversity, water quality, wildlife, and 
cultural resources). If the water use results in depletion of the resource, consultation must 
be also be done with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Under the 2002 Forest Plan, we will continue to consider watershed health before any 
special use permit is accepted and/or conditioned. In addition, the watershed condition 
analysis identifies 6th-level watersheds where streamflows are important to existing or 
potential threatened and endangered fish (e.g., cutthroat trout). Additional protection of 
streamflow-dependent resources is provided in the 2002 Forest Plan. 

E44 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt Alternative I to ensure the 
greatest level of stream protection. 

Response: The relative contributions of Alternative I in protecting streams are addressed 
in the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 1, Section 2 – Watersheds. 

E45 Public Concern: The Revised Forest Plan should include a reference to the 
Federal Multi-Agency Source Water Agreement. 

Response: The Federal Multi-Agency Source Water Agreement has been added to 
Appendix CC (Relevant Federal and State Statutes and Other Regulations) of the 2002 
Forest Plan.  

E46 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the effects of potential 
wildlife habitat management area designations on Denver Water’s proposed 
Eagle-Piney project. 

Response: This concern is outside the scope of this document and will be addressed on a 
project specific level.  

E47 Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow Arapahoe Basin to Divert 
water from the Snake River.  

Response: This concern is outside the scope of this document and will be addressed on a 
project specific level.  
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Water Quality 

E48 Public Concern: The Forest Service should enforce the Clean Water Act, limit 
watershed degradation, and undertake site-specific actions to improve water 
quality. – and – 

E49 Public Concern: The Forest Service should undertake site-specific actions to 
improve water quality. 

Response: The Forest Service is required by law and guided by policy to protect water 
quality and watershed health. The legal and administrative framework that guides the 
Forest Service in protecting watershed resources is identified in the FEIS Volume 2, 
Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 1, Section 2 – Watersheds. How we assess specific streams is 
outside the scope of the forest planning analysis and is more appropriately addressed on a 
project-specific level. 

Standards for protecting watershed resources can be found in the 2002 Forest Plan, 
Chapter 2, Water and Riparian Resources and Soils. Further information regarding the 
guidelines (design criteria) supporting many of these standards can be found in the 
Watershed Conservation Practices (WCPs) Handbook (FSH 2509.25). A copy of the 
WCP Handbook can be found in the administrative record at the Forest Supervisor’s 
Office. 

None of the alternatives in the FEIS will change the amount of water storage on the 
Forest. Discussion of the adverse and beneficial impacts of water storage facilities is 
outside the scope of this analysis and more appropriately addressed through project-
specific assessments. The impacts of travelways on sedimentation are discussed in FEIS 
Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 2—Aquatic Resources, as well as in 
Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 1, Section 2—Watersheds. Analysis of timber harverst impacts 
(specific to the levels of allowable harvest under each alternative) can be found in the 
FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 1, Section 2—Watersheds. 

E50 Public Concern: The Forest Service should increase buffer zone size in 
wetland/riparian areas.  

Response: The minimum protective width, as stated in the Watershed Conservation 
Practices (WCPs) Handbook (FSH 2509.25), is 100 horizontal feet or the mean height of 
mature dominant late-seral vegetation – whichever is greater. This area, known as the 
water influence zone (WIZ) in the WCP, includes adjacent unstable and highly erodible 
soils. The zone is intended to protect interacting aquatic, riparian and upland functions by 
maintaining natural processes and resilience of soil, water, and vegetation systems. In 
most cases, this amount of buffer is adequate; however, site-specific analyses during 
project-level planning may prescribe wider buffer areas as needed to protect watershed 
resources. 

E51 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt Eagle County’s Alternative Z 
in order to protect riparian health. 

Response: The Forest Service agrees that riparian health is important. The standards for 
protecting riparian resources are identified in 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, Water and 
Riparian Resources. The Forest Service developed a range of alternatives to meet 
different resource needs. All alternatives in the FEIS were evaluated for their relative 
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contribution to riparian area health. This analysis can be found in the FEIS Volume 2, 
Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 1, Section 2 – Watersheds. 

E52 Public Concern: Water and Riparian Resource standard #2 for Management 
Area Direction 8.25 should be deleted.  

Response: While the Forest Service recognizes the authority of other government 
agencies (such as U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
and Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment) we must also comply with 
our own policies. For example, FSM 2520 outlines the objectives and policies that apply 
to watershed protection and management. FSM 2520 specifically addresses riparian area 
and floodplain management as well as wetlands protection. As such, we feel that a 
standard addressing stream channel impacts of snowmaking and other water depletions 
related to ski-based resorts is appropriate.  

E53 Public Concern: The Forest Service should manage activities near wells to 
minimize impacts to human health. 

Response: We agree that management activities near well sites must be conducted in a 
manner to protect ground water quality. The standards for protecting water quality, 
including ground water, are identified in the 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, Water and 
Riparian Resources, Standards 11 through 13. 

E54 Public Concern: The effects of forest management activities on groundwater 
should be addressed in the FEIS. 

Response: We feel that the groundwater discussion in the FEIS adequately describes the 
potential impacts of forest management activities on groundwater. Standards and 
guidelines for protecting watershed resources from forest management activities are 
identified in the 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, Soils, and Water and Riparian Resources. 

E55 Public Concern: The 2002 Forest Plan should include quantifiable targets for 
stream conditions surveys. 

Response: Strategy 1c.11 of the 2002 Forest Plan (Chapter 1) specifically states that 40 
miles of known and potential cutthroat streams will be surveyed and assessed annually. 

E56 The Forest Service should address the effects of sedimentation on municipal 
water supplies.  

Response: We recognize the importance of protecting watersheds that supply public 
water systems. This includes avoiding sedimentation and high turbidity levels from 
management activities. Sediment control is addressed in several standards and guidelines 
in the 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, Soils, Standards 1 through 4 and Guidelines 1, 3, and 
4. To underscore the importance of protecting public supply watersheds, we have added 
text in FEIS (Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 1, Section 2 – Watersheds and Water 
Quality) that addresses this concern. 
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Section 3—Air Resources  

E57 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the effects of emissions on 
biodiversity. 

Response: Data collected from several air quality monitoring sites throughout the forest 
indicate that overall air quality is excellent. Additional information regarding these 
monitoring sites and the air quality constituents collected can be found in the Forest’s Air 
Resource Management Plan located at the Supervisor’s Office in Glenwood Springs or on 
the internet at: http://www.fs.fed.us/r6/aq/natarm/r2/documentr2.htm. 

An analysis of regional air pollution is outside the scope of this document. Local impacts 
to air pollution from each alternative, however, are addressed in the FEIS Volume 2, 
Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 1, Section 3 – Air Resources.  

E58 Public Concern: The Forest Service should define baseline standards by which 
air quality is measured. 

Response: The Colorado State Air Pollution Control Division has the primary 
responsibility for assessing National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 
compliance. By law, the Forest Service is required to mitigate activities that would cause 
air quality in an area to fall into non-compliance with NAAQ Standards. The impact of 
prescribed burns on air quality is discussed in the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, 
Part 1, Section 3 – Air Resources. Federal and state policies require that all prescribed 
burns be planned and conducted to avoid the adverse impacts of smoke on population 
centers. Monitoring of prescribed burns is decided on a project specific level in 
cooperation with the Colorado State Air Pollution Control Division. 

E59 Public Concern: The Forest Service should evaluate the air pollution generated 
by buses. 

Response: The evaluation of exhaust from buses is outside the scope of this forest 
planning process. The impacts of bus use at specific sites within the White River National 
Forest will be addressed during site-specific planning analyses. 

E60 Public Concern: The Forest Service should only apply Air Resources Guideline 
#2 to Class I Airsheds.  

Response: We disagree with the recommendation that visibility standards for wilderness 
should apply only to Class I areas. Under the Wilderness Act of 1964 (16 USC. Sec. 
1131), the Forest Service is required to protect wilderness resources including those that 
are sensitive to air pollution. The emphasis of the Clean Air Act, as amended (42 USC 
7401 et seq.) on Class I wilderness in no way relinquishes or diminishes the Forest 
Service’s responsibilities to comply with the terms of the 1964 Wilderness Act for ALL 
designated wilderness areas. As such, the Rocky Mountain Regional policy is that air 
quality related values are to be protected in all designated wilderness areas (see the Air 
Resources Management Plan for the White River National Forest available in the 
Supervisor’s Office, Glenwood Springs, CO or on the web at 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r6/aq/natarm/document.htm. 
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E61 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the effects of two-stroke 
engines on air quality, specifically snowmobiles. 

Response: The Forest Service has no authority to regulate air quality impacts of two-
stroke engines; this authority lies with the Environmental Protection Agency. However, 
specific air quality impacts resulting from snowmobile use are addressed in the FEIS 
Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 1, Section 3 – Air Resources. 

E62 Public Concern: The Forest Service should identify the environmental 
degradation rating system used for hazardous substance sites. 

Response: The environmental degradation rating system (Strategy 2c.16 in the 2002 
Forest Plan, Chapter 1) was established by the Colorado State Geological Survey (CSGS) 
for the abandoned mine inventory they began in the early 1990s. Strategy 2c.16 has been 
changed to better reflect the CSGS intent. For a list of abandoned mines inventoried on or 
adjacent to the White River National Forest, see FEIS Volume 4, Appendix J, Table J-3. 
This table includes the rating given to each abandoned mine on or adjacent to the Forest. 

E63 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include a schedule for remediation 
of hazardous substance sites in the 2002 Forest Plan. 

Response: A firm schedule for remediation of hazardous substance sites on the White 
River National Forest cannot be published in the 2002 Foret Plan. Funding for hazardous 
waste remediation projects is determined on an annual basis by the Regional Forester. 
Decisions are made in accord with priorities assigned to sites throughout Region 2 of the 
USDA Forest Service. 

E64 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the funding, define the terms 
used, and provide a listing of the hazardous substance sites that need to be 
rehabilitated. 

Response: A list of known hazardous substance sites and their environmental 
degradation rating is provided in the FEIS Volume 4, Appendix J, Table 9. The 2002 
Forest Plan does not contain references to multi-jurisdictional funding. Reference to such 
funding was an error in the draft planning documents. 

E65 Public Concern: The Revised Forest Plan should identify mine reclamation 
schedules. 

Response: Table J-9 (FEIS Volume 4, Appendix J) identifies the abandoned mine sites 
located on the White River National Forest as well as their environmental degradation 
rating. As stated under Strategy 2c.16 (2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 1), the Forest Service 
will prioritize these mine sites for reclamation. However, prioritization for reclamation 
does not guarantee that these abandoned mines will be treated, as funding is dependent 
upon regional and national priorities for cleanup. Of the 28 abandoned mines identified in 
Table J-9, 13 are located in 4th level watersheds identified under the Unified Watershed 
Assessment Program and/or the Colorado Department of Health’s 303(d) list as high 
priority for restoration. Such prioritization is likely to influence funding of reclamation 
activity on abandoned mines. Current progress has been made on the Forest in acquiring 
funding to begin the process of treating mines located in the Snake River Basin. 
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Section 4—Mineral Resources 

E66 Public Concern: The FEIS should more adequately address minerals. 
Response: Oil and gas leasing, and the potential effects of development of these 
resources, were extensively evaluated in the White River National Forest Oil and Gas 
Leasing EIS, completed in 1993. Decisions made in the record for this EIS are not being 
reanalyzed for the 2002 Forest Plan. 

In accordance with the Federal Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Reform Act, analysis 
presented in the 1993 EIS included a review of leasing potential on the White River 
National Forest, and a description of stipulations as they apply to specific lands 
authorized for leasing. Alternatives in the Forest Plan FEIS could reallocate land and in 
some cases change the leasing authorization and stipulations. Additionally, new forest-
wide standards and guidelines will be added. An analysis of effects on minerals, oil and 
gas leasing, including those associated with mineral withdrawals, can be found in FEIS 
Volume 2, Topic 1, Part 1, Section 4—Mineral Resources. Standards and guidelines can 
be found in Chapter 2 of the 2002 Forest Plan. 

E67 Public Concern: The Forest Service should regard oil and gas development as 
loss of land base. 

Response: Congress has deemed mineral and energy development as acceptable and 
desirable uses (The Mining and Mineral Policy Act of 1970) of National Forest System 
lands. Because mineral and energy development is directed by statute, there are laws and 
regulations in place to ensure proper and acceptable limits on development and 
rehabilitation. Although mineral development under existing law may result in a patented 
claim and removal of land from the public domain, oil and gas leases generally do not.  

E68 Public Concern: Consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service should 
occur before any oil and gas leasing. 

Response: Consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service is required prior to the 
Authorization Decision (Forest Plan) and project implementation (Application for Permit 
to Drill) to ensure that Forest Service actions will not jeopardize the continued existence 
of any listed species. Once the Authorization Decision has been made it contains the 
necessary stipulations to protect the species. Issuance of a lease is strictly the 
implementation of the Authorization Decision and does not authorize any ground 
disturbing activities. Because an Application for Permit to Drill (APD) with its associated 
Surface Use Plan of Opperations would authorize ground disturbing activities this 
becomes the next point at which impacts affecting the continued existence of a listed 
species could occur thus triggering consultation. 

E69 Public Concern: Mining sites should be reclaimed to pre-occupancy standards. 
– and – 

E70 Public Concern: The Forest Service should specify the types of restrictions 
mineral locators must operate under within each management area.  

Response: Title 36, Section 228 of the Code of Federal Regulations govern the 
development and reclamation of National Forest System lands associated with mining 
activities. In addition, operations are governed by the Forest Plan standards and 
guidelines, as well as Federal laws including but not limited to the National 
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Environmental Policy Act, the Endangered Species Act, the Clean Air Act and the Clean 
Water Act. 

E71 Public Concern: The 2002 Forest Plan should identify mine reclamation 
schedules. 

Response: The White River national Forest has identified the priority watersheds for 
treatment in conjunction with other government agencies. Funding for each individual 
project is dependant on regional and national priorities for cleanup, therefore prediction 
of what may or may not be cleaned up during the planning horizon is difficult at best. 
Therefore, Appendix J (FEIS Volume 4) identifies the potential risks, and as money 
becomes available each site will be treated in accordance with the regional and national 
priorities. 

E72 Public Concern: Mineral Resources Standard #1 should be deleted from the 
2002 Forest Plan.  

Response: As stated in the Introduction (2002 Forest Plan Chapter 2, Forest-Wide 
Standards and Guidelines), the forest-wide standards and guidelines apply to all areas of 
the forest, and are used in conjunction with those specific standards and guidelines found 
in each management prescription area. For example, management prescription 5.41 states 
under MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES “These areas are available for oil and 
gas leasing with controlled surface use or timing restrictions.” If this is in conflict with 
the Oil and Gas Leasing EIS, then the FEIS for the Forest Plan will make the adjustment. 

E73 Public Concern: The Forest Service should remove cabins built on mining 
claims.  

Response: Administration of mining claims is an implementation subject, and is 
therefore outside the scope of this analysis. In addition, ownership and historical 
significance considerations come into play when evaluating these facilities. If the facility 
is not in compliance with an accompanying approved operating plan then there are 
administrative and law enforcement procedures in place to deal with these facilities and 
activities. 

E74 Public Concern: The Forest Service should have higher reclamation objectives 
for mineral and energy operations.  

Response: The draft objectives for mineral and energy operations were poorly worded 
and as such caused confusion. The objectives articulated in the 2002 Forest Plan were 
written with the intention to avoid confusion and provide clear direction. 

E75 The Forest Service should expand the list of Management prescriptions areas 
withdrawn from mineral entry. 

Response: Direction for evaluating National Forest System lands for withdrawel from 
mineral entry is found in FSM 2761. In addition to the conditions under which 
withdrawals might be considered, this manual direction lays out the numerous other 
alternatives that can be used to deal with specific areas and situations. Utilizing this 
information the Forest Plan ID team evaluated the need for withdrawing each 
management prescription area. The team determined that alternatives to withdrawal, 
coupled with standards and guidelines, could provide the necessary means to protect the 
associated values. 
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Part 2—Biological Diversity 

General 

E76 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use the best available biological 
science in its decision-making.  

Response: Appropriate scientific literature and information was used during the 
development of the FEIS. The specialist reports for the biodiversity, wildlife, forested 
vegetation, and non-forested vegetation sections of the FEIS (Volume 2) contain 
extensive reference sections and are available for review in the administrative record in 
the Forest Supervisor’s Office. Literature respective to all of these fields was reviewed 
and incorporated as applicable into the FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan revision processes. 

E77 Public Concern: The final plan should include specific commitments to 
evaluate, accomplish viability studies, inventory, and map various 
biodiversity elements. – and – 

E78 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that its viability studies are 
inadequate and need to be revised. 

Response: We updated our viability assessment between the DEIS and FEIS. This 
viability assessment identifies needed studies, monitoring, and inventory necessary to 
maintain species viability for a wide range of terrestrial and aquatic vertebrate and 
invertebrate species as well as for plants. Direction necessary to assure continued species 
viability is included in the 2002 Forest Plan as objectives, strategies, standards, and 
guidelines in Chapters 1 and 2. 

E79 Public Concern: The Forest Service should limit management area 
prescriptions to the final designated areas to prevent buffer zone 
management.  

Response: Management area direction is specific to within the boundary of the individual 
management area; no buffer zone management is implied or allowed under the 2002 
Forest Plan. 

E80 Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop integrated conservation 
plans for all ecosystems on White River National Forest. 

Response: This is outside the scope of the forest planning process. The Forest Plan 
provides guidance for all resource management activities on a national forest. The 
introduction section in Chapter 1 of the 2002 Forest Plan explains the basic decisions 
made in a forest planning process. The recommendations included in this public concern 
are better handled at the landscape planning level that will take place after the completion 
of the forest planning process. 

E81 Public Concern: The FEIS should include a section on how the plan will 
benefit the Southern Rockies ecosystem.  

Response: We address this issue whenever appropriate. The ecosystem level assessment 
discussions in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2, Section 2 – Ecosystem-level 
Assessment, address how the forest ecosystems fit within the ecological sections and 
provinces. Management Prescription 5.5 (Forested landscape linkages) addresses the 
need for landscape connections for wide-ranging species such as forest carnivores.  
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E82 Public Concern: Human uses and activities should be restricted where damage 
to biodiversity can occur. 

Response: The National Forest Management Act states that forest plans must “provide 
for the diversity of plant and animal communities based on the suitability and capability 
of the specific land area;” the Endangered Species Act governs protection of specified 
species and the ecosystems upon which they depend; and national forest ecosystem 
management policies directly and indirectly require us to maintain ecosystem function on 
National Forest System lands. The National Environmental Policy Act of 1970 requires 
that we study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of 
action. During the development of the FEIS, a range of alternatives providing varying 
levels of protection for ecosystem components was evaluated. FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, 
Topic 1, Part 2 – Biological Diversity, describes the process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and describe the impacts of the differing alternatives on the biological 
resources of the forest. 

E83 Public Concern: The Forest Service should conduct population surveys in order 
to meet the viability requirements of the National Forest Management Act 
(NFMA). 

Response: The National Forest Management Act states that forest plans must “provide 
for the diversity of plant and animal communities based on the suitability and capability 
of the specific land area.” The Endangered Species Act and Forest Service Manual 
2672.43 provide direction concerning the level of pre-project proposed, endangered, 
threatened, and sensitive (PETS) population and trend surveys into National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) decisions. The NEPA process used by the Forest 
Service is a tiered process with project-specific NEPA occurring after a forest plan is 
approved. The majority of ground-disturbing activities is covered under this second tier 
of planning and is outside the scope of this forest planning process. The Biological 
Assessment and Biological Evaluation (FEIS Volume 4, Appendix N) displays current 
information about all PETS on the forest and the potential impacts from forest plan 
implementation. In addition, a separate viability assessment for species was completed 
and is included in the FEIS. Management direction was developed as a part of this 
assessment to guide us in the management of species determined to have viability 
concerns and is included in the 2002 Forest Plan (Chapters 1, 2, 3, and 4). 

E84 Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid a “one size fits all” approach 
in managing for biodiversity. 

Response: Both spatial and temporal timeframes are integrated into the biodiversity 
assessment used in developing the DEIS and FEIS. The Historic Range of Variability 
assessment (summarized in the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2, Section 1 – 
Historic Range of Variability, and in greater detail in the FEIS Volume 4, Appendix D – 
Historic Range of Variability) discusses spatial and temporal timeframes associated with 
vegetation composition and structure. The disturbance processes that shaped the forest 
are discussed here, and also in the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 3 – 
Forested Vegetation. Fire risk and hazard assessments for wildland fire situations are 
discussed in the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 7 – Fire 
Management. The landscape pattern assessment included on pages also discusses spatial 
and temporal changes to landscape pattern. 
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E85 Public Concern: Additional species should be included in the basis for 
biodiversity. 

Response: We did not ignore any of the major cover types in its analysis, however, for 
some of these types there was insufficient information available to do landscape pattern 
analysis. The updated viability assessment the forest completed considered many of these 
less abundant cover types when analyzing species viability. We included the results of 
this improved assessment and recommended new direction concerning species viability 
and the needs for species and cover type inventory and monitoring in the FEIS and 2002 
Forest Plan (see the viability discussion in the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2 
– Biodiversity and related direction in Chapters 1 and 2 of the 2002 Forest Plan). 

E86 Public Concern: The Forest Service should review the effectiveness of past 
management practices on the preservation of natural diversity before 
considering additional development. 

Response: We prepared a Historical Range of Variability document to assess how recent 
forest management may have impacted ecological conditions that would be expected 
under natural disturbance regimes. This document is found as Appendix D in the FEIS 
and a summary is found in the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 1, Topic 1, Part 2, Section 1 – 
Historic Range of Variability. Ecological considerations as a result of these landscape 
changes are presented as a portion of this assessment. Additionally, a fragmentation 
assessment of forest management activities is found in the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, 
Topic 1, Part 2, Section 2 – Ecosystem-level Assessment. The wildlife assessment in the 
FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 1 – Terrestrial Wildlife, also details 
past and expected future management impacts to wildlife species. The Biological 
Assessment and the Biological Evaluation found as FEIS Volume 5, Appendix N, details 
expected impacts of the forest plan on all federally listed threatened, endangered, and 
Forest Service sensitive species. 

E87 Public Concern: The Forest Plan should analyze the cumulative effects of all 
factors that affect natural diversity. 

Response: We analyzed cumulative impacts on all resource areas as part of implementing 
NEPA during the development of the FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan. This assessment was 
reanalyzed during the development of the FEIS and the revised discussions are found at 
the end of each resource area section in Chapter 3 of the FEIS Volume 2. 

P88 Public Concern: The Forest Service should base its decisions on use of an up-
to-date biological database and current ecological principles. 

Response: The FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan preparers used the most up-to-date 
information available to them at the time of the analysis. The wildlife habitat maps 
included in the CDOW WRIS database and the element occurrence data found in the 
Colorado Natural Heritage database are generally considered to be the most current and 
informative databases for much of the wildlife habitat relationship information. These 
form the foundation for many of the habitat and species occurrence assessments made in 
the FEIS. There are a variety of opinions on which to base scientifically sound 
conservation-based management. We believe that we are using sound conservation 
principles in developing the FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan.  
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E89 Public Concern: The FEIS should include an effective monitoring plan.  
Response: We reanalyzed the monitoring plan. An updated monitoring plan is included 
as a portion of Chapter 4 in the 2002 Forest Plan.  

E90 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ban genetically modified organisms 
within the forest.  

Response: We understand many of the concerns regarding the use of genetically 
modified organisms, but we feel that is it inappropriate to place total ban on their use at 
this time. Although many potential uses may not be appropriate, there are examples of 
uses that may be scientifically sound and environmentally safe for improving overall 
forest health. Properly used biological control agents for noxious weeds and sterile 
cultivars for erosion seeding are two potential examples of uses that can improve 
ecological conditions. Native plants and seeds are preferred in reseeding and re-
vegetation efforts across the forest. Standard 1 and Guideline 1 under the forest-wide 
Biodiversity section in Chapter 2 of the 2002 Forest Plan both address this issue.  

E91 Public Concern: The Forest Service should conduct an adequate fragmentation 
analysis. 

Response: We reviewed our fragmentation approach and reanalyzed some portions of the 
assessment in the FEIS. There are many approaches to analyzing fragmentation and many 
parameters that can be used to describe aspects of fragmentation or perforation. The 
temporal approach suggested by one reviewer is one type of analysis that measures one 
point in time but fails to adequately take effects of disturbance ecology into account. We 
matched reference landtype associations with managed areas to determine the impacts of 
recent management on a range of forested landscapes pattern descriptions. We feel that 
the methodology used in the DEIS and modified in the FEIS is adequate rigor to analyze 
the decisions required in a forest plan. The impacts of forest roads on wildlife species is 
analyzed in the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 1 – Terrestrial 
Wildlife. 

E92 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the effects of fire 
management on biodiversity.  

Response: Fire ecology and its relationship to the major cover types on the forest is 
discussed in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2, Section 1 – Historic Range of 
Variability. FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 7 – Fire Management, 
discusses the role of fire in management of the White River National Forest. This 
information has been incorporated into the overall management goals and objectives for 
these cover types throughout the FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan. 

E93 Public Concern: White River National Forest should restrict logging in order to 
sustain biodiversity. 

Response: See response number E147. Additionally, various laws require the Forest, 
including the National Environmental Protection Act, the National Forest Management 
Act and the Endangered Species Act, to maintain biological values across the forest. The 
range of alternatives in the FEIS evaluated differing levels and areas appropriate for 
logging actions and restrictions across the forest. Activities are addressed as impacts to 
biodiversity, including using logging as a tool to enhance biodiversity values. Beginning 
in the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2 – Biodoversity, the impacts from 
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logging and other management activities to landscape pattern, composition, and function 
are discussed. The other physical and biological sections of the FEIS also discuss impacts 
of logging within the various alternatives on their respective resource areas.  

E94 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not use timber harvest as a 
surrogate for naturally occurring fire. 

Response: Fire is recognized as an important disturbance agent that has shaped many of 
the forest’s ecosystems. The continued presence and use of both prescribed and wildland 
fire as management tools is recognized and assessed in the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, 
Topic 1, Parts 2 and 3. Assessments of which management tools and techniques, 
including fire and logging, should be used to manage the Forest were evaluated in a wide 
range of alternatives. These assessments included social, economic, and ecological 
concerns.  

Section 1—Historic Range of Variability  

E95 Public Concern: The Forest Service should identify levels of timeframes for 
biodiversity protection. 

Response: The Historic Range of Variability (HRV) assessment (FEIS Volume 4, 
Appendix D) was developed to establish the biodiversity conditions of composition, 
structure, and function that occurred prior to landscape changes perpetrated by modern 
industrial developments. Current conditions were compared to the HRV to assess the 
impacts of the past 130 years of human developments. The various alternatives were 
assessed against the HRV and current conditions to determine how biodiversity elements 
would be affected in the future by implementation. An analysis of landscape pattern 
characteristics is found in the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2, Section 2 – 
Ecosystem-level Assessment. 

E96 Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid using the Historic Range of 
Variability (HRV) when dealing with modern issues. 

Response: The Historic Range of Variability (HRV) assessment (summarized in the 
FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2, Section 1 – Historic Range of Variability, 
and in greater detail in FEIS Volume 4, Appendix D – Historic Range of Variability) is a 
component of the landscape level assessment and compares expected conditions of 
natural ecosystems without interference by modern humans with existing conditions. 
Major human-induced ecological changes are an integral part of this assessment and are 
discussed in the HRV.  

E97 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use natural disturbance processes, 
as stressed in Alternative I, to achieve HRV goals. 

Response: The Historic Range of Variability (HRV) assessment (FEIS Volume 4, 
Appendix D) was developed to establish the biodiversity conditions of composition, 
structure, and function that occurred prior to landscape changes initiated by modern, 
industrial developments. Current conditions were compared to the HRV to assess the 
impacts of the past 130 years of human developments. The effects of implementing 
various alternatives were assessed against the HRV and current conditions to determine 
how biodiversity elements would be affected by implementation. The effects of using a 
wide range of tools, including letting natural processes predominate, were assessed for 
these alternatives. Approximately half of the forest will continue to be managed largely 
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by natural processes due to the allocation of management area prescriptions such as 
wilderness, recommended wilderness, research natural areas, non-motorized, and wild 
and scenic rivers. Additionally, much of the rest of the forest will have limited active 
management associated with the 2002 Forest Plan and will be managed largely through 
natural disturbances.  

Section 2—Ecosystem-level Assessment  

E98 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect biological diversity. – and – 

E99 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect biological diversity by 
preventing fragmentation. 

Response: The forest has a high level of natural patchiness or fragmentation resulting 
from natural topographic, geologic and environmental conditions, as well as due to past 
natural disturbances such as fire and insects outbreaks. A certain level of fragmentation is 
desirable for meeting the habitat needs of various native species, including species 
associated with early successional seral vegetation and species dependent upon 
disturbance events to provide suitable habitat. Many of the wildlife species associated 
with central Colorado, including the White River National Forest, have adapted to 
natural, patchy habitat conditions. A range of alternatives was analyzed that varied in the 
types of activities that might affect natural habitat fragmentation. Several of the 
alternatives, Alternatives D, I and K in particular, stress management that replicates 
Historic Range of Variability conditions, including patch size, shape and arrangement on 
the landscape. FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1 – Physical Elements, describes the 
results of implementing each alternative on fragmentation and landscape pattern 
characteristics. 

E100 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect biodiversity and diminish 
habitat fragmentation by creating migration corridors across transportation 
routes.  

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan provides standards and guidelines to manage for 
migration across the landscapes on National Forest System (NFS). While the Forest 
Service cannot prescribe actions on non-NFS lands, the actions on these lands were 
considered in developing prescriptions for migration and corridors on the forest to 
minimize or mitigate the impacts of fragmentation. The FEIS presents the comparison of 
alternatives’ impacts to fragmentation in its discussion of interior forests and 
connectivity.  

Additionally, we have modified Management Prescription 5.45, found in the DEIS and 
draft forest plan, to include the needs of a wider range of wildlife species. This new 
Management Prescription 5.5 (Forested landscape linkages) incorporates the concept of 
migration corridor protection for specific areas of the forest.  

E101 Public Concern: The FEIS should include a comparison of the fragmentation 
analysis with those conducted elsewhere in the Rocky Mountains.  

Response: We have reviewed our fragmentation analysis and stands by its findings. 
There are many differences between the levels of management that have occurred on the 
various forests in Region 2, including the scale and scope of the past timber sale and road 
building programs. Timber harvest activities on the White River have affected less than 
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7% of the entire forest over the past 60 years. The results of this relatively low level of 
management are documented in the fragmentation findings. The fragmentation 
assessment in the FEIS documented a very wide range of variability in landscape pattern 
characteristics on the forest, which likely masks any significant impacts resulting from 
past timber sale activity. The wildlife assessment includes an analysis of the potential 
impacts from past roading to wildlife habitats.  

E102 Public Concern: The timber fragmentation analysis should analyze 100% of 
past timber activity rather than only a sample. 

Response: We consider the analysis of fragmentation resulting from recent timber 
management activities a “worst case” analysis as the areas with the most intensive 
harvest activities were chosen for the analysis. Over 40% of the past timber management 
activities on the forest are covered by the analysis of the 13 polygons identified in the 
FRAGSTATS assessment. Many portions of the forest have very scattered stands of 
timber that have been managed over the past 60 years and analysis of these areas would 
be impractical and not result in useable information. With limited numbers of managed 
patches over broad landscapes, the natural variability would mask any potential impacts 
resulting from past forest management activities.  

E103 Public Concern: The Forest Service should establish a system of core reserve 
areas to protect biodiversity. 

Response: There are many different methods of accomplishing the goal of maintaining 
biological diversity. We feel that proper management of the overall matrix to maintain 
important values to a wide range of species is the best method of meeting the diversity of 
goals placed on National Forest System lands. This is displayed in the direction package 
associated with the 2002 Forest Plan. We feel that management allocations in Alternative 
K meet the diverse resource demands being placed on the forest. 

However, we also recognize the values of relatively undisturbed lands such as wilderness 
areas, roadless areas, and landscape linkage areas as evidenced by the 1.11, 1.12, 1.13, 
1.2, 1.31, 2.2, and 5.5 management areas in Alternative K. These prescriptions make up 
approximately half of the entire acreage in Alternative K. 

E104 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the compatibility of 
overlapping and adjacent management area prescriptions. 

Response: The respondent specifically addressed issues associated with the 5.43 
management area on the forest. We have identified the intent of each of the 5.43 
management areas for each of the alternatives to better define the appropriate seasonal 
restrictions to be applied to protect elk habitat values. This information is included in the 
tables and narrative description of Management Area 5.43 in Chapter 3 of the 2002 
Forest Plan. The resondent specifically requested that the 5.43 prescription be amended to 
include aerial transportation where all standards and guidelines are being met. This is 
unnecessary; if all standards and guidelines are met and the proposed activity meets the 
intent of the management area desired conditions, additional activities can be analyzed 
under NEPA for possible implementation.  
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E105 Public Concern: The Forest Service should collaborate across administrative 
boundaries to manage for biodiversity. 

Response: The FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan are specific to the management of the White 
River National Forest. We do feel that it is important to maintain close working 
relationships with other federal, state, and county land management agencies, and we 
have worked with these cooperators in the preparation of the FEIS and the 2002 Forest 
Plan. Much of the basic data concerning wildlife populations was obtained from the 
Colorado Division of Wildlife. We have worked closely throughout the preparation of the 
FEIS with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to assure that the needs of threatened and 
endangered species have been adequately addressed. Goals, objectives, and strategies for 
maintaining these cooperative working relationships are found in the 2002 Forest Plan. 

E106 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the inadequacy of the DEIS 
in ensuring species viability. 

Response: The viability assessment for the FEIS and the 2002 Forest Plan has been 
revised. A description of the viability process can be found in FEIS Volume 4, Appendix 
B. The information resulting from this revision has been incorporated into forest plan 
direction as appropriate in Chapters 1 and 2 (2002 Forest Plan) to assure that we maintain 
species viability as required under 36 CFR Section 219.10. 

E107 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt an alternative that prevents 
habitat fragmentation.  

Response: The forest has a high level of natural patchiness or fragmentation resulting 
from natural topographic, geologic, and environmental conditions, as well as due to past 
natural disturbances such as fire and insect outbreaks. A certain level of fragmentation is 
desirable for meeting the habitat needs of various native species, including species 
associated with early successional seral vegetation and species dependent upon 
disturbance events to provide suitable habitat. Many of the wildlife species associated 
with central Colorado, including the White River National Forest, have adapted to 
natural, patchy habitat conditions. A range of alternatives was analyzed that varied in the 
types of activities that might affect natural habitat fragmentation. Several of the 
alternatives, Alternatives D, I, and K in particular, stress management that replicates 
Historic Range of Variability conditions, including patch size, shape, and arrangement on 
the landscape. The FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2, Section 2 – Ecosystem-
level Assessement, describes the results of implementing each alternative on 
fragmentation and landscape pattern characteristics. 

Section 3—Species-level Assessment  

E108 Public Concern: The FEIS should explain the assumptions it used in viability 
assessments and to determine the amount of suitable habitat on the forest. 

Response: The viability assessment for the forest has been completely revised. The FEIS 
and 2002 Forest Plan incorporate the results of the new viability assessment. The viability 
process is explained in Appendix B of the FEIS. Management direction for the species 
identified as species of viability concern is found in the 2002 Forest Plan in Chapters 1, 2, 
and 3.  
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E109 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the impacts of timber 
management on the availability of downed woody debris. 

Response: The impact of past forest management on downed woody debris is discussed 
in the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2 – B iodiversity. The Historic Range of 
Variability section (FEIS Volume 4, Appendix D) documents that some areas of the 
Forest have reduced volumes of snags and dead and down material as a result of past 
timber management. Timber management impacts to dead and downed woody material 
are also discussed in the Terrestrial Wildlife and Forested Vegetation sections of the 
FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Sections 1 and 3 (respectively). In addition, 
standards and guidelines specific to the retention of downed logs and snags are included 
in the 2002 Revised Forest Plan (Chapter 2, Section 1 – Physical, Soils, Guideline 5; and 
Chapter 2, Section 2 – Biological, Biodiversity, Table 2-1) and in the lynx strategies, 
standards and guidelines specific to denning habitat (2002 Forest Plan Chapter 1, lynx 
Strategies 1c.5 and 1c.6; Chapter 2, lynx Standards 1, 2, 3, and 4; and Chapter 2, lynx 
Guideline 3). 

E110 Public Concern: The Forest Service should meet the regulatory standards and 
requirements with regard to threatened and endangered species. 

See responses numbers E111 and E112.  

E111 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect Wilderness in order to 
preserve endangered species habitat. 

Response: The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the National Forest 
Management Act, the Endangered Species Act and national forest policy either directly 
or indirectly require the Forest to maintain biodiversity, including threatened, 
endangered, and sensitive species on National Forest System lands. NEPA requires the 
Forest Service to study, develop and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended 
courses of action. During the development of the FEIS, a range of alternatives was 
evaluated providing varying levels of protection for ecosystem components that provide 
for biodiversity. These alternatives include differing amounts of recommended 
Wilderness. Potential impacts from a wide range of activities were analyzed for their 
possible impacts to biodiversity. The Biological Assessment and Biological Evaluation 
(FEIS Volume 5, Appendix N) discuss the potential impacts of alternative 
implementation on threatened, endangered and sensitive species.  

Although wilderness can provide some aspects of protection for wildlife, other 
management prescriptions also provide active and passive management to meet wildlife 
habitat needs. Management areas 1.2, 2.1, 2.2, 3.1, 5.4, 5.41, 5.42, 5.43, and 5.5 all 
provide significant wildlife habitat for a wide range of species.  

E112 Public Concern: The Forest Service should cooperate with State Agencies in 
protection of Threatened and Endangered species habitat. 

Response: The Endangered Species Act of 1973 provides direction for the management 
of threatened, endangered or proposed species on federal lands. Forest Service Manual 
2670 provides direction for the identification and management of sensitive species on 
National Forest System lands. Forest Service sensitive species direction was developed to 
ensure that species for which there may be concerns are managed in such a way that those 
species do not trend toward threatened or endangered status because of Forest Service 
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activities. Forest Service Handbook 2672.24b provides direction for the coordinated 
recovery efforts between the Forest Service and appropriate state and federal agencies for 
fish, wildlife and plants. The Biological Assessment and Biological Evaluation (FEIS 
Volume 5, Appendix N) discuss the potential impacts of alternative implementation on 
threatened, endangered and sensitive species.  

E113 Public Concern: The Forest Service should restrict human intrusions and 
activities in Threatened and Endangered species habitats. 

Response: The Endangered Species Act of 1973 provides direction for the management 
of threatened, endangered, or proposed species on federal lands. Forest Service Manual 
2670 provides direction for the identification and management of sensitive species on 
National Forest System lands. The Biological Assessment and Biological Evaluation 
(FEIS Volume 5, Appendix N) discuss the potential impacts of alternative 
implementation on threatened, endangered and sensitive species. The planning process 
used by the Forest Service is a tiered process with project-specific analysis occurring 
after a forest plan is approved. Project-specific ground-disturbing activities that may 
impact threatened, endangered, or sensitive species are outside the scope of the forest 
planning process. 

E114 Public Concern: White River National Forest should only manage for 
Threatened and Endangered species that occur within National Forest 
boundaries. 

Response: The Endangered Species Act of 1973 provides direction concerning the 
management of federal lands for threatened, endangered, or proposed species. Section 
7(a)2 of the Endangered Species Act states, “Each federal agency shall, in consultation 
with and with the assistance of the Secretary, insure that any action authorized, funded, or 
carried out by such agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any 
endangered species or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse 
modification of habitat of such species.” Any federal actions that affect listed species, 
regardless of whether that species occurs on National Forest System lands, must meet the 
intent of Section 7(a). In addition, the US Fish and Wildlife Service has already 
determined that any activity on the Forest resulting in water depletion within the upper 
Colorado River Basin constitutes jeopardy to the four federally-listed big river fish. The 
Biological Assessment and Biological Evaluation (FEIS Volume 5, Appendix N) discuss 
the potential impacts of forest plan implementation on all federally listed threatened, 
endangered and proposed species.  

E115 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reintroduce once-native species. – 
and – 

E116 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not introduce Grizzly Bears or 
Wolves. – and – 

E117 Public Concern: Lynx reintroduction should be evaluated.  
Response: The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the National Forest 
Management Act, the Endangered Species Act and national forest policy all, either 
directly or indirectly, require the Forest to maintain biodiversity values for all native and 
desirable non-native species on National Forest System lands. The Forest Service is 
responsible for the management of habitats, while the Colorado Division of Wildlife is 

 A3-27 Appendix A 



White River National Forest 

responsible for the population management of wildlife species. The US Fish and Wildlife 
Service is responsible for population management of migratory birds and federally listed 
threatened, endangered and proposed species. The Forest Service does not have the 
authority to manage populations of wildlife species, including reintroductions.  

E118 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide documentation that suitable 
Lynx habitat exists on White River National Forest.  

Response: Historically, the Forest supported lynx individuals and likely breeding 
populations. The historic record documents specimens from throughout the Forest with 
the highest number of records and sightings located in a triangle roughly framed by 
Leadville, Aspen and Vail. The most recent, confirmed native lynx specimen for the state 
was an individual trapped on the front side of Vail Ski Area in 1973. More recent, 
unconfirmed reports have come from several other parts of the Forest. Several of the lynx 
reintroduced in the state by the Colorado Division of Wildlife have spent considerable 
time on the Forest over the past two years. Based on the habitat relationships identified in 
the most recent lynx literature, Ecology and Conservation of Lynx in the United States 
(1999) and the Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy (2000), the Forest currently 
contains a large amount of suitable lynx habitat and additional acreage is capable of 
providing habitat, but is not currently in suitable condition. To meet the intent of Section 
7(a) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, direction included in these new documents 
will be incorporated into the Biological Assessment (FEIS Volume 5, Appendix N) and 
FEIS as appropriate.  

E119 Public Concern: Habitat fragmentation should be avoided in Lynx habitat. –
and – 

E120 Public Concern: The Forest Service should expand protection of lynx habitat. – 
and – 

E121 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide documentation of lynx 
habitat improvement plans. – and – 

E122 Public Concern: The Forest Service should identify effective techniques for 
forest carnivore habitat improvement. – and – 

E123 Public Concern: The FEIS should discuss the role of saplings in the ecosystem. 
Response: During development of the DEIS, we used the best information available to 
evaluate management techniques and direction for lynx and wolverine. However, two 
new reports, Ecology and Conservation of Lynx in the United States (1999) and the Lynx 
Conservation Assessment and Strategy (2000), have been published since the release of 
the DEIS. The information included in these documents was incorporated, as appropriate, 
into the Biological Assessment (FEIS Volume 5, Appendix N), the FEIS and 
management direction included in the 2002 Forest Plan. This direction can be found in 
the 2002 Forest Plan Chapter 1 – Strategies, Chapter 2 – Standards and Guidelines, 
Chapter 3 (Management Area 5.5), and Chapter 4 – Monitoring. 
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E124 Public Concern: The Forest Service should identify correctly that the peregrine 
falcon is no longer endangered.  

Response: The peregrine falcon was delisted as an endangered species on August 25, 
1999, after the release of the DEIS. The FEIS documents the status change for this 
species.  

E125 Public Concern: The Gypsum Creek Forest Carnivore area should be expanded 
to the top of the Red Tables. 

Response: The 5.45 management areas (MA) have been reviewed for Alternative K. This 
management area has been modified and many of the goals and objectives of the 5.45 
MA have been incorporated into a new MA, 5.5 (Forested landscape linkages). The 5.5 
MA was developed to meet the landscape level movements of species requiring forested 
landscapes including lynx and wolverine. In Alternative K, all Forest Carnivore areas 
were reviewed to see if this new management prescription was appropriate as a 
replacement for 5.45. The Gypsum Creek area was felt to be more appropriate as a 1.2 
management area in Alternative K.  

E126 Public Concern: The Forest Service should restrict category III expansions 
until Lynx and small mammal surveys are completed. 

Response: The Vail Category III decision was a separate, site-specific decision. Actions 
authorized in the Vail Category III Record of Decision are outside the scope of this forest 
planning process.  

E127 Public Concern: The Forest Service should extend the management area 5.45 
boundary to provide snowshoe hare habitat and connecting corridors.  

Response: The 5.45 management area (MA) has been modified and many of the goals 
and objectives of MA 5.45 have been incorporated into a new MA, 5.5 (Forested 
landscape linkages). The 5.5 MA was developed to meet the landscape level movements 
of species requiring forested landscapes including lynx and wolverine. Management 
within many management areas including 5.5 will provide for the needs of snowshoe 
hare. Application of MA 5.5 in Alternative K was based on the best information available 
from the Forest, the Colorado Division of Wildlife and the US Fish and Wildlife Service 
about the most important landscape linkage areas associated with the White River 
National Forest. 

E128 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include monitoring standards and 
guidelines for ensuring the protection of threatened and endangered plants.  

Response: The viability assessment for the Forest has been revised. This revised 
assessment includes plants and identifies the management direction, including 
monitoring, necessary to maintain species viability across the Forest. The Forest has 
revised it monitoring needs for all resource areas. This revised monitoring plan is 
included in the 2002 Forest Plan as Chapter 4. Additional information concerning 
individual federally-listed or sensitive species can be found in the Biological Assessment 
and Biological Evaluation (FEIS Volume 5, Appendix N).  

E129 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise objective 1.1a. 
Response: The entire Goals and Objectives sections of the 2002 Forest Plan (Chapter 1) 
have been rewritten.  
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E130 Public Concern: The Forest Service should assess the ecological role of 
roadless areas to provide habitat for threatened and endangered species. 

Response: There are many different methods of accomplishing the goals of maintaining 
biological diversity and protecting threatened and endangered species. The Forest feels 
that proper management of the overall habitat matrix to maintain important values to a 
wide range of species is the best method of meeting the diversity of goals placed on 
National Forest System lands. This is displayed in the allocation of the Management 
Areas in Alternative K. However, the Forest also recognizes the importance of 
Wilderness, roadless, and landscape linkage areas as evidenced by the 1.11, 1.12, 1.13, 
1.2, 1.31, 2.2, and 5.5 Management Areas in Alternative K. These prescriptions make up 
approximately ½ of the entire acreage of the White River National Forest in Alternative 
K. 

E131 Public Concern: White River National Forest should ensure that its final Plan 
is consistent with recent revisions to other National Forest Plans in 
Colorado regarding lynx management. 

Response: The Forest has worked closely with the US FWS and the Forest Service 
Region 2 team working on the amendment to the other forest plans. The White River 
National Forest will be the first to incorporate lynx direction into its plan. 

E132 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address if utility corridors in forest 
carnivore management areas are consistent with the management 
prescription.  

Response: Although utility corridors transect many different management areas, they 
remain a separate designation. All utility corridors mapped in the FEIS and 2002 Forest 
Plan contain currently existing facilities and structures on the land. The Forest manages 
facility construction and maintenance activities associated with the operation of facilities 
within these corridors. Mitigation necessary for the protection of the values of the areas 
through which these corridors pass will be a requirement of their continued operation.  

E133 Public Concern: The final plan should ensure conservation of threatened or 
endangered species. 

Response: The Forest has revised it viability assessment and included the direction from 
this updated assessment into the 2002 Forest Plan. This revision of the viability 
assessment included revising the Biological Assessment for threatened and endangered 
species and the Biological Evaluation for Forest Service sensitive species. Both revised 
documents can be found in FEIS Volume 5, Appendix N. 

E134 Public Concern: The Forest Service should conduct formal consultation with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in order to comply with the Endangered 
Species Act. 

Response: The Forest has worked diligently with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to 
assure that all federally-listed species are adequately protected from impacts associated 
the adoption and implementation of the 2002 Forest Plan. This coordination includes a 
formal consultation under the Endangered Species Act. The Biological Assessment 
addressing federally listed threatened and endangered species is included in FEIS 
Volume 5, Appendix N. 
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E135 Public Concern: The acreage allotted for forest carnivore management areas 
should be increased and road densities reduced. 

Response: Colorado is not included within the recovery areas identified by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service for gray wolf. There is no legal requirement for the White River 
National Forest to manage habitats for wolves. Additionally, see the response to E115, 
above. 

E136 Public Concern: The Forest Service should prohibit use of lethal traps within 
lynx habitat.  

Response: The citizens of the state of Colorado voted in 1996 to make the use of leghold 
traps illegal except under very tight restrictions. The use of leg hold traps by private 
individuals is illegal on National Forest System lands. Also, see the responses to E159, 
E121, and E131, above. 

E137 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the role of logging and fire 
on Mexican spotted owls. 

Response: The direction in the 2002 Forest Plan reflects recommendations from the 
Mexican Spotted Owl Recovery Plan and other scientific documents. Catastrophic fire 
has been identified as a major risk for the MSO because of increasing fuel levels in some 
of its range. Any actions proposed in MSO habitat will, because of the 2002 Forest Plan 
direction and through consultation with the USFWS, result in maintaining the necessary 
habitat characteristics for MSO reproduction and survival (see FEIS Volume 5, Appendix 
N – Biological Evaluation). 

Region 2 Sensitive Species 

E138 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise species designation listings. 
Response: Forest Service Handbook 2672.11a provides direction concerning the listing 
of species as sensitive on the Regional Forester’s official list. This process was used to 
develop the Region 2 Sensitive Species List (Forest Service Manual Supplement 2600-
94-2). Changes to this list are outside the scope of the forest planning process. The 
Region 2 list was used to develop a Forest-wide list of species that are known or believed 
to occur on the Forest. The Biological Evaluation (FEIS Volume 5, Appendix N) was 
developed using this list of species. 

There is disagreement between authorities on whether mountain goats were native to 
Colorado, but the Forest Service is directed to maintain viable populations of existing 
native and desired non-native plant, fish and wildlife species (Forest Service Manual 
2622.01). The State and Forest Service may cooperatively develop management plans for 
specific species if necessary, but the 2002 Plan does not include specific management 
direction for mountain goats. 

E139 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address distribution discrepancies 
in Appendix N.  

Response: The distribution information used to develop the Biological Assessment (BA) 
and Biological Evaluation (BE) (both documents can be found in FEIS Volume 5, 
Appendix N) was the most up-to-date information known to the authors at the time. The 
Colorado Natural Heritage Program is the primary database manager for rare and 
imperiled species distribution information. Their database was used as the primary data 
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source for the development of the DEIS. New information provided by respondents that 
was not available in that database was reviewed and added to the BE and FEIS as 
appropriate. 

E140 Public Concern: The Forest Service should discuss Osprey nesting habitat on 
the Blanco District. 

Response: The Forest has not documented nesting by osprey on the Blanco District, but 
the BE discusses how forest management activities authorized under the Forest plan 
would affect nesting osprey anywhere on the Forest. 

E141 Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop improved criteria for 
adding species to the sensitive list. 

Response: Forest Service Handbook 2672.11a provides direction concerning the listing 
of species as sensitive on the Regional Forester’s official list. This process was used to 
develop the Region 2 Sensitive Species List (Forest Service Manual Supplement 2600-
94-2). Changes to this list are outside the scope of the forest planning process. The 
Region 2 list was used to develop a Forest-wide list of species that are known or believed 
to occur on the Forest. The Biological Evaluation (FEIS Volume 5, Appendix N) was 
developed using this list of species. 

E142 Public Concern: The Forest Service Plan should take a more protective stance 
toward sensitive species and make commitments for more surveying and 
monitoring. – and – 

E143 Public Concern: The Forest Service should more adequately address the 
viability of sensitive plants. – and – 

E144 The FEIS should include an assessment of the effects of grazing on sensitive 
plants. – and – 

E145 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include standards that ensure the 
viability of sensitive mammals. – and – 

E146 Public Concern: The Forest Service should more adequately address the 
viability of sensitive birds and their habitat. 

Response: A viability analysis process was used to identify species of viability concern 
and those species needing additional information to determine viability status. Additional 
and edited direction was included in the 2002 Forest Plan (Chapters 1, 2 and 3) to address 
the viability needs of species if other non-species specific direction did not adequately 
address viability. The Biological Evaluation addressing all Region 2 Sensitive Species 
that occur on the Forest has been updated and included in the Biological Evaluation 
(FEIS Volume 5, Appendix N). Species identified as exhibiting viability concern, and as 
needing more information to determine status, are addressed in the FEIS Volume 2, 
Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2, Section 3 – Species-level assessment. The Biological 
Evaluation and Species-level assessment display the impacts of implementing the 2002 
Forest Plan on the life history and habitat needs of each species. Chapter 4 – Monitoring, 
(2002 Forest Plan) has been revised and includes monitoring requirements for threatened, 
endangered, sensitive, and species of viability concern, which may in the future identify 
additional direction necessary to manage a species. 
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Part 3—Biological Elements 

General 

E147 Public Concern: White River National Forest should identify and protect 
critical ecosystem functions. 

Response: The National Forest Management Act states that forest plans must “provide 
for the diversity of plant and animal communities based on the suitability and capability 
of the specific land area;” the Endangered Species Act governs protection of specified 
species and the ecosystems upon which they depend; and national forest ecosystem 
management policies directly and indirectly require the Forest to maintain ecosystem 
function on National Forest System lands. The National Environmental Policy Act of 
1970 requires that we study, develop and describe appropriate alternatives to 
recommended courses of action. During the development of the FEIS, a range of 
alternatives providing varying levels of protection for ecosystem components was 
evaluated. FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2 – Biological Diversity, describes 
the process used to evaluate the alternatives and describe the impacts of the differing 
alternatives on the biological resources of the Forest. 

E148 Public Concern: The FEIS should restrict motorized vehicles in order to 
prevent environmental degradation. 

Response: The National Environmental Policy Act of 1970 requires the Forest Service to 
study, develop and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action. 
During the development of the FEIS, a range of alternatives providing varying levels of 
protection for ecosystem components was evaluated, including impacts from motorized 
vehicle uses. The most recent literature concerning motorized impacts was reviewed and 
used to assess the impacts of motorized vehicle use on biological and physical resources. 
Use restrictions in the 2002 Forest Plan will be based on the results of these assessments 
and the needs and requirements to protect physical and biological elements across the 
Forest. Capacities, safety considerations, user conflicts, law and use trends were also 
assessed. The decisions regarding motorized use will be included in the site-specific 
Travel Management Plan. 

Impacts of mechanized uses on biological and physical resources were evaluated during 
the development of the DEIS and FEIS. Restrictions on mechanized uses in the 2002 
Forest Plan will be based on the results of these assessments and the needs and 
requirements to protect the physical and biological elements across the Forest. 
Mechanized recreation uses, such as mountain biking, are a relatively new phenomenon. 
Limited impact studies specific to mechanized uses have been written; however, none are 
specific to the impacts of mechanized use on wildlife. Impacts on wildlife were inferred 
from similarities between mechanized uses and horse and foot travel, coupled with the 
increased daily range of a mechanized user over these other types of uses. Capacities, 
safety considerations, user conflicts, law and use trends were also assessed. The decisions 
regarding motorized and mechanized uses will be included in the site-specific Travel 
Management Plan. 
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E149 Public Concern: The Forest Service should demonstrate mountain biking has 
less of an effect on wildlife and the environment than other uses. 

Response: Impacts of mechanized uses on biological and physical resources were 
evaluated during the development of the DEIS and FEIS. Restrictions on mechanized 
uses in the 2002 Forest Plan are based on the results of these assessments and the needs 
and requirements to protect the physical and biological elements across the Forest. 
Mechanized recreation uses, such as mountain biking, are a relatively new phenomenon. 
Limited impact studies specific to mechanized uses have been written. Management 
recommendations from other Federal agencies (BLM) and mountain bike groups 
(International Mountain Bicycling Association) were considered in making decisions 
concerning restrictions for mechanized uses. Impacts on wildlife were inferred from 
similarities between mechanized uses and horse and foot travel, coupled with the 
increased daily range of a mechanized user over these other types of uses. Capacities, 
safety considerations, user conflicts, law and use trends were also assessed. The decisions 
regarding motorized and mechanized uses will be included in the site-specific Travel 
Management Plan that will be completed shortly after the completion of the FEIS and 
2002 Forest Plan. 

E150 Public Concern: The Forest Service should demonstrate that motorized use has 
less of an environmental impact than other uses. 

Response: Appropriate scientific literature and information was used during the 
development of the FEIS. The specialist reports for the biodiversity, wildlife, forested 
vegetation and non-forested vegetation sections of the FEIS contain extensive reference 
sections and are available for review in the administrative record in the Forest 
Supervisor’s Office. Literature respective to all of these fields will continue to be 
reviewed and incorporated as applicable into the FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan processes.  

E151 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that domestic grazing does 
more damage to the forests and animal habitat than motorized vehicles. 

Response: During the development of the FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan, inconsistencies 
between the Proposed 2002 Forest Plan and the Forest Service Manual (FSM) regarding 
sensitive species maintenance requirements were reviewed and modified as appropriate to 
meet the intent of FSM 2670.  

E152 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that Alternative D 
inadequately accounts for the resiliency of the environment. 

Response: The National Forest Management Act states that forest plans must “provide 
for the diversity of plant and animal communities based on the suitability and capability 
of the specific land area;” the Endangered Species Act governs protection of specified 
species and the ecosystems upon which they depend; and national forest ecosystem 
management policies directly and indirectly require the Forest to maintain ecosystem 
function on National Forest System lands. The National Environmental Policy Act of 
1970 requires that we study, develop and describe appropriate alternatives to 
recommended courses of action. During the development of the FEIS, a range of 
alternatives providing varying levels of protection for ecosystem components was 
evaluated. FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2 – Biological Diversity, describes 
the process used to evaluate the alternatives and describe the impacts of the differing 
alternatives on the biological resources of the Forest. 
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E153 Public Concern: In the final EIS, under each alternative, the Forest Service 
should show quantitative changes rather than qualitative changes. 

Response: The Forest reevaluated all the alternatives and used as much quantitative 
comparison of the alternatives as possible in the FEIS. Where quantitative information 
was unavailable, the Forest used qualitative assessments. 

E154 Public Concern: The effects of travel on all environmental resources should be 
included in the FEIS. 

Response: Current scientific literature was reviewed concerning the impacts of motorized 
and mechanized use impacts to wildlife. Recommendations from four major literature 
review efforts concerning these possible impacts (Wildlife and Recreationists, edited by 
Knight and Gutzwiller; Effects of Recreation on Rocky Mountain Wildlife, Edited by the 
Montana Wildlife Society, The Environmental Impacts of Recreation, edited by the 
Biodiversity Legal Foundation, and Effects of Winter Recreation on Wildlife of the 
Greater Yellowstone Area: a Literature Review and Assessment) were reviewed and used 
in the wildlife, recreation, travel management, and landscape pattern analyses of the FEIS 
and incorporated into management direction for the 2002 Forest Plan. 

Impacts of mechanized uses on biological and physical resources were evaluated during 
the development of the DEIS and FEIS. Restrictions on mechanized uses in the 2002 
Forest Plan will be based on the results of these assessments and the needs and 
requirements to protect the physical and biological elements across the Forest. 
Mechanized recreation uses, such as mountain biking, are a relatively new phenomenon. 
Limited impact studies specific to mechanized uses have been written; however, none are 
specific to the impacts of mechanized use on wildlife. Impacts on wildlife were inferred 
from similarities between mechanized uses and horse and foot travel, coupled with the 
increased daily range of a mechanized user over these other types of uses. Capacities, 
safety considerations, user conflicts, law and use trends were also assessed. The decisions 
regarding motorized and mechanized uses will be included in the site-specific Travel 
Management Plan. 

E155 Public Concern: The Biological Elements section of the FEIS should meet 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) mandates. 

Response: The resource protection section of the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, 
Part 2 – Biological Diversity, identifies the measures necessary to protect biological 
elements. 

E156 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect the biological elements of 
the forest ecosystem by adopting Alternative I. 

Response: The National Forest Management Act states that forest plans must “provide 
for the diversity of plant and animal communities based on the suitability and capability 
of the specific land area;” the Endangered Species Act governs protection of specified 
species and the ecosystems upon which they depend; and national forest ecosystem 
management policies directly and indirectly require the Forest to maintain ecosystem 
function on National Forest System lands. The National Environmental Policy Act of 
1970 requires that we study, develop and describe appropriate alternatives to 
recommended courses of action. During the development of the FEIS, a range of 
alternatives providing varying levels of protection for ecosystem components was 

 A3-35 Appendix A 



White River National Forest 

evaluated. FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2 – Biological Diversity, describes 
the process used to evaluate the alternatives and describe the impacts of the differing 
alternatives on the biological resources of the Forest. 

E157 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt practices that favor the 
persistence of the largest variety of biota, rather than practices focused on 
specific species.  

Response: The National Forest Management Act requires the Forest Service to maintain 
viable populations of all existing native and desired non-native plant and animal species 
on national forests. A viability assessment for species at risk is a part of the FEIS analysis 
(See FEIS Volume 4, Appendix B). Management direction developed, as a portion of this 
viability assessment, was incorporated into the 2002 Forest Plan in Chapters 1, 2, 3, and 
4. The Endangered Species Act requires the Forest Service to assure that actions do not 
jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened species or result in 
the adverse modification of habitat for those species. Forest Service Sensitive Species 
policy (FSM 2670) provides direction for the identification and management of sensitive 
species on National Forest System lands. The Biological Assessment and Biological 
Evaluation (FEIS Volume 5, Appendix N) discuss the potential impacts of 
implementation of the range of alternatives on threatened, endangered and sensitive 
species. Species-specific management prescriptions such as deer and elk winter range, 
bighorn sheep areas and elk management areas were applied to specific portions of the 
Forest when the interdisciplinary team determined that delineation to be the most 
appropriate use of the land.  

E158 Public Concern: The Blanco District should be managed for flora and fauna. 
Response: The National Forest Management Act states that forest plans must “provide 
for the diversity of plant and animal communities based on the suitability and capability 
of the specific land area;” the Endangered Species Act governs protection of specified 
species and the ecosystems upon which they depend; and national forest ecosystem 
management policies directly and indirectly require the Forest to maintain ecosystem 
function on National Forest System lands. The National Environmental Policy Act of 
1970 requires that we study, develop and describe appropriate alternatives to 
recommended courses of action. During the development of the FEIS, a range of 
alternatives providing varying levels of protection for ecosystem components was 
evaluated. FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2 – Biological Diversity, describes 
the process used to evaluate the alternatives and describe the impacts of the differing 
alternatives on the biological resources of the Forest. 
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Section 1—Terrestrial Wildlife 

E159 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect forest carnivore 
management areas. – and – 

E160 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that ski areas have little 
effect on lynx. – and – 

E161 Public Concern: The Forest Service should designate areas as management 
area 3.55 to aid in the recovery of lynx. – and – 

E162 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the effect of grazing on 
lynx habitat. – and – 

E163 Public Concern: The Forest Service should retain down woody debris in lynx 
habitat. – and – 

E164 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use prescribed fire to improve lynx 
habitat. – and – 

E165 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider other prescriptions besides 
5.45 to manage lynx habitat. – and – 

E166 Public Concern: Pre-commercial thinning should be used sparingly in lynx 
habitat.  

Response: During development of the DEIS, the Forest used the best information 
available to evaluate management techniques and direction for lynx and wolverine. 
However, two new reports, Ecology and Conservation of Lynx in the United States 
(1999) and the Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy (2000), have been published 
since the release of the DEIS. The information included in these documents was 
incorporated, as appropriate, into the Biological Assessment and Biological Evaluation 
(FEIS Volume 5, Appendix N), the analysis included in the FEIS Viability assessment, 
and management direction articulated throughout the 2002 Forest Plan. 

The Forest developed and allocated lands to a forest carnivore management area (5.45) in 
the DEIS. For the FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan, the Forest expanded the concept of this 
management area to include other species dependent upon forested landscapes. This new 
management area 5.5 (Forested landscape linkages) replaces MA 5.45 in the FEIS and 
2002 Forest Plan. Known and suspected key landscape linkage areas for lynx were 
incorporated into the development and allocation of this management area.  

Most natural processes are allowed to continue within Management Area 5.5 (Forested 
landscape linkages). However, the Forest has retained the majority of the range of 
vegetation treatments that may be used to provide habitat structure, composition and 
quantities conducive to lynx, wolverine, and other wide-ranging species reproduction and 
survival. Management area standards and guidelines (2002 Forest Plan) for recreation and 
other human uses are controlled, diurnally, seasonally or year-round to provide effective 
habitat security. 
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E167 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not control predators for economic 
interests. 

Response: FSM 2650 provides direction concerning animal damage management on 
National Forest System lands. This direction outlines the cooperative approach and 
responsibilities between the Forest Service, APHIS, local and state agencies and other 
federal agencies. The Forest Service has the responsibility to cooperate with the various 
federal and state agencies concerning animal damage control within the direction of the 
2002 Plan. 

E168 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise standards and guidelines for 
the FEIS. 

Response: The forest-wide and management area-specific standards and guidelines were 
developed using the Forest Service Regional Guide, the Region 2 Desk Guide, and input 
from an interdisciplinary team consisting of resource specialists from a wide range of 
disciplines. For a description of the differences between standards and guidelines, see 
Chapter 2 of the 2002 Forest Plan. The direction package was reviewed and updated 
during intensive interdisciplinary team meetings between the draft and final 2002 Forest 
Plan. The direction package included in the 2002 Forest Plan is felt to best represent 
coordinated resource needs on the White River National Forest.  

E169 Public Concern: More Money should be budgeted to protect wildlife 
populations. 

Response: Congress provides funding to the Forest Service annually through the Interior 
Appropriations Bill. This process determines funds for particular programs. Therefore, 
increased funding for wildlife protection is outside the scope of the forest planning 
process. 

E170 Public Concern: The Forest Service should update the Red and White 
Mountain and Holy Cross City areas to a G designation. 

Response: The National Environmental Policy Act of 1970 requires the Forest Service to 
study, develop and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action. 
During the development of the FEIS, a range of alternatives providing varying levels of 
protection for ecosystem components was evaluated, including impacts from motorized 
vehicle uses. The most recent literature concerning motorized impacts was reviewed and 
used to assess the impacts on biological and physical resources. Use restrictions in the 
2002 Forest Plan will be based on the results of these assessments and the needs and 
requirements to protect physical and biological elements across the White River National 
Forest. Capacities, safety considerations, user conflicts, statutory requirements and use 
trends were also assessed. Decisions regarding motorized use will be presented through a 
site-specific Travel Management Plan to be conducted after completion for the 2002 
Forest Plan. 

E171 Public Concern: The deer and elk winter range mapped under Alternative D 
should be revised. 

Response: The National Environmental Policy Act of 1970 requires the Forest Service to 
study, develop and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action. 
During the development of the FEIS, a range of alternatives was evaluated providing 
varying levels of protection of ecosystem components, including deer and elk winter 
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range. The most recent Colorado Division of Wildlife habitat winter range information 
was used as the baseline inventory for this mapping layer. This information was 
evaluated between the DEIS and FEIS and new information was incorporated into the 
FEIS, where appropriate.  

E172 Public Concern: The bighorn habitat prescription north of Deep Creek canyon 
should be extended further upstream. 

Response: The National Environmental Policy Act of 1970 requires the Forest Service to 
study, develop and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action. 
During the development of the FEIS, a range of alternatives was evaluated providing 
varying levels of protection of ecosystem components, including bighorn sheep range. 
The Forest used the most accurate inventory information available at the time of the land 
allocation mapping sessions. The information for wildlife habitats included the Colorado 
Division of Wildlife bighorn sheep habitat information from their Wildlife Resource 
Inventory System (WRIS). Based on this information, Alternative D included an area of 
bighorn sheep habitat (Management Area 5.42) that corresponded with WRIS mapping, 
immediately north of Deep Creek. There is no information to indicate that bighorn sheep 
would benefit from extending this designation further upstream. 

E173 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the areas west and north 
of Adam Mountain to management areas 5.45 or 5.41. 

Response: The National Environmental Policy Act of 1970 requires the Forest Service to 
study, develop and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action. 
During the development of the FEIS, a range of alternatives was evaluated providing 
varying levels of protection of ecosystem components. Alternative D allocates the areas 
west and north of Adam Mountain to a combination of Management Areas 5.5 (Forested 
landscape linkages) and 5.41 (Deer and elk winter range). 

E174 Public Concern: The final plan should include specific standards to ensure the 
Forest Service meets its ecosystem management and species viability 
obligations. 

Response: The Management Indicator Species list has been reassessed, and a new list is 
included in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 1 – Terrestrial wildlife. 
The Forest Service has historically cooperated with both the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife (CDOW) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) in carrying out its role 
as the primary habitat manager for NFS lands within the White River National Forest. 
During the development of the FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan, we relied heavily on data 
from the CDOW to identify wildlife habitats across the White River National Forest for 
management. The Forest Service also worked closely with the FWS in the development 
of direction to adequately manage threatened and endangered species. We will continue 
to work closely with both agencies during implementation of the 2002 Forest Plan. 

E175 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that single species 
management may not always be appropriate. 

Response: The Forest Service recognizes the importance of managing for a range of 
wildlife species. Species-specific management prescriptions have been applied to areas of 
the White River National Forest where it was determined to be the most appropriate use 
of the land to meet the theme of the respective alternative. For the majority of the White 
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River National Forest, an ecosystem approach was applied that provides for management 
flexibility for a wide range of wildlife species. 

E176 Public Concern: The Final plan should transition to focal species management 
within three years. 

Response: We revised the White River Forest Plan in compliance with the forest 
planning regulations that were applicable at the time of the analysis (36 C.F.R. 219 as 
codified in 1982). The 2002 Forest Plan is consistent with these regulations. New 
planning regulations have not been finalized. If new regulations are established, we will 
examine the 2002 Forest Plan for compliance with transition requirements and determine 
if amendments are needed. 

E177 The Forest Service should strengthen Standard #4 to ensure raptor viability. 
Response: The Forest Service has used the most up-to-date scientific information to 
revise and strengthen Standard #4 for the 2002 Forest Plan. Additional standards that 
protect raptors are also included in the 2002 Forest Plan (Chapter 2). 

E178 Public Concern: The Forest Service should specify which species are “of 
concern.” 

Response: The entire Goal and Objective section of the 2002 Forest Plan (Chapter 1) has 
been rewritten. The new objective addresses the need to sustain viable populations of 
native and desired non-native species. It also includes Management Indicator Species 
identified in the wildlife section of the FEIS (Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, 
Section 1 – Terrestrial wildlife). 

E179 Public Concern: The Forest Service should conduct actual inventories for 
management indicator species. 

E180 Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain why elk were chosen as a 
management indicator species for pinyon-juniper. – and – 

E181 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include the American marten as a 
management indicator species. – and – 

E182 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include an aquatic organism as a 
management indicator species. 

Response: The Management Indicator Species list has been revised for the 2002 Forest 
Plan (Appendix EE). This new list of MIS was developed using Regional Direction for 
the development of MIS for Forests. The revised MIS list was developed based on 
species important to answering the management questions associated with the 
implementation of the 2002 Forest Plan. This revised list takes into account the need to 
be able to provide credible current and future population estimates in order to determine 
potential impacts from Forest management activities on both terrestrial and aquatic 
ecosystems. Monitoring requirements are identified in Chapter 4 of the 2002 Forest Plan. 
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E183 Public Concern: Extractive activities are incompatible with the protection of 
wildlife and should not be allowed on White River National Forest. 

Response: The Forest Service manages forest resources to meet many needs and comply 
with legal mandates, including laws that direct the Forest Service to manage for the 
production of timber products (Organic Administration Act, Sustained Yield 
Management Act, Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act, and the 1872 Mining Act). These 
same laws also mandate the protection of resources along with the National 
Environmental Policy Act, Clean Water Act, Endangered Species Act, National Forest 
Management Act, and North American Wetlands Conservation Act. Further, the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) sets policy that public lands be managed “in 
a manner that will protect the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological 
environment, air and atmospheric, water resource, and archeological values” (FLPMA, 
Sec 102, (8)). This balancing of multiple uses of forest resources has been captured in the 
design and evaluation of the seven management alternatives. 

E184 Public Concern: White River National Forest should ban the use of ORVs 
during hunting seasons. 

Response: The FEIS presents alternatives with a range of open and closed trails and 
roads. The Forest Service cooperates with the Colorado Division of Wildlife on access 
management. Banning the use of ORVs during hunting season has not been included as 
part of any alternative. Current levels of motorized use have been included in the 
evaluation of the alternatives in the FEIS (Volume 2, Chapter 3). A site-specific travel 
management plan will be completed shortly after the completion of the 2002 Forest Plan. 

E185 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the affects of off-road 
travel on wildlife. –and – 

E186 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the affects of recreation 
activities on wildlife.  

Response: Current scientific literature was reviewed concerning the impacts of motorized 
and mechanized use impacts to wildlife. Recommendations from four major literature 
review efforts concerning these possible impacts (Wildlife and Recreationists, edited by 
Knight and Gutzwiller; Effects of Recreation on Rocky Mountain Wildlife, Edited by the 
Montana Wildlife Society; The Environmental Impacts of Recreation, edited by the 
Biodiversity Legal Foundation; and Effects of Winter Recreation on Wildlife of the 
Greater Yellowstone Area: a Literature Review and Assessment) were reviewed and used 
in the wildlife, recreation, travel management, and landscape pattern analyses of the 
FEIS. Additionally, information from these sources was incorporated into management 
direction for the 2002 Forest Plan. 

The 2002 Forest Plan alternatives present a range of recreational activities. Effects of 
recreation activities on wildlife are presented in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 
3, Section 1 – Terrestrial wildlife. 
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E187 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect wildlife by limiting the 
density of motorized routes. 

Response: The alternatives present a range of access management proposals, including 
road densities and closures (by travel method and season). Effects of road management 
on wildlife are presented in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 1 – 
Terrestrial wildlife. Additionally, a site-specific travel management plan for the White 
River National Forest will be completed soon after the completion of the 2002 Forest 
Plan. This management plan will address the impacts of road and trail management on 
wildlife and other resources.  

E188 Public Concern: The Forest Service should restrict ski area expansion in order 
to avoid further detrimental impacts to wildlife habitat. – and – 

E189 Public Concern: In their management plan, the Forest Service should take into 
account the effects of ski area expansion on wildlife habitat on and near 
forest lands.  

Response: The cumulative impacts of activities outside of National Forest System (NFS) 
lands is addressed in the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 1 – 
Terrestrial wildlife. The Forest Service cannot control the activities outside of NFS lands, 
but standards and guidelines have been established to minimize or mitigate these 
activities (2002 Forest Plan, Chapters 2 and 3). 

E190 Public Concern: The Forest Service should utilize the best available logging 
techniques to improve wildlife habitat.  

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan provides general (Chapter 1 and 2) and Management 
Area specific (Chapter 3) standards and guidelines for how wildlife habitat will be 
improved, including the use of various logging (silvicultural) techniques. The proposed 
actions include a range of techniques for various objectives for the management areas. 
The impacts of the various silvicultural techniques on wildlife by alternative are 
addressed in the FEIS (Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2, Section 3 – Species-level 
assessment, Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 1 – Terrestrial wildlife; and 
Volume 5 Appendix N – Biological Evaluation). 

E191 Public Concern: Timber harvest on the Rifle/Blanco Ranger Districts should be 
reduced. – and –  

E192 Public Concern: The Forest Service should manage timber harvests in the 
Wilson Park area to benefit wildlife.  

Response: Silvicultural actions, such as clearcutting or commercial harvest, are tools that 
may be used to accomplish a wide range of forest management goals including the 
management of wildlife habitat. The alternatives presented in the FEIS present a range of 
silvicultural techniques for management of habitat. The effects of these actions are 
presented in the FEIS (Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2, Section 3 – Species-level 
assessment, Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 1 – Terrestrial wildlife; and 
Volume 5 Appendix N – Biological Evaluation). 
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E193 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the potentially detrimental 
effects of excessive management on species. 

Response: In order to return National Forest System lands to a point in which no or very 
little management is necessary to maintain the desired conditions and outputs, certain 
management actions may be necessary. The alternatives address varying degrees of 
management, including no active management for some areas. Chapter 3 of the FEIS 
provides detailed analysis of the various management strategies, and Chapters 2 and 3 of 
the 2002 Forest Plan provide standards and guidelines that vary from no active 
management to intensive active management, depending on the area and the desired 
condition. 

E194 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify wildlife habitat needs before 
implementation of a 2002 Forest Plan. 

Response: Current information on the habitat needs of wildlife was used in the 
development of the alternatives and in the effects analysis of the alternatives. Information 
was gathered from scientific publications (FEIS Volume 4, Appendix M), discussions 
with scientific authorities in their respective fields, and direction from federal laws and 
regulations (e.g., National Forest Management Act, Endangered Species Act, Forest 
Service Manual). Information gathered from future research and monitoring after the 
2002 Forest Plan is implemented will be considered, and adjustments may be made 
through a forest plan amendment (as outlined in the 2002 Forest Plan) or through project-
level decisions. 

E195 Public Concern: The FEIS should include citations for the sources and 
research used to create quantified guidelines.  

Response: Strategies, standards and guidelines in the 2002 Forest Plan were developed 
using direction from federal laws (such as the National Forest Management Act) and 
regulations (such as the Forest Service Manual), and considering scientific literature 
(included in the 2002 Forest Plan administrative record available at the Forest 
Supervisor’s Office). Specifically, the standards for both the bald eagle and American 
peregrine falcon were included in the 2002 Forest Plan as directed from the Forest 
Service Region 2 Desk Guide. 

E196 Public Concern: The FEIS should clarify the differences between 5.41 and 5.43 
management area prescriptions.  

Response: The Forest Service has reworded the description under 5.43 (Elk habitat) in 
the 2002 Forest Plan to clarify management direction. MA 5.41 (Deer and elk winter 
range) includes areas that are used during winters by both elk and deer. MA 5.43 
emphasizes elk habitat use throughout the year, and includes incidental winter range use 
by elk. 

E197 Public Concern: The Forest Service should designate additional 5.43 
management prescription areas.  

Response: Between the DEIS and FEIS, the Forest Service conducted a thorough review 
of important elk habitat areas based on the best information available from Forest Service 
District files and the Colorado Division of Wildlife database. Alternative K was mapped 
using this current information to assure that critical elk habitat areas are adequately 
protected whenever possible while also considering other resource needs.  
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E198 Public Concern: The Forest Service should review the definition and use of elk 
security areas.  

Response: The Forest Service did a thorough review of important elk habitat areas based 
on the best information available from Forest Service District files and the Colorado 
Division of Wildlife database. Alternative K was mapped using this information to assure 
that critical elk habitat areas are adequately protected whenever possible while also 
considering other resource needs.  

Additionally, approximately ½ of the Forest will be managed under prescriptions that 
have low levels of active management or management specifically aimed at improving 
wildlife habitat conditions, including elk habitat (1.11, 1.12, 1.13, 1.2, 1.31, 2.1, 2.2, 
5.41, 5.42, 5.43, and 5.5). These areas will provide security areas for elk and a wide 
variety of other wildlife species.  

E199 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that wilderness and 
roadless area designations preclude the opportunity to improve wildlife 
habitat.  

Response: Although both roadless and Wilderness designations do place restrictions on 
the types of activities that can occur to one degree or another, neither designation 
specifically prohibits the enhancement of wildlife habitat. Prescribed fire, whether natural 
ignition or man-created can be used under certain conditions in both designations to 
restore more natural ecological conditions. Other management activities to enhance 
wildlife habitat are also allowed to various degrees within these management areas.  

E200 Public Concern: The Forest Service should prohibit oil and gas leasing and 
grazing in core areas and corridors that connect core areas. 

Response: Although oil and gas leasing is possible under both of these management 
prescriptions, there are restrictions in management area 1.41 (Core areas) that state that 
all leases must have appropriate stipulations to protect the values for which the area was 
designated. In management area 3.55 (Corridors connecting core areas) the land unit is 
withdrawn from mineral entry when necessary to meet the objectives of the management 
area.  

The Forest does not agree that grazing by domestic livestock should be prohibited within 
these areas. With proper grazing management and administration, grazing is an 
appropriate use within these two management prescriptions. 

E201 Public Concern: The Forest Service should designate core habitat areas for 
raptors.  

Response: The Forest understands the valuable contributions of raptors to a wide range 
of ecosystem values, and has forest-wide standards specific to the protection of their 
reproductive areas (see Wildlife Standard # 4 of the 2002 Forest Plan). Additionally, 
many management areas directly or indirectly protect important habitats for raptors on 
the Forest. The Forest has not identified any raptor concentration areas and does not 
believe that it is necessary to designate specific habitat areas for raptors.  
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E202 Public Concern: The Forest Service should close roads to the extent necessary 
to improve habitat effectiveness ratings.  

Response: Travel management is recognized as an important aspect of wildlife habitat 
protection. The site-specific travel management plan for the Forest will be developed 
soon after the completion of the FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan. Several of the management 
areas in the 2002 Forest Plan have road density standards (3.21, 5.4, 5.43) or restrictions 
on the construction of new roads (5.5) that will result in benefits to wildlife sensitive to 
roads and vehicle traffic.  

E203 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify elk habitat standards. 
Response: Elk management standards and guidelines were developed for the 2002 Forest 
Plan using the most current, accepted models for analysis of elk habitat effectiveness 
(Habitat Effectiveness Index). Working in coordination with the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife and the Forest Service Region 2 Office, we determined the minimum index level 
to be applied in each DAU (2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2 – Wildlife). A summary 
explanation of the analysis procedure is presented in FEIS Volume 4, Appendix B – 
Description of the Analysis Process. Impacts to elk and HEI from future actions will be 
determined through site-specific analysis within each individual DAU. 

E204 Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain why habitat connectivity 
and effectiveness studies appear to have been conducted primarily for lynx 
and elk habitat management.  

Response: Elk and lynx have had recent studies or reports that relate to habitat 
effectiveness and methods of maintaining habitat security for the species. Both species 
have been shown to be influenced by travel management and have requirements that 
relate to connectivity of habitats, security cover, and road densities. Most species on the 
White River National Forest do not have the same level of scientific documentation 
concerning potential impacts of forest management activities. The Forest has used the 
information concerning habitat effectiveness and the needs for connectivity from elk and 
lynx to infer potential impacts to a wider range of wildlife species for which specific 
studies are not available. The assumption is that if habitat requirements are met for elk 
and lynx that they will also be met for the majority of these other species.  

E205 Public Concern: The Forest Service should conduct a landscape level core 
habitat analysis.  

Response: There are several different options for the maintenance of biological diversity 
on landscapes. The commenter stresses the need for maintaining core reserves, while the 
Forest is focusing mainly on the maintenance of the necessary landscape pattern elements 
within the overall habitat matrix to maintain movement capabilities across the Forest. The 
5.5 management prescription (Forested landscape linkages) is an adaptation of the core 
reserve philosophy that provides landscape scale linkages for wide ranging wildlife 
species. This management area was designed largely to benefit forest carnivores such as 
lynx, wolverine, and marten, but many other species of wildlife will benefit from these 
forested connections. These areas have been designed and mapped to provide for 
landscape scale movements around identified natural or man-created constrictions in 
forested ecosystems across the White River National Forest.  
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E206 Public Concern: The Forest Service should designate the Vail category III 
corridor as a “concern area.”  

Response: Although the Forest did not designate the Vail Category III area as a “concern 
area”, the area south of the Vail Ski Area permit boundary was mapped as an area for the 
management of lynx in all alternatives. The area was recognized as an important area for 
the continued movement of forest carnivores across the landscape and is mapped as 5.5 
(Forested landscape linkages) in all alternatives.  

E207 Public Concern: The Forest Service should extend concern area ‘A’ to the 
continental divide.  

Response: Identified Concern Areas are only used as an analysis tool. There is no 
specific management direction for these areas except as they occur in Management Areas 
or that Forest-wide direction may apply within these areas for specific wildlife species. 
Extending the delineation of a Concern Area will not provide any additional connectivity 
beyond what is already directed in the 2002 Forest Plan. Concern Area ‘A’ was 
delineated for analysis purposes specifically to analyze the impacts of activities and 
developments in the Snowmass-Buttermilk area. There are many areas of possible 
corridor movement on the Forest, including the Ten Mile Range area. Other areas of 
known or possible corridor movement are included in discussions of lynx in FEIS 
Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2, Section 3 – Species-level assessment, Volume 2, 
Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 1 – Terrestrial wildlife; and Volume 5 Appendix N – 
Biological Evaluation. 

E208 Public Concern: Concern area ‘C’ should stress the importance of Georgia 
Pass.  

Response: Concern Area ‘C’ was delineated for analysis purposes specifically to analyze 
the impacts of activities and developments in the Keystone-Arapahoe area. There are 
many areas of possible corridor movement, including the Georgia Pass area. Other areas 
of known or possible corridor movement are included in discussions of lynx in FEIS 
Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2, Section 3 – Species-level assessment, Volume 2, 
Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 1 – Terrestrial wildlife; and Volume 5 Appendix N – 
Biological Evaluation. 

E209 Public Concern: The Forest Service should designate the area south of Redcliff 
as management area 5.41.  

Response: The Forest analyzed a wide range of alternatives that contained a diversity of 
management area prescriptions for portions of the Forest, based on the theme of the 
respective alternative being considered. A large area south of Redcliff was mapped and 
analyzed as deer and elk winter range in Alternatives I and K. 

E210 Public Concern: The Forest Service should change the management area 
prescription for the Tiger-Swan Mountain area.   

Response: The Forest analyzed a wide range of alternatives that contained a diversity of 
management area prescriptions for portions of the Forest, based on the theme of the 
respective alternative being considered. The Tiger-Swan area of the Forest was mapped 
as 1.31 and 5.41 in Alternatives B and I and 5.43 in Alternatives C, D, E, F, and K. 
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E211 Public Concern: The Forest Service should list additional bighorn sheep herds 
as priority.  

Response: The Forest worked closely with representatives of the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife in documenting the most important bighorn sheep herds on the White River 
National Forest. The four endemic bighorn sheep herds were given top priority due to 
their status as native, endemic herds. A wide variety of social and ecological 
considerations were taken into account when mapping the Forest, including the 
requirements of bighorn sheep as well as existing, historic uses of the Forest. Other 
management prescriptions also provide for the health and maintenance of wildlife 
including bighorn sheep.  

E212 Public Concern: The FEIS should correct some of the maps that show bighorn 
sheep range.  

Response: The Forest has worked with the Colorado Division of Wildlife to make 
corrections to the bighorn sheep range maps. These corrected maps were used in the 
analysis of the FEIS and are included in the 2002 Forest Plan.  

E213 Public Concern: The Forest Service should verify sapsucker occupancy across 
the forest.  

Response: This analysis in the DEIS was not meant to imply that all potential territories 
for a species are currently occupied. Rather, it was meant to indicate the amount of 
habitat possibly available on the Forest for various species, such as sapsuckers. An 
analysis of territories was not included in the FEIS, rather, possible acres of habitat for a 
species was analyzed, when appropriate, to present differences between alternatives and 
possible impacts on habitat and population trends (FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, 
Part 2, Section 3 – Species-level assessment, Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, 
Section 1 – Terrestrial wildlife; and Volume 5 Appendix N – Biological Evaluation). 

E214 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not use wildlife habitat as a means 
to exclude other uses. 

Response: The Forest Service is required by the National Forest Management Act to 
manage National Forest System (NFS) lands for a variety of uses. Wildlife habitat 
management provides certain uses of NFS lands such as hunting and viewing (along with 
many other uses). These uses were analyzed to determine issues, concerns and 
opportunities as well as develop appropriate alternatives. When uses are in conflict with 
each other, changes (and possibly exclusion of some uses) are necessary in order to 
comply with federal regulations and direction. 

E215 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the necessity of bat 
protection. 

Response: Many bat species, including Townsend’s big-eared bat (a sensitive species), 
require specific microclimate and disturbance conditions. Use of mines and caves that 
provide, or could provide, these conditions may be altered by human activities within and 
outside the caves or mines. Bat populations, in general, have been decreasing in North 
America. One of the causes of these decreases is the elimination of nursery and winter 
roosts through human visits or destruction. Protection of caves and mines is necessary to 
maintain habitat for the survival for those bat species using caves or mines. Specific 
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direction is included in the 2002 Forest Plan in Chapters 1, 2, 3, and 4 to protect cave 
resources and bats in particular.  

E216 Public Concern: White River National Forest should consider that declining 
deer populations might be due to increasing predator populations. 

Response: The Forest has acknowledged in the FEIS (Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 
3, Section 1 – Terrestrial wildlife, Mule Deer) that population levels of mule deer are 
impacted not only by habitat quantity and quality on the Forest, but also by hunting, 
predation, and habitat off the Forest. 

E217 Public Concern: The Forest Service should implement habitat conservation 
plans. 

Response: The Forest has revised it viability assessment and its Management Indicator 
Species listing. These revised processes resulted in new management direction which has 
been incorporated into the 2002 Forest Plan as new direction to assure that viability of all 
native and desired non-native species are maintained. This direction is not specifically 
habitat conservation plans, but it accomplishes many of the same goals.  

E218 Public Concern: The Forest Service should delete the second sentence of the 
Management Area 5.41 Desired Condition discussion. 

Response: The Forest has clarified this portion of the Management Area Description by 
editing “Activities may…” to “Activities that may be managed or restricted….” 

E219 Public Concern: Big game winter range should be management priority.  
Response: The Forest agrees with the comment that big game winter range is a critical 
issue. The Forest has provided protection to big game winter range through all of the 
alternatives, including Alternative K, by mapping of the majority of the deer and elk 
winter range as 5.41 (Deer and elk winter range) with the associated protections of the 
standards and guidelines. Additional important habitats are included in the 5.43 
management area (Elk habitat).  

E220 Public Concern: White River National Forest should selectively, rather than 
aggressively, manipulate habitat.  

Response: The Forest does site-specific NEPA and analysis for all management activities 
that have a potential for impacting environmental conditions. Our habitat enhancement 
programs and projects are designed and evaluated to be selective to result in specific, 
identified habitat goals. A Biological Assessment (addressing federally-listed threatened, 
endangered, or proposed species) and a Biological Evaluation (addressing Region 2 
sensitive species) was prepared for all activities with the potential to impact those species 
or their habitats. Both documents can be found in FEIS Volume 5, Appendix N. 

E221 Public Concern: The Forest Service should only use critical habitat 
management where critical habitat has been designated.  

Response: The Forest understands that the term “Critical Habitat” has specific legal 
meaning under the Endangered Species Act and does not use that term in regards to lynx 
in the FEIS or the 2002 Forest Plan. The 5.5 management prescription (Forested 
landscape linkages) is applied largely to implement the LCAS and Regional Lynx Forest 
Plan Amendment Project.  

Response to Public Comment A3-48 



  Final Environmental Impact Statement Volume 2 

E222 Public Concern: The Forest Service should monitor for rare and declining non-
game species.  

Response: See responses E77 and E78. Additionally, The Forest has revised the 
Management Indicator Species list (2002 Forest Plan, Appendix EE) and the monitoring 
plan. The 2002 Forest Plan includes new requirements to inventory and monitor the status 
of identified species throughout the Forest (Chapter 4).  

E223 Public Concern: The Forest Service should identify which species currently 
have unsuitable habitat with special attention given to sensitive, threatened, 
and endangered species. 

Response: The Forest conducted a viability analysis process to identify those species that 
are, or maybe, of viability concern, including considering the availability of past, current 
and future habitat. Direction for threatened, endangered and sensitive species as well as 
species of concern are included in the 2002 Forest Plan (Chapters 1, 2 and 3). Analysis of 
what impacts the 2002 Forest Plan may have on these species are included in the FEIS 
(Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2, Section 3 – Species-level assessment, Volume 2, 
Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 1 – Terrestrial wildlife; and Volume 5 Appendix N – 
Biological Evaluation), including impacts to habitat. Monitoring appropriate species and 
their habitats is included in the 2002 Forest Plan (Chapter 4). 

E224 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the effects of trail 
development on wildlife habitat. 

Response: The effects of trail development and recreational use is addressed in the FEIS 
(Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2, Section 3 – Species-level assessment, Volume 2, 
Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 1 – Terrestrial wildlife; and Volume 5 Appendix N – 
Biological Evaluation) and through standards and guidelines in the 2002 Forest Plan 
(Chapters 1, 2 and 3 for general and specific wildlife species). A travel management plan 
will be completed soon after completion of the 2002 Plan, which will include disclosure 
of the effects of specific road and trail management decisions on wildlife.   

E225 Public Concern: The Forest Service should survey for critical habitat and 
safeguard these habitats from damaging activities. 

Response: FSM 2620 and 2670 require that necessary habitat surveys, monitoring and 
management for management indicator, threatened, endangered, proposed and sensitive 
species be included in a forest plan. The 2002 Forest Plan, Chapters 1 and 2 include 
goals, objectives, strategies, standards and guidelines for the management of these 
species and their habitats. FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 1 – 
Terrestrial wildlife, describes the effects that the alternatives would have on these species 
and their habitats. 

The Forest completed an updated viability assessment between the DEIS an FEIS. 
Information from this assessment was used to develop direction to assure that the Forest 
meets its responsibilities concerning the maintenance of species viability across the 
Forest. This direction is included in the 2002 Forest Plan in Chapters, 1,2,3, and 4.  
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E226 Public Concern: White River National Forest should protect wildlife habitat. 
Response: FSM 2620 and 2670 require that habitat management for management 
indicator, threatened, endangered, proposed and sensitive species be included in a forest 
plan, including protection of habitat for certain species in certain areas if necessary. The 
2002 Forest Plan includes goals, objectives, strategies, standards and guidelines for the 
management of these species and their habitats, and the FEIS describes the effects that 
the Alternatives would have on these species and their habitats (Volume 2, Chapter 3, 
Topic 1, Part 2, Section 3 – Species-level assessment; Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 
3, Section 1 – Terrestrial wildlife; and Volume 5, Appendix N – Biological Evaluation). 

E227 Public Concern: Standards should be developed to protect critical deer and elk 
winter range.  

Response: The standards and guidelines for Management Area 5.41 (Deer and elk winter 
range) are presented in the 2002 Forest Plan (Chapter 3). These standards and guidelines 
were reviewed between the DEIS and FEIS, and changes to the 2002 Forest Plan were 
made, including specific restriction dates, when deemed necessary. The use of guidelines 
rather than the use of standards is desired for certain activities depending on the goals, 
site conditions and expertise necessary.  

E228 Public Concern: White River National Forest should protect the wildlife habitat 
by adopting Alternative I. 

Response: The National Environmental Policy Act of 1970 requires the Forest Service to 
study, develop and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action. 
During the development of the FEIS, a range of alternatives was evaluated providing 
varying levels of protection of ecosystem components. The protection of wildlife habitat 
is a component of each alternative. The relative contributions of each alternative with 
regard to protection of wildlife habitat are addressed in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 
1, Part 3, Section 1 – Terrestrial wildlife. 

E229 Public Concern: The Forest Service should preserve vulnerable mid-elevation 
lands important to wildlife. 

Response: Management area prescriptions specific to wildlife were applied in each 
alternative based on the theme and desired conditions for that alternative – including, in 
some cases, protection of mid-elevation lands important to wildlife. Management areas 
with emphasis on wildlife values were allocated based on inventory data, including 
Colorado Division of Wildlife habitat maps (in administrative record), and the knowledge 
of local resource specialists.  

E230 Public Concern: The FEIS should include specific designation for winter, 
summer and transitional habitat within management area 5.43. – and –  

E231 Public Concern: The FEIS should specify the acceptable level of human 
activity in elk habitat. 

Response: Elk calving, summer and winter habitat, and migration areas have been 
delineated for Management Area 5.43 (Elk habitat) in the FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan. 
Appropriate management for these areas is included as a part of the 2002 Forest Plan (see 
MA 5.43). Seasonal restriction periods are delineated and are tied to specific polygons of 
habitat associated with MA 5.43.  
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E232 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should amend standards and 
guidelines for Management Area 5.43 to allow aerial trams.  

Response: Areas for aerial transportation corridors are addressed in Management Area 
8.31 (Aerial transportation corridors) in Chapter 3 of the 2002 Forest Plan. The FEIS 
presents various corridors as part of the alternatives and addresses the impacts of these 
corridors on elk and on general wildlife (Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 1 
– Terrestrial wildlife). Aerial transportation corridors are not precluded in Management 
Area 5.43 (Elk habitat) if such activity meets the theme and management direction of the 
management area. Proposals for corridors within this management area would be 
analyzed as a project-level decision. 

E233 Public Concern: The Forest Service should maintain Lost Park elk habitat and 
coordinated resource management. 

Response: The range of alternatives addresses elk management in the Lost Park area. All 
or part of this area is included in Management Area 5.43 (Elk habitat) in Alternatives D, 
C and K. The Forest has cooperated, and will continue to cooperate, with the Colorado 
Division of Wildlife concerning elk management in this area and throughout the Forest. 

E234 Public Concern: The 5.4 management area west of Green Mountain Reservoir 
should be extended.  

Response: The range of alternatives presented in the FEIS identifies various management 
areas for the Green Mountain Reservoir area, as well as the impacts to wildlife. This area 
is identified as Management Area 5.4 (Forested flora and fauna habitats) in Alternative E. 

E235 Public Concern: The Williams Peak management area prescription should be 
revised. 

Response: The Williams Peak area is identified as Management Area 5.41 (Deer and elk 
winter range) in Alternative I and Management Area 5.43 (Elk habitat) in Alternatives C 
and F of the FEIS. 

E236 Public Concern: The area between Boulder Creek and Cataract Creek should 
be designated as Management Area 5.41.  

Response: The range of alternatives presented in the FEIS identifies various management 
area prescriptions for this area. Impacts to wildlife from the alternatives are addressed in 
FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 1 – Terrestrial wildlife. The area 
between Boulder Creek and Cataract Creek has been identified as Management Area 5.43 
(Elk habitat) in alternative K based on its value as elk seasonal range including winter 
range. 

E237 Public Concern: The Georgia Pass area should be designated Management 
Area 5.45.  

Response: The Georgia Pass area has not been identified as Management Area 5.45 
(Forest carnivores) in any alternative. During development of the Proposed 2002 Forest 
Plan and DEIS, the Forest used the best information available to develop and evaluate 
management techniques and direction for lynx and wolverine. However, new reports, 
Ecology and Conservation of Lynx in the United States (1999) and the Lynx Conservation 
Assessment and Strategy (2000) have been published since the release of the draft 
planning documents. The information included in these reports has been incorporated, as 
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appropriate, into the 2002 Forest Plan and FEIS. Incorporation of this information has led 
the Forest to develop a new Management Area to replace 5.45. This new management 
area, 5.5 (Forested landscape linkages), incorporates many of the features of 5.45 but was 
developed to meet the landscape level movements of species requiring forested 
landscapes including lynx and wolverine. Georgia Pass has not been identified as a 
significant forested landscape linkage area in any study done to date for lynx, wolverine 
or other species.  

E238 Public Concern: The area between Ophir Mountain and the Whatley Ranch 
should be designated Management Area 5.41.  

Response: The range of alternatives presented in the FEIS identifies various management 
areas for this area. Impacts to wildlife from the alternatives are addressed in FEIS 
Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 1 – Terrestrial wildlife. Ophir Mountain 
and the Whatley Ranch areas have been identified as Management Area 5.43 (Elk 
habitat) in Alternatives C, D and K. Standards and guidelines for Management Area 5.43 
(Elk habitat) also include management for elk winter range. This area was identified as 
important to elk for more reasons than just winter range. 

E239 Public Concern: The Forest Service should manage the corridor area east of 
Keystone for wildlife conservation.  

Response: The range of alternatives presented in the FEIS identifies various management 
areas for this location. Impacts to wildlife from the alternatives are addressed in FEIS 
Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 1 – Terrestrial wildlife. The corridor area 
east of Keystone is identified as Management Area 5.5 (Forested landscape linkages) in 
Alternative D and K, with other management areas identified in other alternatives. 

E240 Public Concern: The area south of Keystone should be Management Area 5.45.  
Response: The majority of the area south and east of Keystone is identified in 
Alternative K as 5.5 (Forested landscape linkages). The Forest developed this new 
Management Area to replace 5.45. It incorporates many of the features of 5.45, but was 
developed to meet the landscape level movements of wide-ranging species requiring 
forested landscapes including lynx and wolverine. 

E241 Public Concern: The Forest Service should redesignate 5.45 Management 
Areas. 

Response: The ESA directs the Forest to assure that we are managing the Forest to 
conserve threatened or endangered species such as the lynx. During development of the 
Proposed 2002 Forest Plan and DEIS, the Forest used the best information available to 
develop and evaluate management techniques and direction for lynx and wolverine. 
However, two new reports, Ecology and Conservation of Lynx in the United States 
(1999) and the Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy (2000) have been published 
since the release of the draft planning documents. The information included in the reports 
has been incorporated, as appropriate, into the 2002 Forest Plan and FEIS. The allocation 
of lands to Management Prescription 5.5 (see response number E 97, above) in 
Alternative K, is considered necessary for the Forest to meet its responsibilities under the 
Endangered Species Act for the conservation and recovery of the Canada lynx. 
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E242 Public Concern: The Forest Service should re-designate management area 
prescriptions in the Tenderfoot Mountain area.  

Response: The National Environmental Policy Act of 1970 requires the Forest Service to 
study, develop and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action. 
During the development of the FEIS, a range of alternatives was evaluated providing 
varying levels of protection of ecosystem components, including impacts from motorized 
vehicle uses. The most recent literature concerning motorized impacts was reviewed and 
used to assess the impacts of motorized vehicle use on a wide range of biological and 
physical resources. Restrictions on use in the 2002 Forest Plan were based on the results 
of these assessments and the needs and requirements to protect physical and biological 
elements across the Forest. Capacities, safety considerations, user conflicts, law and use 
trends were also assessed. The decisions regarding motorized use will be included in the 
site-specific Travel Management Plan that will be completed shortly after the completion 
of the FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan.  

E243 Public Concern: The management area prescriptions between Climax and 
Copper Mountain should be revised. –and-  

E244 Public Concern: The 5.45 management area on Hardscrabble Mountain should 
be changed to 5.43. 

Response: The range of alternatives presented in the FEIS identifies various management 
areas for this area. Impacts to wildlife from the alternatives are addressed in the FEIS 
(Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 1 – Terrestrial wildlife). During 
development of the Proposed 2002 Forest Plan and DEIS, the Forest used the best 
information available to develop and evaluate management techniques and direction for 
lynx and wolverine. However, two new reports, Ecology and Conservation of Lynx in the 
United States (1999) and the Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy (2000) have 
been published since the release of the draft planning documents. The information 
included in these documents was incorporated, as appropriate, into the 2002 Forest Plan 
and FEIS. 

E245 Public Concern: The season of restriction dates for elk calving areas should be 
revised. 

Response: Seasonal restriction dates used in the DEIS were developed using the best 
information available at the time, including recommended dates from the Colorado 
Division of Wildlife (CDOW). Some of CDOW’s recommendations have been modified 
based on new information. These dates have been reviewed and incorporated into the 
FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan (MA 5.43) as appropriate.  

E246 Public Concern: The FEIS should review if management area prescriptions 
other than wilderness protect wildlife habitat.  

Response: See response E111. Also, all species of wildlife react in different manners to 
development or management activities. Many species are tolerant of development to one 
extent or another and no species on the White River National Forest have been 
documented to be dependent upon Congressionally-designated Wilderness for their 
survival. The Forest-wide standards and guidelines provide protection for various species 
(Plants, bats, raptors, TES species, species of viability concern, riparian species, elk and 
others). Management area direction includes various levels of protection for wildlife. 
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Some of this direction is general in nature such as road management, while others are 
specific to individual species (5.41, 5.42, 5.43, and 5.5). Some management areas are 
even more restrictive than Wilderness (i.e. Research Natural Areas do not allow new 
roads or trails; restrict recreation use to low levels; and also restrict domestic livestock 
grazing). Many management areas do not allow oil and gas leasing or have restrictions on 
leasing to protect the values for which the area was designated (1.2, 1.41, 1.5, 2.1, 2.2, 
3.1,3.4, and 4.4). Forested areas within several most management areas do not contribute 
to the suitable timber base and are not included within the ASQ, and many management 
areas have travel management restrictions specifically designed to enhance wildlife 
values.  

E247 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the effects of human 
intrusion on the habitat of forest dependent birds.  

The effects of ‘human intrusion’ are addressed in the FEIS (Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 
1, Part 2, Section 3 – Species-level assessment; Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, 
Section 1 – Terrestrial wildlife; and Volume 5, Appendix N – Biological Evaluation), 
including specific discussions on wildlife associated with forested areas. These sections 
include discussions of the impacts on forested and non-forested habitats from travel 
management, recreation management, vegetation management, and other management 
actions. 

E248 Public Concern: The North-South wildlife corridor east of Keystone and others 
should be preserved.  

Response: The Forest understands the value of maintaining landscape scale movement 
areas for widely dispersing species, such as forest carnivores. A range of options for 
management of the Forest based on the Alternatives was considered in development of 
the FEIS and the 2002 Forest Plan. The area immediately east of Keystone Ski Area is 
designated as 4.3 (Dispersed recreation) in Alternative B, C, E, F, and I, while it is 
identified as 5.5 (Forested landscape linkages) in Alternatives D and K. 

E249 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise invalid acreage statistics in 
Table 3-53.  

Response: The theme and desired condition of Management Area 5.4 (forested flora and 
fauna habitats) reflect the focus of this prescription on maintaining ecological values 
including wildlife habitat. Active management and natural disturbances dominate these 
landscapes. Replication of historic range of variability conditions for landscape pattern 
will result in a range of structural stages that will benefit elk and other wildlife habitat 
conditions. In Management Area 5.4, timber harvest rotation ages will pattern historic 
ranges, and rotation periods may be longer and entry periods may be less frequent than 
traditional approaches. These restrictions help the Forest to meet elk habitat needs. 

E250 Public Concern: Standards for snag and downed woody debris retention should 
be revised. 

Response: Snags and downed woody debris are important elements for supplying a range 
of habitat and ecological values. The recommended standard for retention of snags and 
downed woody material in the Region 2 Desk Guide was used as the template for 
Biological Standard 2 (2002 Forest Plan). Additionally, the Forest increased the 
minimum values recommended in the Desk Guide to assure these values are maintained 
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on National Forest System lands. Recent scientific information concerning snag and 
downed woody debris was reviewed and incorporated into the 2002 Plan (Chapter 2 – 
Biodiversity) as appropriate to protect these habitat values.  

E251 Public Concern: The Habitat Effectiveness Evaluation Index should not be the 
sole means of assessing elk habitat.  

Response: The habitat effectiveness index (HEI) (2002 Plan, Chapter 2 – Wildlife; and 
FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 1 – Terrestrial Wildlife) provides a 
measurable index method of comparing the impact of the different alternatives on elk. 
Management and scientific professionals accept the HEI as a tool for these comparisons. 
Until other tools are developed and scientifically shown to provide better analysis 
information, the Forest, in cooperation with the Colorado Division of Wildlife and the 
Bureau of Land Management, will continue to use the HEI as one of the tools in the 
management of wildlife. 

E252 Public Concern: Standards should be developed that give priority to species 
with limited habitat requirements.  

Response: Management for sensitive, threatened, endangered and proposed species is 
required by FSM 2670, and is included in the 2002 Forest Plan standards and guidelines. 
Most of these species have limited habitat requirements. The identification and 
management of management indicator habitat and species is required by FSM 2620. 
Goals, objectives, standards and guidelines for these habitats and species are provided in 
the 2002 Forest Plan. The selection of management indicator species was reanalyzed for 
the FEIS. The need for standards and guidelines for specific wildlife was reviewed, and 
changes were made, when deemed necessary.  

The Forest completed an updated viability assessment between the DEIS an FEIS. 
Information from this assessment was used to develop direction to assure that the Forest 
meets its responsibilities concerning the maintenance of species viability across the 
Forest. This direction is included in the 2002 Forest Plan in Chapters, 1,2,3, and 4. 

Section 2—Aquatic Resources 

E253 Public Concern: The Forest Service should improve Colorado River cutthroat 
trout habitat. 

Response: The Forest recognizes the importance of Colorado River cutthroat trout and 
aquatic habitat in general. Between the draft and final Forest Plan, specific standards and 
guidelines were added to address Colorado River cutthroat trout habitat needs and threats 
(2002 Forest Plan Chapter 2, Section 2 – Biological, Species of Viability Concern – 
Aquatic). Water and aquatic resource standards, in conjunction with Watershed 
Conservation Practices Handbook protocols (FSH 2509.25) (incorporated as standards 
into the 2002 Forest Plan), are the primary means to protect aquatic systems, including 
cutthroat habitat. The 2002 Forest Plan standards and guidelines and handbook protocols 
address water-quality and fish-habitat aspects, such as minimizing sediment entering 
streams, keeping woody debris in stream channels, protecting riparian areas, preventing 
erosion and minimizing the risk of contaminants entering streams. 

The Forest is a partner in the Conservation Plan for Colorado River Cutthroat Trout in 
northwest Colorado. The cutthroat conservation plan emphasizes locating and evaluating 
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the condition and risks to cutthroat trout subpopulations, taking steps to secure the 
populations (such as creating barriers to prevent invasion by non-native trout), improving 
habitat and removing non-native trout. As directed by the cutthroat conservation plan, the 
Forest Service has inventoried all of its known cutthroat trout streams and identified 
natural barriers as well as potential sites for creating barriers. In addition, a habitat survey 
was completed and the presence and abundance of non-native trout determined. Some 
barriers have already been constructed and the Forest Service is working with the 
Colorado Division of Wildlife on removal of non-native trout (specifically Eastern brook 
trout). The Forest Service is continuing to survey streams of unknown status to determine 
the presence of cutthroat trout and identify future projects for cutthroat trout population 
enhancement. 

E254 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reevaluate the number of 
amphibian species known to exist on the Forest. 

Response: According to the 1986 Colorado Division of Wildlife publication Amphibians 
and Reptiles in Colorado, the four species of amphibians listed in the FEIS are the only 
species known to exist on the Forest. The Forest Service is unaware of any other 
amphibian species occurring on the Forest. However, other species are known to occur in 
the area at lower elevations, off National Forest System lands. 

E255 Public Concern: An undisturbed streamside buffer zone standard should be 
adopted on a case-by-case basis. 

Response: The Forest Service protects streamside areas by applying Water Conservation 
Practices, which are incorporated as standards in the 2002 Forest Plan. The standard in 
the Watershed Conservation Practices Handbook (FSH 2509.25) that addresses 
streamside buffers is #12.1 – “In the water influence zone next to perennial and 
intermittent streams, lakes, and wetlands, allow only those actions that maintain or 
improve long-term stream health and riparian ecosystem condition.” The description goes 
on to explain that the minimum width of the water influence zone is 100 feet or the mean 
height of mature dominant late-seral vegetation. Effects of all projects on streams and 
riparian areas are addressed on a case-by-case basis in a project-specific biological 
evaluation. Streamside activity is routinely avoided to minimize effects to aquatic 
systems. 

E256 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the discussion of the four 
endangered fish species of the Upper Colorado River within the Aquatic 
Resources section of the DEIS including the role of Ruedi Reservoir. 

Response: The Aquatic Resources Section of the FEIS (Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, 
Part 3, Section 2) has been changed to read: “Reasons for the decline of the Endangered 
fish species in the Colorado River downstream of the White River National Forest 
include habitat loss due to dam construction and subsequent loss or alteration of natural 
flows and physio-chemical regimes, channelization, water quality degradation, 
introduction of non-native species, and other human caused disturbances (Final 
Programmatic Biological Opinion for Bureau of Reclamation’s Operations and 
Depletions, Other Depletions, and Funding and Implementation of Recovery Program 
Actions in the Upper Colorado River Above the Confluence with the Gunnison River, US 
Fish and Wildlife Service, December 1999). 
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Ruedi Reservoir on the Fryingpan River is one of several western slope reservoirs that 
provide water to the Colorado River. As a participant in the Upper Colorado River 
Endangered Fish Recovery Program, the Bureau of Reclamation releases water from 
Ruedi in the summer and fall to augment flows in the “15 mile reach” (the stretch of the 
Colorado River starting at the confluence with the Gunnison River and extending 15 
miles upstream). The flow augmentation, as discussed in the 1999 Programmatic 
Biological Opinion, is part of a program to ensure that endangered fish receive adequate 
flows while also allowing development of water resources. 

E257 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the effects of timber harvest 
on fish habitat. 

In FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 2 – Aquatic Resources, effects of 
timber harvest on aquatic resources is discussed. In addition, timber harvest was one of 
the risk factors included in the analysis of alternatives to cutthroat trout and aquatic 
management indicator species. 

E258 Public Concern: The Forest Service should limit the number of anglers on the 
Fryingpan River to enhance the recreational experience and protect the 
river. 

Response: The State of Colorado sets fishing rules and restrictions. Water flow in the 
lower Fryingpan affects fishing quality and access, therefore affecting the number of 
anglers on the river. Flow levels in the lower Fryingpan River are controlled by water 
released from Ruedi Reservoir by the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR). The BOR works to 
minimize impacts to fishing while meeting the needs of downstream water users. 

The Forest Service controls the number of outfitter/guides and amount of commercial use 
permitted on the Fryingpan River. Outfitter/guide use is determined by a capacity 
analysis and the amount of use is capped. This capacity analysis is a site-specific analysis 
outside the scope of the forest planning process. In addition, many private landowners on 
the lower Fryingpan River allow outfitter/guides river access on their property, over 
which the Forest Service has no control. 

E259 Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that recreational fishing 
opportunities may not be improved by adding amenities. 

Response: The Forest Service agrees that fishing opportunities are governed more by 
size and availability of fish as well as access to fishing sites. However, we feel providing 
amenities, such as toilets and picnic areas, creates more opportunities for family-type 
outings that may include fishing. 

E260 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include an aquatic organism as a 
management indicator species. (295.1 Cutthroat Trout, 295.2 Brook and 
Rainbow trout, 295.3 Boreal Toad) 

Response: The main issues with regard to management of aquatic resources are 
maintenance of water quality and quantity and physical habitat characteristics for aquatic 
species. Between the draft and final Forest Plan, the Forest Service identified three 
aquatic management indicator species (or communities) to address questions associated 
with these issues including: macro-invertebrate communities, all trout species, and brook 
and brown trout. A description of the questions to which each of these species (or 
communities) respond and the aspect of these species (or communities) that will be used 
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and an indicator can be found in the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2, Section 3 
– Species Level Assessments, Individual Species Reports for MIS.  

E261 Public Concern: The Forest Service should more adequately address the 
viability of sensitive amphibians.  

Response: The Rocky Mountain Region of the Forest Service is currently developing a 
scientifically reviewed framework from which to assess species viability. The Regional 
process is expected to take five years to complete, at which time the White River 
National Forest, as well as other Forests in the Region, will use the Regional viability 
assessment to reassess viability of sensitive amphibians and other species of concern. As 
an interim measure, a preliminary viability analysis based on a process used on the 
Chugach National Forest was conducted for all amphibians, as well as other vertebrate 
species, known to inhabit the White River National Forest. This analysis is included in 
FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2 – Biodiversity. 

E262 Public Concern: The Forest Service should identify and protect actual and 
potential Boreal toad habitat. 

Response: The Southern Rocky Mountain population of the boreal toad extends from 
northern New Mexico into southern Wyoming at elevations greater than 7,500 feet. Of 
the 11 geographic areas (mountain ranges) inhabited by the boreal toad, four are within or 
partially within the White River National Forest. There are twelve known breeding 
populations of boreal toads within or adjacent to the White River National Forest. Before 
any new projects are undertaken, the potentially affected area must be evaluated and 
surveyed for boreal toads to ensure potential effects to toads are minimized. Because the 
boreal toad is a species of viability concern on the White River National Forest, specific 
standards and guidelines were developed to ensure protection of boreal toads and boreal 
toad habitat (2002 Forest Plan Chapter 2, Section 2 – Biological, Species of Viability 
Concern – Aquatic). 

The Forest Service is signatory to the Conservation Plan and Agreement for the 
Management and Recovery of the Southern Rocky Mountain Population of the Boreal 
Toad (October 1998). The conservation plan includes recommended strategies for habitat 
management that have been incorporated into the 2002 Forest Plan. These management 
standards and guidelines include protection of occupied and potential boreal toad habitat. 
Additional standards that protect known and potential toad habitat are included in the 
Watershed Conservation Practices Handbook (FSH 2509.25). Watershed Conservation 
Practices Handbook protocols are incorporated as standards into the 2002 Forest Plan. 

E263 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the effects of water 
diversions on fish habitat. 

Response: The White River National Forest has updated the aquatic species analysis to 
strengthen the discussion of water depletions on aquatic species. The revised analysis can 
be found in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 2 – Aquatic Resources. 
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E264 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure protection for watershed 
level refugia. 

Response: The Forest Service agrees that a watershed approach is critical to protect the 
physical and biotic components of riparian and aquatic systems. Forest-wide standards 
and guidelines are included in the 2002 Forest Plan with the intention to provide such 
protection. These applicable range of standards and guidelines include: all Soils 
standards, all Water and Aquatic Resources standards, Range management guidelines, 
and Wildlife standards. 

E265 Public Concern: Integrated soil-water-fish improvement schedules for 
watersheds should be included in the 2002 Forest Plan. – and – 

E266 The Forest Service should develop and implement integrated watershed 
restoration plans. 

Response: Appendix B of the 2002 Forest Plan includes mention of key Forest Service 
policies that form the basis of land management. The policy discussion includes Forest 
Service Manual 2520, which directs National Forests to “develop integrated soil-water-
fishery improvement schedules for watersheds, coordinated with other resources.” This 
directive, as with all Forest Service directives, applies to every National Forest 
management activity and, thus, is a part of the White River National Forest’s 2002 Forest 
Plan. 

E267 Public Concern: The 2002 Forest Plan should ensure consistency with 
Colorado fish and wildlife population objectives. 

Response: The Forest Service strives to protect and enhance fish and wildlife habitat 
across the White River National Forest. Common goals the Forest Service shares with the 
Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) are: Protect wildlife species that may be at risk 
of becoming threatened or endangered (CDOW Long Range Plan Goal 5), protect and 
improve high priority aquatic habitats (CDOW Long Range Plan Goal 12.1), and 
implement recovery plans for high priority species (CDOW Long Range Plan Goal 7). 
Both the CDOW and the Forest Service are active participants in the Colorado River 
Cutthroat Trout Joint Conservation Strategy for Colorado, Wyoming and Utah, and the 
Boreal Toad Conservation Strategy/Recovery Plan for Colorado. 

E268 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify which activities that 
potentially affect fisheries are within the scope of the 2002 Forest Plan. 

Response: In general, a forest plan makes land allocation decisions and does not 
authorize actual ground-disturbing activities or other actions. However, some land 
allocation decisions establish the potential for future activities that could affect fish and 
fish habitat. Land allocations that present the greatest potential to degrade fish habitat 
include: lands suitable for timber harvest, lands suitable for livestock grazing, and 
enlarging or creating new ski area boundaries. Areas recommended for wilderness 
designation and native fauna management have the greatest potential to positively affect 
fisheries (FEIS Volume 5, Appendix N – Biological Evaluation/ Biological Assessment 
for Aquatic Species). 

For native fish species, specifically Colorado River cutthroat trout, the factors most 
impacting the viability are biological. Whirling disease, competition with brook trout, and 
hybridization with rainbow trout and other subspecies of cutthroat trout appear to be the 
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driving factors in the subspecies decline. Another factor strongly impacting fisheries on 
the White River National Forest is water depletion, including large trans-basin diversions 
sending Westslope water to the Front Range. 

E269 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt an aquatic conservation 
strategy. 

Response: The Rocky Mountain Region of the Forest Service has initiated a process to 
address species viability. One of the intended products of this process is a regionally 
based aquatic conservation strategy. In the interim, the White River National Forest is 
using Watershed Conservation Practices Handbook (FSH 2509.25) protocols 
(incorporated as standards into the 2002 Forest Plan), to guide protection and 
improvement of aquatic systems. In addition, standards and guidelines developed to 
protect aquatic species for which there is a viability concern (e.g., Colorado River 
cutthroat trout and western boreal toad), provide additional protection in areas including 
habitat for those species. 

E270 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise water and aquatic resources 
standards for the final plan.  

270.1 Standard #5 
Response: Standard #5 (2002 Forest Plan Chapter 2 – Water and Riparian Resources) is 
part the Watershed Conservation Practices (WCPs) Handbook (standard 12.1), which is 
found in the Forest Service Directive System as FSH 2509.25. To understand the 
standard more fully, we direct readers to the WCP Handbook, page 4, Chapter 10, a copy 
of which can be found in the administrative record at the Forest Supervisor’s Office. 
Moreover, a definition of “watershed influence zone” has been added to the glossary for 
the 2002 Forest Plan. 

While the Forest Service recognizes the authority of agencies such as EPA, the Army 
Corps of Engineers, and the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment; we 
must also comply with our own policies. For example, the Forest Service Manual (FSM), 
at 2520, outlines the objectives and policies that apply to watershed protection and 
management. FSM 2520 specifically addresses riparian area and floodplain management 
as well as wetlands protection. Accordingly, the Forest Service does not believe that 
Standard #5 is redundant to other agency’s direction. 

270.2 Standard #6 
Response: Standard #6 is part the Watershed Conservation Practices (WCPs) Handbook 
(Standard 12.2), which is found in the Forest Service Directive System’s Forest Service 
Handbook (FSH 2509.25). A copy of the full WCPs, with design criteria, is available at 
the White River National Forest Supervisor’s Office in Glenwood Springs, CO. 

The Forest Service has determined that the standard is adequate as written. We interpret 
the phrase “free movement” (as it is worded in the standard) to mean movement both up 
and down the stream. There may be cases, in fact, where a stream barrier is desirable to 
prevent exotic fish from invading upstream native fisheries. These conditions will be 
analyzed before constructing specific stream crossings and other instream structures. 

The design criteria (guidelines) associated with Standard #6 provide direction to protect 
aquatic life and channel stability without constructing unnecessarily large structures. In 
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fact, the design criteria state, “…ensure that all facilities remain stable, not necessarily 
pass the entire flood flow.” 

270.3 Standard #9 
Response: The Water and Aquatic Standard #9 is part of the Watershed Conservation 
Practices (WCPs) Handbook (FSH 2509.25, Standard 12.5). Wording for this Standard 
has been revised by the Regional Office since publication of the DEIS and is now 
included in the FEIS. The amended language is included in the 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 
2 – Water and Riparian Resources. 

Standard #9 provides direct guidance for protecting streamflows on the White River 
National Forest—particularly when considered in conjunction with Forest Service 
authority to protect stream processes, riparian and aquatic habitats, and recreational and 
aesthetic values. Additionally, the standard and its design criteria provide guidance for 
protecting stream flow dependent resources, while being sensitive to historic uses. The 
Forest Service, under federal law, is required to protect and maintain National Forest 
resources for multiple uses. We recognize the Colorado Water Conservation Board’s 
(“CWCB”) authority to hold instream flow water rights. In addition, the Forest Service 
will address stream flow needs in separate site-specific analyses (if, where, and when 
necessary) in order to fulfill its responsibilities under federal law. 

Section 3—Forested Vegetation  

E71 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt an aggressive approach to 
forested vegetation management.  

Response: See response number E147. Additionally, the Forest is required by various 
laws, including the National Environmental Protection Act, the National Forest 
Management Act and the Endangered Species Act, to maintain biological values across 
the Forest. The range of alternatives in the FEIS evaluated differing levels and areas 
appropriate for logging actions and restrictions across the Forest. Activities are addressed 
as impacts to biodiversity, including using logging as a tool to enhance biodiversity 
values. Beginning in FEIS, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2, the impacts from logging and other 
management activities to landscape pattern, composition and function are discussed. The 
other physical and biological sections of the FEIS also discuss impacts of logging within 
the various alternatives on their respective resource areas.  

E72 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the effects of snowmobile 
activity on forested vegetation. 

Response: The National Environmental Policy Act of 1970 requires the Forest Service to 
study, develop and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action. 
During the development of the FEIS, a range of alternatives providing varying levels of 
protection for ecosystem components was evaluated, including impacts from motorized 
vehicle uses. The most recent literature concerning motorized impacts was reviewed and 
used to assess the impacts of motorized vehicle use on biological and physical resources. 
Use restrictions in the 2002 Forest Plan will be based on the results of these assessments 
and the needs and requirements to protect physical and biological elements across the 
Forest. Capacities, safety considerations, user conflicts, law and use trends were also 
assessed. The decisions regarding motorized use will be included in the site-specific 
Travel Management Plan. 
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E73 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect Aspen forests.  
Response: Aspen is recognized as an important ecological consideration on the Forest. 
Forest-wide Biological Guidelines in the 2002 Forest Plan provide direction for 
protection and management of aspen stands on the Forest.  

E74 Public Concern: The FEIS should include a detailed discussion of the effects of 
Alternative D on forested vegetation.  

Response: The National Environmental Policy Act of 1970 requires the Forest Service to 
study, develop and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action. 
During the development of the FEIS, a range of alternatives was evaluated that provide 
varying levels of protection for ecosystem components. The effects of implementing the 
alternatives on landscape pattern characteristics and forested vegetation is discussed 
beginning in Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2 of the FEIS.  

E75 Public Concern: Biological Guideline #3 should be clarified in the Final Plan. 
Response: Forest-wide Biological Guideline 3 of the 2002 Forest Plan was developed as 
a modification of the direction included in the Region 2 Desk Guide. This guideline was 
developed to ensure maintenance of aspen due to its recognized ecological value, and the 
recent scientific information indicating that aspen may be declining across the West. The 
regeneration of aspen clones will have high priority in stands where conifer invasion has 
reduced aspen basal area below 10 feet per acre. 

E260 Public Concern: The statement, “more uniformed age class.... than.... desired” 
for aspen and lodgepole pine should be clarified. 

Response: This statement has been reworded to better reflect the ecological situation 

E261 Public Concern: Fire, and not logging, should be used to establish young 
stands of aspen and lodgepole pine.  

Response: Approximately 1/3 of the WRNF is managed as Congressionally designated 
wilderness.  Another 1/3 is managed under prescriptions that do not provide for high 
levels of active management.  On the remaining 1/3, prescriptions provide for various 
levels of active management, including timber sale activity. Approximately 1000 acres of 
annual timber sale activity is expected to occur on the WR under the Revised Forest Plan.  
The majority of these sales are expected to be the initial harvest cuts of a shelterwood 
silvicultural system, which would not initiate stands of aspen or lodgepole pine.  Only 
limited harvest of aspen and lodgepole pine is anticipated under the Revised Plan.  
Natural processes such as fire, insects and disease and wind are expected to the major 
disturbance factors affecting aspen and lodgepole pine throughout the life of the plan.  
For further discussion, see Topic 1, Part 3, Section 3.   

E262 Public Concern: The effects from skiing development above tree line should be 
measured in terms of biodiversity and changes of drainage patterns and not 
by lack of changes in forest vegetation.   

Response: This discussion is included in the section of the FEIS specifically addressing 
impacts to late-successional forestlands beginning Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 3 of 
the FEIS. The intent of the statement addressed by the commenter was to indicate the 
potential impacts of ski area development on late-successional forests, not on other 
aspects of biodiversity.  
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E267 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise maximum patch size 
determinations.  

Response: The fragmentation analysis completed as a portion of the FEIS (Topic 1, Part 
3, Section 3) documents the wide variability in patch sizes for all of the major cover types 
on the Forest.  This analysis was not able to detect management-related changes in the 
average patch size for late successional stands of lodgepole pine or aspen, the two age 
classes and cover types where changes were expected to be the most evident due to past 
silvicultural management activities.  In fact, for these two cover types, the average patch 
size was larger in managed areas than in reference areas, contrary to what was expected.  

The maximum size of cutting units is set by FS policy at 40 acres for Forests in the 
Rocky Mountain Region.  Exceptions for this are provided under Regional Forester 
exception and after a 60-day public review period.  (Chapter 2, Section 2, Silviculture, 
Standard 5).       

E268 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the lack of age class 
diversity in forested vegetation.  

Response: The current structural stages by tree species for the White River National 
Forest are displayed in Table 3-17 of the FEIS, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 3, Forested 
Vegetation.  The table does show a lack of structural/age diversity in forested vegetation 
with approximately 50% of the forested land on the Forest in a mature and old growth 
structural stages.  

The 2002 Forest Plans provides for management of structural/age class diversity through 
the use of active vegetation management (timber harvest and prescribed fire) and the 
reliance of natural vegetation disturbance processes.  Natural vegetation disturbance 
processes is considered passive management and changes to structural/age class diversity 
will on balance take place over a longer time period compared to active vegetation 
management. 

Approximately 1,300,000 acres on the White River National Forest are forested, of that 
845,000 acres are “tentatively suitable” for timber management.   Under the preferred 
Management Alternative K, approximately half of the “tentatively suitable” acres for 
timber management (425,000 acres) are designated in Management Areas “suitable” for 
timber management.  Within the 425,000 acres of  “suitable” timberlands, active 
vegetation management maybe used as a tool to manage structural/age class diversity in 
forested vegetation.   Structural/age class diversity on the remaining 875,000 acres 
outside of “suitable” timberlands will be predominately management under natural 
vegetation disturbance processes. 

Under all Management Alternatives, structural/age class diversity on the majority of 
forested lands will be managed under natural vegetation disturbance processes (refer to 
FEIS, Chapter 3, Topic 6, Table 138 – Acres of Suitable Timber Lands).  Given the 
reliance on natural vegetation disturbance processes, the overall structural/age class 
diversity is not expected to significantly change over the next 10-15 years under the 2002 
Forest Plan. 
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Old Growth and Late Successional Forests 

E76 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect old growth forests in White 
River National Forest. 

Response: Old growth and late successional forests are important ecosystem 
components. An old growth inventory was completed as part the inventory for the forest 
plan revision process. Stands identified as meeting the Region 2 description of old growth 
during the inventory were removed from the suitable timber base; therefore, they will be 
managed long term primarily through natural processes. Management direction for old 
growth and late successional forests is addressed in Forest-wide Biological Standard 4 
(2002 Forest Plan) and Appendix F of the 2002 Forest Plan. Approximately 1/2 of the 
Forest will continue to be managed largely by natural processes due to the allocation of 
management area prescriptions such as wilderness, recommended wilderness, research 
natural areas, non-motorized, and wild and scenic rivers. Additionally, much of the rest 
of the Forest will have limited active management associated with the 2002 Forest Plan 
and will be managed largely through natural disturbances. Due to the limited extent of 
active timber and associated management activities proposed under all alternatives in the 
FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan, the majority of the forested stands on the WRNF will 
continue to age naturally, with continued increases in the amount and extent of late 
successional and old growth forests.  

E269 Public Concern: The management direction for old growth with respect to 
wildlife should be justified and explained on a scientific basis.    

Response: Local variations in topography, soils, climate, elevation, and natural 
disturbance regimes prevent scientifically-based minimum or maximum standards for old 
growth that can be applied across large areas.  No information is available to dictate the 
absolute minimums of old growth that must be maintained on the Forest to meet 
ecological needs.  The WRNF has recently completed an old growth inventory as a 
portion of the Forest Plan Revision effort.  All identified old growth stands have been 
withdrawn from the suitable timber base and will be managed to maintain old growth 
values.  The Forest reviewed the Historical Range of Variability information developed 
as a portion of the Revision effort (Topic 1, Part 2, Section 1) to determine historic 
disturbance regimes and resultant age class distributions. A standard was established to 
maintain at least a minimum amount of old growth in the major cover types generally 
considered on the Forest to proceed through succession to obtain old growth 
characteristics.  These minimums are exceeded for most cover types across most of the 
Forest.  With the minimal amount of active silvicultural management planned to occur 
under the Revised Forest Plan, the overall age of forested stands will continue to increase.  
More forest stands will develop into old growth than will be managed throughout the life 
of the plan.  

Additionally, the WR has taken the step of assuring that late successional forests above 
and beyond old growth will be maintained by setting standards for minimums thresholds 
to be retained across the Forest.  This standard has not been established on any other 
forest to our knowledge. 
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E270 Public Concern: Edge density should be included in the late successional 
spruce-fir assessment.   

Response: Edge densities were calculated for all structural classes of spruce fir, 
including late-successional, in the three assessments beginning in Chapter 3, Topic 1, 
Part 2 of the FEIS.  

Section 4—Non-forested Vegetation 

E78 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the effects of Alternative E 
on high-altitude vegetation. – and – 

E79 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the effects of recreation on 
high-altitude vegetation. 

Response: The effects of Alternative E on high-altitude vegetation are disclosed in the 
FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 4 – Non-forested Vegetation. 

E80 Public Concern: The FEIS should address the effects of snowmobiles on high-
altitude vegetation. 

Response: A travel management plan will be prepared following a decision on the 2002 
Forest Plan. The effects of travel management on alpine vegetation will be analyzed and 
displayed within the environmental consequences section of the analysis for the travel 
management plan decision.  

E263 Public Concern: The expected five percent decline in rangeland plant 
communities should be explained in the FEIS. 

Response: For the most part, the percentage of “Rangelands with plant communities and 
soil characteristics typical of the ecological type where they occur” will continue to 
increase as improved management systems are implemented, with the exception of those 
plant communities where the introduction of noxious weeds is significantly changing 
species composition. These numbers will be recalculated in the FEIS to reflect current 
information on noxious weeds infestations and desired plant community definitions. It is 
expected that the decline will be considerably higher than five percent in the first decade 
and significantly higher in the fifth decade as it is estimated that noxious weeds spread at 
a rate of 15 percent every year. 

E266 Public Concern: Rangeland vegetation should be managed for desired 
conditions, not existing conditions. 

Response: Goal 1.6 and Objective 1.6 in the 2002 Forest Plan have been revised 
accordingly in the final planning documents (See 2002 Forest Plan Chapter 1). 

E271 Public Concern: The Forest Service should restrict activities to protect 
uncommon flowers. 

Response: Protection of sensitive plants is addressed by standards and guidelines in 
Chapter 2, Section 2 of the 2002 Forest Plan. An analysis of effects of activities on 
sensitive plants is provided in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 4 – 
Non-forested Vegetation. 
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Section 5—Domestic Livestock Grazing  

G1 Public Concern: The FEIS should not limit cattle grazing. 
Response: The authority to protect, manage and administer the National Forest System 
for range management purposes comes from the Acts identified in FEIS Volume 2, 
Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 5 – Domestic Livestock Grazing. The Forest does not 
propose to eliminate or reduce current livestock grazing levels in any of the alternatives 
described in the FEIS. The analysis for determining the future status of vacant allotments 
is described in FEIS Volume 4, Appendix B – Description of Analysis Process. Vacant 
allotments having value for domestic livestock grazing or providing management 
flexibility are recommended for retention, while vacant allotments having little value in 
these respects are being closed. Adjustments in livestock numbers are made at the 
individual allotment management planning level, not at the forest planning level. 

G2 Public Concern: Grazing should be allowed in order to preserve small business. 
Response: None of the alternatives identified in the FEIS eliminate or reduce current 
livestock grazing levels on the Forest. Forest Service policy states that, where consistent 
with forest land and resource management plans, forage is to be made available to 
qualified livestock operators from lands that are suitable for livestock grazing (FSM 
2203.1-6). One of the objectives of the Forest Service’s range management program 
(FSM 2202.1-4) is “to contribute to the economic and social well being of people by 
providing opportunities for economic diversity and by promoting stability for 
communities that depend on range resources for their livelihood.” 

G3 Public Concern: Grazing permittees whose contingent private base operation 
lands are permanently dedicated to agricultural use should be given as much 
priority as is consistent with bio-management integrity. 

Response: Forest Service policy states that, where consistent with forest land and 
resource management plans, forage is to be made available to qualified livestock 
operators from lands that are suitable for livestock grazing (FSM 2203.1-6).  The process 
of allocating available forage is identified in (FSM2209.13, Chapter 10). 

G4 Public Concern: Sheep grazing should take precedence over cattle grazing. 
Response: The determination as to whether sheep or cattle will graze a particular area is 
made at the site-specific allotment management planning level and is based on an 
evaluation of numerous factors including terrain, type of feed, elevation, current 
permittee’s operation and demand. 

G5 Public Concern: The Forest Service should assess conflicts with livestock 
grazing in the Main Elk Creek area and wild and scenic river designation.  

Response: Main Elk Creek was not proposed for wild and scenic river designation in any 
alternative in the FEIS. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act does not preclude grazing; 
however grazing is not permitted in research natural areas (RNAs). If an area is allocated 
as an RNA, the boundary of that RNA will be adjusted to exclude areas within active 
allotments, thereby eliminating any effect on existing grazing. 
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G6 Public Concern: Ungulate livestock and wildlife forage goals should be 
determined by winter habitat carrying capacity. 

Response: The range standard in Management Area 5.41 (Deer and elk winter range) in 
the 2002 Forest Plan (Chapter 2) provides for livestock stocking rates that ensure 
adequate forage is available for deer and elk. Livestock and wildlife forage volume goals 
are not determined at the forest planning level. An estimate of the Forest-wide forage 
production and amounts consumed by both domestic livestock and deer and elk can be 
found in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 5 – Domestic Livestock 
Grazing. 

Carrying capacities for specific areas are determined at the allotment management 
planning level, not at the forest planning level. The Colorado Division of Wildlife sets 
desired deer and elk herd goals. While the carrying capacity of deer and elk winter range 
is a critical factor, only a small percentage of deer and elk winter range is on National 
Forest System lands. The majority of winter range is on lands administered by the Bureau 
of Land Management and on private land (mainly ranches). 

G7 Public Concern: The term “overgrazing” should be redefined in proposed 
amendments. 

Response: The definition of overgrazing as identified in FEIS Volume 4, Appendix L – 
Glossary, was taken from the Society for Range Management’s A Glossary of Terms 
Used in Range Management. Overgrazing includes reducing historical variety and 
diversity of vegetation, as well as soil erosion, siltation and loss of riparian cover. 

G8 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not remove land from active 
grazing. 

Response: The authority to protect, manage and administer the National Forest System 
lands for range management purposes comes from the Acts identified in the Domestic 
Livestock Grazing section of the FEIS. The Forest does not propose to eliminate or 
reduce current livestock grazing levels in any of the alternatives described in the FEIS. 
The analysis for determining the future status of vacant allotments is described in FEIS 
Volume 4, Appendix B – Description of Analysis Process. Adjustments in livestock 
numbers are made at the individual allotment management planning level. 

The Forest recognizes the value of properly managed domestic livestock grazing and the 
value of maintaining open space and wildlife winter range. As stated in the FEIS the 
Forest will continue to support many viable livestock operations. Livestock 
numbers/operations are not expected to decline in the rural areas surrounding the Forest. 
In more urbanized areas, increasing land values and the complexities of managing 
livestock in areas of high recreation have and will continue to result in a decline in the 
desirability and feasibility of grazing. 

The analysis of vacant allotments (FEIS, Appendix B) determined which allotments have 
value for domestic livestock grazing and should be retained as vacant until further 
analysis can be completed and which ones have little value and could be closed to future 
livestock use. The value of the allotments to aid in management flexibility (e.g., to be 
used during drought) was part of that analysis. All grazing allotments, whether active or 
vacant, are available for dispersed recreation opportunities. 

 A3-67 Appendix A 



White River National Forest 

G9 Public Concern: The FEIS should address the cumulative impacts of grazing 
and other activities on the environment and recreation.  

Response: The effects of closing or retaining vacant allotment on other resources is 
discussed in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 5 – Domestic Livestock 
Grazing and FEIS Volume 5, Appendix N – Biological Assessment and Biological 
Evaluation. The vacant allotment analysis in FEIS Volume 4, Appendix B – Description 
of Analysis Process, recommends allotments that should be closed to grazing, retained for 
further study, or partially retained. The analysis does not recommend stocking. Site-
specific analysis of those allotments recommended for retention or partial retention will 
occur at the allotment management planning level. 

G10 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should provide future 
grazing allotments by adopting Modified Alternative C. 

Response: “Modified Alternative C” was a comment provided by US Congressman Scott 
McInnis and was not part of the DEIS. Land allocations and direction provided in 
Modified Alternative C (referred to as the “Blended Alternative” in the FEIS) were 
considered during the development of Alternative K.  

G11 Public Concern: The Forest Service should balance wildlife protection and 
cattle grazing. 

Response: As identified in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 4 – Non-
forested Vegetation, Forest-wide forage production is more than sufficient to support 
existing livestock and wildlife needs. No reductions are proposed. Any site-specific 
adjustments in management are made at the allotment planning level. 

G12 Public Concern: The Forest Service should close the grazing allotment in the 
Marvine Creek area. 

Response: Marvine Allotment is an active allotment. Concerns such as these are 
addressed at the site-specific allotment management planning level—this allotment is 
scheduled for analysis during the 2002-2004 period. 

G13 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use the draft document “Clean 
Water Act Requirements for Grazing Permit Renewals” in the grazing 
allotment reanalysis process. 

Response: Individual allotment management compliance with the Clean Water Act will 
be completed as part of the site-specific allotment management planning process. 

Effects of Livestock Grazing on the Environment 

G14 Public Concern: The Forest Service should assess the effects of livestock 
grazing on ecosystems. 

Response: Forest-wide standards and guidelines have been developed to minimize the 
risk of soil and vegetation damage from livestock grazing and to ensure long-term 
productivity of the land. The effects of domestic livestock grazing, as proposed under 
these standards and guidelines on soils and vegetation, are displayed in Volume 2, 
Chapter 3 of the FEIS. If additional protection is needed at the individual allotment 
planning level, range guidelines in Chapter 2 of the 2002 Forest Plan provide for that 
flexibility. 
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G15 Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow grazing in order to reduce 
fuel loads. 

Response: Text has been added to FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 5 
– Domestic Livestock Grazing that identifies the beneficial and adverse effects of 
livestock grazing on fuels management. 

G16 Public Concern: The Forest Service should continue to allow grazing permits in 
order to protect wildlife habitat. 

Response: None of the alternatives identified in the FEIS eliminate or reduce current 
livestock grazing levels on the Forest. One of the objectives of the Forest Service’s range 
management program (FSM 2202.1-4) is “to contribute to the economic and social well 
being of people by providing opportunities for economic diversity and by promoting 
stability for communities that depend on range resources for their livelihood.” Forest 
Service policy states that, where consistent with forest land and resource management 
plans, forage is to be made available to qualified livestock operators from lands that are 
suitable for livestock grazing (FSM 2203.1-6). Text has been added to FEIS Volume 2, 
Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 5 – Domestic Livestock Grazing that identifies the 
indirect effect of livestock grazing on the maintenance of winter range. 

G17 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that domestic grazing does 
more damage to forests and animal habitat than motorized vehicles. 

Response: Uncontrolled use of the forest, whether it be cattle grazing or recreational use 
can cause damage to forest soils, vegetation and wildlife habitats. Standards and 
guidelines have been developed for the protection or management of forest resources. 
Livestock will be managed under the standards and guidelines identified in the 2002 
Forest Plan, Chapter 2, to minimize risk of damage to these resources. 

G18 Public Concern: The FEIS should explain how the effects of domestic livestock 
grazing compare to those of native ungulate grazing. 

Response: Historic and current forage consumption by livestock and wildlife is 
addressed in the FEIS. 

G19 Public Concern: The Forest Service should manage grazing allotments to avoid 
conflicts with wolves. 

Response: The White River National Forest is not identified as part of the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service’s Wolf Reintroduction Plan nor is there any known wolf populations on 
the Forest. Wolf reintroduction is outside the scope of the 2002 Forest Plan. 

G20 Public Concern: Cattle grazing should be reduced in riparian areas. 
Response: Riparian vegetation residual guidelines in the 2002 Forest Plan (Chapter 2) 
are designed to protect riparian areas from overuse by domestic livestock. These 
guidelines are considered adequate in the FEIS Volume 5, Appendix N – Biological 
Evaluation/Biological Assessment and the Watershed Conservation Practices handbook 
(FSH 2509.25) to protect the riparian and aquatic resources. Specific grazing practices 
and livestock numbers found to be degrading or jeopardizing riparian habitat condition 
are addressed at the allotment management planning level. Site-specific analysis and 
mitigation is developed at that level. 
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G21 Public Concern: Sheep grazing should not be allowed in municipal watersheds. 
Response: Site-specific adjustments in livestock numbers and management practices are 
made at the allotment management planning level, not at the forest planning level. 

G22 Public Concern: Sheep grazing should be limited in order to reduce the risk of 
disease transmission to bighorn sheep. 

Response: Bighorn sheep habitat areas are identified in Management Area 5.42 (Bighorn 
sheep habitat), which includes the endemic Avalanche, Snowmass/Maroon Creek, 
Battlement and Gore Range herds considered by the Colorado Division of Wildlife 
(CDOW) to be high priority. The standards for grazing within bighorn sheep habitat in 
Chapter of the 2002 Forest Plan prohibit sheep grazing unless adequate temporal or 
spatial separation can be demonstrated. Transplanted bighorn sheep herds were not 
identified as being within Management Area 5.42 because of their more nomadic nature. 
These herds will be addressed at the site-specific allotment management planning level. 

The CDOW and Colorado Woolgrowers Association (CWA) met to develop a joint 
recommendation concerning the management of domestic and bighorn sheep. After much 
negotiation, the CDOW wrote up a draft agreement. However, the final agreement was 
never signed, as CWA did not feel it was appropriate to sign an agreement dictating what 
should occur locally. Local agreements were signed and presented to the Forest Service 
as recommendations to the forest planning process. 

These agreements are examples of how agencies and permittees can work together to 
resolve site-specific concerns. One of these agreements, the Gore Range bighorn sheep 
habitat area, has been designated as Management Area 5.42 in the 2002 Forest Plan. This 
agreement provides for adequate special and temporal separation. It will be implemented 
through the annual operating instructions for the Red and White Allotment until such 
time it can be incorporated into the allotment management plan. 

G23 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that isolation from 
domestic sheep alone will not solve all the problems of bighorn sheep. 

Response. The Forest Service recognizes the environmental and human-caused factors 
that limit bighorn sheep production as stated in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 
3, Section 1 – Terrestrial wildlife. 

Infrastructure and Improvements 

G24 Public Concern: The Forest Service should evaluate the costs and benefits of 
reservoirs, ponds and water tanks against the cost and impact of the roads 
needed to install and maintain them.  

Response: The need and cost of range improvements are evaluated at the allotment 
management planning level, not at the forest planning level. 

G25 Public Concern: The Forest Service should post signs identifying grazing areas. 
Response: The need to post signs notifying the public of grazing can occur at the 
individual allotment planning level, if needed, and is not a requirement of forest planning. 
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Standards and Guidelines 

G26 Public Concern: Grazing standards and guidelines should be developed locally. 
Response: Where supported by research or experience, site-specific herbaceous 
vegetation utilization, vegetation residue, stream bank disturbance and woody species 
utilization guidelines will be developed during rangeland planning. In the absence of 
updated planning and approved decision documents, the allowable use and riparian 
residual guidelines and mitigation measures identified in Chapter 2 of the 2002 Forest 
Plan will apply. 

G27 Public Concern: Rangeland standards in Tables 2.2 and 2.3 should be clarified. 
Response: In the absence of updated planning and approved decision documents, the 
allowable use and riparian residual guidelines and mitigation measures identified in 
Chapter 2 of the 2002 Forest Plan will apply. Where supported by research or experience, 
site-specific herbaceous vegetation utilization, vegetation residue, stream bank 
disturbance and woody species utilization guidelines will be developed during rangeland 
planning. At the site-specific allotment management planning more specific allowable-
use guidelines can be developed as needed. 

Riparian vegetation residue guidelines in the 2002 Forest Plan Chapter 2 display plant 
heights needed for the maintenance or improvement of riparian area condition. In other 
words, for summer/fall use on a riparian area in satisfactory condition removing livestock 
once the average herbaceous vegetation height reaches an average of 4 inches is 
sufficient to maintain that area in satisfactory condition, whereas a riparian area in 
unsatisfactory condition needs an average height of 6 inches left after grazing to provide 
for the recovery or improvement in riparian area condition. Riparian areas grazed earlier 
in the year can withstand slightly heavier use because there is greater opportunity for 
regrowth throughout the summer. 

G28 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide stronger standards and 
guidelines for rangeland improvements. 

Response: In the absence of updated planning and approved decision documents, the 
allowable use and riparian residual guidelines and mitigation measures identified in 
Chapter 2 of the 2002 Forest Plan will apply. Where supported by research or experience, 
site-specific herbaceous vegetation utilization, vegetation residue, stream bank 
disturbance and woody species utilization guidelines will be developed during rangeland 
planning. At the site-specific allotment management planning level, more specific 
allowable-use guidelines will be developed as needed. The key to the standard allowing 
45 percent use of forage species on unsatisfactory range, as displayed in the 2002 Forest 
Plan, is the length of time that grazing is allowed on each unit. The shorter the period of 
time allowed, the more opportunity for regrowth and recovery. 

G29 Public Concern: Site-specific conditions concerning the trailing of livestock 
should address in grazing guidelines for sheep. 

Response: The guidelines identified in Chapter 2, Section 2 of the 2002 Forest Plan 
address keeping livestock driveways out of riparian areas except to cross and 
rehabilitation or relocation of stock driveways that are causing damage. Other site-
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specific conditions concerning the trailing of livestock will be addressed at the allotment 
planning level. 

G30 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not make proposed changes to the 
grazing standards and guidelines. 

Response: Considerable research has been conducted on livestock forage utilization in 
relation to range condition and trend and riparian area management. The 35 percent 
maximum allowable-use figure in the 2002 Forest Plan Chapter 2 is recommended to 
improve rangeland that is in unsatisfactory condition. A summary of some of this 
research can be found in the Society for Range Management Rangelands “Grazing 
Studies: What We’ve Learned” by Jerry Holechek, Hilton Gomez, Francico Molinar and 
Dee Galt. In that evaluation of grazing studies, light stocking (averaging 32 percent 
utilization) resulted in an upward trend in ecological condition and only a slight 
improvement occurred under moderate stocking (averaging 43 percent utilization). 

The 20 to 25 percent streambank disturbance factor is from the Watershed Conservation 
Practices Handbook (FSH 2509.25). The research conducted by Clary and Webster 
(1993), “Livestock Use in Riparian Areas” was used to provide direction for management 
of riparian areas. In the absence of updated planning and approved decision documents, 
the allowable use and riparian residual guidelines and mitigation measures identified in 
the 2002 Forest Plan Chapter 2 will apply. Where supported by research or experience, 
site-specific herbaceous vegetation utilization, vegetation residue, stream bank 
disturbance and woody species utilization guidelines will be developed during rangeland 
planning. 

The rangeland standards and guidelines incorporate many of the principles of intensive 
and holistic management, including grazing intensity, duration, timing and need for time 
for vegetative regrowth. 

G31 Public Concern: The Forest Service should set a deadline to phase- season-long 
grazing. 

Response: Review of the present grazing systems on active allotments revealed that there 
are currently no allotments being managed under continuous, season-long grazing 
systems. The standard in the 2002 Forest Plan Chapter 2 has been modified to reflect this. 

G32 Public Concern: The FEIS should address the impacts of implementing Range 
Standards #2 as presented in the DEIS.  

Response: Fencing, which is allowed in wilderness, is not the only means of managing 
livestock. Livestock management systems, range improvement and acceptable activities 
in wilderness are dealt with at the site-specific allotment management level. 

G33 Public Concern: The Forest Service should change the 5.12 management 
prescription for the area near Irish Springs. 

Response: There has been no change in how the area near Irish Springs is managed—this 
area was identified as Management Area 6B in the 1984 Forest Plan, which is equivalent 
to Management Area 5.12 (General forest and rangeland) in the 2002 Forest Plan. While 
it is true that harvest can result in dense aspen regeneration and reduce livestock use in 
some areas, it is not expected to have a significant impact on the forage available in this 
area. More than adequate forage exists in this area to support livestock as well as wildlife. 
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G34 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the language in the 
description of Management Area 3.1. 

Response: Special interest areas are managed to protect or enhance the unusual 
characteristics of the area. The livestock grazing guideline in the 2002 Forest Plan 
Chapter 2 allows for grazing and livestock improvements in special interest areas, if they 
do not conflict with the values for which the area was proposed or designated. 

G35 Public Concern: The Forest Service should add a range-related guideline to 
Management Area 1.2. 

Response: Grazing is allowed in all Category 1 management prescriptions, which 
includes Management Area 1.2 (Recommended for wilderness). Forest-wide goals for 
rangeland ecosystems and ecological integrity provide for the maintenance or 
enhancement of rangeland potential and desired biological and physical ecosystem 
components. These goals apply within and outside wilderness. 

G36 Public Concern: The Forest Service should retain the livestock grazing 
prescription on the grazing allotment along the South Fork of Middle 
Thompson Creek. 

Response: The grazing allotment along the South Fork of Middle Thompson Creek was 
mapped and evaluated in Alternative D as Management Area 5.43 (Elk habitat) in 
response to the overall theme of that alternative. The lower elevations of this area serve 
as winter and transition range; the upper elevations serve as calf production areas and 
summer solitude for elk. The elk habitat prescription allows grazing by domestic 
livestock to continue. This area was mapped and evaluated as Management Area 5.12 
(General forest and rangelands) in Alternative B. 

G37 Public Concern: The Forest Service should redraw the line of Management 
Area 2.1 near the Quaker Mesa grazing Allotment. 

Response: This area was incorrectly mapped in the draft planning documents. If this area 
is identified as Management Area 2.1 (Special interest areas) in the final alternative, map 
lines will be corrected to follow the allotment boundary between North 
Thompson/Fourmile and West Divide Allotments. 

G38 Public Concern: The Forest Service should change the Sunlight South parcel 
from Management Area 8.25 to 5.12. 

Response: This area was incorrectly mapped in the draft planning documents. From your 
description, the area in question is in. This area (the north ½ of section 3, Township 8 
south, Range 89 west) should have been mapped the same as lands adjacent to it—
Management Area 5.43 (Elk habitat) in Alternative D. This same area is designated as 
Management Area 5.12 (General forest and rangelands) Alternative B. 

Monitoring and Enforcement 

G39 Public Concern: The Forest Service should enforce grazing regulations. 
Response: Enforcement of existing regulations is outside the scope of the forest plan. 
While present laws and regulations provide for protection of resources, forest plan 
standards and guidelines as described in the 2002 Forest Plan Chapter 2 identify levels of 
grazing that will be allowed to maintain or improve resource conditions. 

 A3-73 Appendix A 



White River National Forest 

G40 Public Concern: The FEIS should include monitoring requirements for 
rangelands and grazing. 

Response: Rangeland monitoring is addressed in Chapter 4 of the 2002 Forest Plan. In 
addition to these monitoring items, each allotment management plan has a monitoring 
section that identifies the items to be monitored and when they will be monitored. 

G41 Public Concern: The Monitoring and Evaluation Plan should require an 
adequate amount of annual field verification of range conditions. 

Response: Rangeland monitoring and evaluation is conducted at the site-specific 
allotment management planning level. There are three types of monitoring: 
implementation, effectiveness and validation. Implementation monitoring determines 
whether standards and management practices identified in the allotment management 
plan (AMP) and the forest plan are being implemented. This is accomplished through 
permit compliance reviews and utilization inspections that are completed on an annual 
basis. 

Effectiveness monitoring determines whether management practices are effective at 
moving the allotment toward desired condition as described in the forest plan and AMP 
objectives. An example of effectiveness monitoring is condition and trend studies that 
determine whether vegetation is moving towards the desired plant community. This long-
term monitoring is useful, as significant changes in vegetative composition cannot always 
be detected on an annual basis. 

The amount and frequency of monitoring is based on desired condition, level of grazing 
and complexity of the overall allotment situation. To explain the difference between the 
67 percent of the Forest that is estimated to be satisfactory condition and the fact that 
only 18 percent was monitored in 1997, the key area concept was used. This concept is 
based on the premise that evaluations of correctly identified small areas are reliable 
indicators of grazing impacts on the entire unit or allotment. Key areas are those areas 
where use is most likely to occur first and be the heaviest. They are relatively small areas 
from which information gathered can then be extrapolated to larger areas. 

Effects of Other Management Activities on Grazing 

G42 Public Concern: The Forest Service should assess the impacts of road closures 
on grazing. – and – 

G43 Public Concern: The Forest Service should assess the impacts of banning ATVs 
on grazing. – and – 

G44 Public Concern: The Forest Service should disqualify areas with active grazing 
allotments from wilderness eligibility. – and – 

G45 Public Concern: The Forest Service should assess the effects of wilderness 
designation on grazing allotments. 

Response: The effects of management activities and wilderness designation on grazing 
are addressed in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 5 – Domestic 
Livestock Grazing. 
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G46 Public Concern: The Colorado Division of Wildlife should decrease elk herd 
numbers to protect grazing allotments. 

Response: The Colorado Division of Wildlife sets desired elk and deer population goals 
and objectives. Allotment-specific resource concerns are addressed at the individual 
allotment management planning level, not at the forest planning level. 

G47 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reconsider lynx management 
guidelines due to impacts on livestock grazing. 

Response: Lynx direction is the result of the recent listing of lynx as a threatened 
species. Considerable change has occurred in lynx direction since the draft. Cooperation 
between Federal and state agencies has occurred to develop the Lynx Conservation 
Assessment and Strategy. Current direction is located Chapter 1, Goal 1 – Ecosystem 
health and Chapter 2 – Forestwide Standards and Guidelines of the 2002 Forest Plan 

G48 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the effect Management 
Areas 1.2 and 3.32 have on grazing allotments in the North Thompson and 
Coal Basin areas. 

Response: Grazing and the maintenance of range improvements are allowed in 
Management Areas 1.2 (Recommended wilderness) and 3.32 (Backcountry recreation, 
non-motorized with winter motorized). Congressional guidelines further explain that “the 
maintenance of support facilities existing in the area prior to its classification as 
wilderness (including fences, line cabins, water wells and lines, stock tanks etc.) is 
permissible in wilderness.” Where practical alternatives do not exist, maintenance or 
other activities may be accomplished through the occasional use of motorized equipment. 
This may include, for example, the use of backhoes to maintain stock ponds, pickup 
trucks for stock-water facilities. Such occasional use of motorized equipment should be 
expressly authorized in the grazing permit for the area involved. 

G49 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should protect public safety 
by prohibiting Akbash dogs. 

Response: The use of guardian dogs to protect sheep from predation is outside the scope 
of the forest plan. Site-specific conflicts should be addressed at the individual allotment 
management planning level. 

G50 Public Concern: The Forest Service should keep trails open to horses if they are 
open to cattle. 

Response: If trails are open to domestic livestock they should be open to rancher’s horses 
and the general recreating public. If resource damage is occurring as a result of trail use, 
it should be redesigned or closed.  

Vacant Allotment Management 

G51 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should address vacant 
allotment management separately from the forest plan process. 

Response: The retention or closure of individual allotments was influenced by the theme 
of the alternatives. The criteria used for evaluating the allotments remain consistent 
between alternatives; however, the emphasis on individual criteria varies between 
alternatives. The decision to close or retain individual vacant allotments will be based on 
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the selected alternative. Even if the vacant allotment analysis were conducted separately 
from the forest planning process, the 2002 Forest Plan would still guide the analysis of 
vacant allotments. 

G52 Public Concern: The Forest Service should close more vacant allotments. 
Response: Forest Service policy provides where consistent with Forest Land and 
Resource Management Plans, for forage to be made available to qualified livestock 
operators from lands that are suitable for livestock grazing (FSM 2203.1-6). The use of 
an area by domestic livestock does not preclude the use of that area for other uses. The 
analysis used to determine the future status of vacant allotments included a variety of 
factors and other possible uses (FEIS Volume 4, Appendix B – Description of Analysis 
Process). Vacant allotments were analyzed to determine which allotments have value for 
domestic livestock grazing and should be retained as vacant until further site-specific 
analysis could be completed and which ones have little-to-no value and could be closed 
to future livestock use. The value of the allotments to aid in management flexibility (e.g., 
to be used during a drought) was part of that analysis. Grazing allotments, whether active 
or vacant, are presently available for dispersed recreation opportunities and this is not 
expected to change. No determination to graze any of the vacant allotments is being made 
at this time. All currently active allotments would continue to be grazed regardless of the 
alternative selected. 

G53 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not close any vacant grazing 
allotments.  

Response: The vacant allotment analysis as described in FEIS Volume 4, Appendix B – 
Description of Analysis Process, took into consideration the ability of each vacant 
allotment to provide for management flexibility, such as accessibility, capability to 
provide forage, adjacency to existing allotments and providing forage during drought. 
The allotments recommended for closure showed little value in those respects; the ones 
recommended for retention showed great value. Text has been added to Appendix B 
(FEIS Volume 4) to clarify decisions to close vacant allotments, as well as to display the 
adverse effects of closing vacant allotments and the loss of using livestock as a tool to 
manage vegetation. 

G54 Public Concern: The Forest Service should close all vacant grazing allotments 
in Wilderness Areas. 

Response: Where consistent with Forest Land and Resource Management Plans, Forest 
Service policy provides for forage to be made available to qualified livestock operators 
from lands that are suitable for livestock grazing (FSM 2203.1-6). The use of an area by 
domestic livestock does not preclude the use of that area for other uses. The 1964 
Wilderness Act authorizes grazing within wilderness. Congressional guidelines for 
grazing within national forest wilderness areas state “To clarify any lingering doubts, the 
committee wishes to stress that this language means that there shall be no curtailment of 
grazing permits or privileges in an area simply because it is designated wilderness.” 
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G55 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reevaluate the criteria used in 
determining allotment closures. 

Response: As described in FEIS Volume 4, Appendix B – Description of Analysis 
Process, the main criteria used to determine the closure or retention of vacant allotments 
were number of acres capable of supporting livestock, whether or not the area would aid 
management flexibility and access, and whether or not the area could be combined with 
an adjacent allotment to improve management. The other criteria were used to give the 
deciding official an idea of management complexity and to evaluate the various 
alternatives. 

G56 Public Concern: Vacant allotments should be retained to provide management 
flexibility. 

Response: Management flexibility is one of the criteria used to evaluate vacant 
allotments. Those determined to provide management flexibility were recommended for 
retention. Those providing little management flexibility due to limited access, limited 
suitable acres, long distances from active allotments were recommended for closure. 

G57 Public Concern: Vacant allotments on the Dillon Ranger District should be 
closed. 

Response: Allotments recommended for closure are identified FEIS Volume 4, 
Appendix B – Description of Analysis Process. Except for portions of Argentine, Corral 
and Searl Allotments, all vacant allotments mentioned are recommended for closure. 

G58 Public Concern: The Forest Service should close the Park Creek Allotment. 
Response: As shown in FEIS Volume 4, Appendix B – Description of Analysis Process, 
the Park Creek Allotment is recommended for full or partial closure in all alternatives 
except Alternative B. 

G59 Public Concern: Vacant allotments should be closed due to potential damage to 
riparian areas. 

Response: Forest-wide riparian standards and guidelines for livestock use in riparian 
areas provide for protection of riparian areas. These measures are considered adequate in 
FEIS Volume 5, Appendix N – Biological Evaluation/Biological Assessment and the 
Watershed Conservation Practices Handbook (FSH 2509.25) to protect riparian and 
aquatic resources. Specific grazing practices and livestock numbers that are found to be 
degrading or jeopardizing riparian habitat condition are addressed at the allotment 
management planning level.  

G60 Public Concern: The Forest Service should close Allotment 40 (Horsethief 
Allotment). 

Response: As shown on the vacant allotment maps included with the FEIS, the 
Horsethief Allotment is a cattle and horse allotment, not a cattle and sheep allotment. To 
reduce the confusion the designations for cattle and horse (C&H) and sheep and goat 
(S&G) was added to the Table B-28 (FEIS Volume 4, Appendix B – Description of 
Analysis Process. Since the Horsethief Allotment is a cattle allotment, there is no risk of 
disease transmission between domestic livestock and bighorn sheep. 
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The Horsethief Allotment, vacant since the 1950s, is recommended for closure in all 
alternatives (with the exception of Alternative B) due to low productivity, limited capable 
acres, little to no value to provide for management flexibility, and no demand. The 
recommendation to designate this area as an RNA is based on its good representation of a 
low-elevation ecosystem types and its present ecological condition. Significant 
populations of several rare plants and one federal Category 1 Candidate species exist 
within the area. This area also supports one of the four endemic bighorn sheep herds on 
the White River National Forest. 

G61 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adjust Alternative I to close the 
most grazing allotments of any alternative. 

Response: Alternative I was provided to the White River National Forest by a coalition 
of environmental groups. In their comments that accompanied this alternative, they 
looked at the value of retaining allotments and ranches to maintain open space and deer 
and elk winter range and to offset the impacts of development. 

G62 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not retain vacant allotments for 
emergency use. 

Response: The use of vacant allotments during drought years was one of the many 
factors analyzed to determine if an allotment should be closed or retained. Allowing 
livestock to spread out over larger areas will reduce the possibility of any given area 
being grazed to heavily. Without these areas of relief, many cattle would have to be 
returned to the base ranch, and possibly overuse areas that in many cases are deer and elk 
winter range. 

Predator Control / Management 

G63 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the effects of carcass 
disposal on predation. 

Response: Grazing practices, including the effects of carcass disposal on predation, are 
dealt with at the site-specific allotment management planning level, not at the forest 
planning level. 

G64 Public Concern: The Forest Service should require ranchers to use non-lethal 
predator control methods. 

Response: Predator control is under the authority of Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service – Wildlife Services, and as such, is outside the scope of this forest planning 
process. 

G65 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revoke grazing permits of ranchers 
convicted of killing carnivores. 

Response: The taking of game, including carnivores, is covered under state statutes. The 
terms and conditions of a term grazing permit include the following language: “This 
permit may be suspended or cancelled in whole or in part for conviction for failure to 
comply with Federal laws or regulation or State and local laws relating to livestock 
control and protection of air, water, soil and vegetation, fish and wildlife and other 
environmental values when exercising the grazing use authorized by the permit.” 
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G66 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider alternatives before 
eliminating off-road travel in allotments for ranchers. 

Response: Once the selected alternative has been chosen, a travel management plan will 
be developed for that alternative. Ranchers needing access to maintain or construct range 
improvements or manage the allotment need to identify those access needs. These site-
specific needs will be analyzed during that process and alternatives will be evaluated. 

G67 Public Concern: The Forest Service should complete a site-specific NEPA 
analysis before engaging in predator management activities. 

Response: The relevant range standard in the 2002 Forest Plan (Chapter 2) states, “For 
animal damage control activities conducted by other governmental entities, the Forest 
Service will cooperate by providing mitigation measures to protect national forest 
resources. Mitigation measures emphasize protection of public safety, proposed, 
threatened, endangered and sensitive species: water quality and other resource values.” 
The government entity responsible for predator control is the Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service – Wildlife Services (APHIS). While the NEPA responsibilities lie 
with APHIS, the White River National Forest coordinates with them during the NEPA 
process and on an annual basis as to their animal control efforts. 

G68 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should not allow the aerial 
gunning of predators. 

Response: Predator control is under the authority of Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service – Wildlife Services, and as such, is outside the scope of this forest planning 
process. 

Section 6—Noxious Weeds 

NW1 Public Concern: The Forest Service should take into consideration the effect of 
all Forest activities on the introduction of noxious weeds. 

Response: The effects of Forest activities on the importation and spread of noxious 
weeds are discussed in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 6 – Noxious 
Weeds. 

NW2 Public Concern: The Forest Service should take a species approach in 
controlling noxious weeds. 

Response: As identified in Chapter 2, Section 3 of the 2002 Forest Plan, when setting 
priorities for the treatment of noxious weeds consideration is given to the species’ rate of 
spread, invasions found within special management areas such as research natural areas 
and wilderness areas, and the probability that treatments will be successful. The priorities 
for controlling noxious weeds include preventing the introduction of new invaders, 
treating new invasions quickly, and containing and controlling established infestations. 
Management strategies and control methods are determined at the site-specific project 
level, not at the forest planning level. 
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NW3 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the effects of wilderness 
designation on noxious weed control. 

Response: The effects of wilderness designation on weed control are addressed in FEIS 
Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 6 – Noxious Weeds. Treatment of weeds 
within wilderness is accomplished utilizing an integrated noxious weed management plan 
that considers wilderness and other resource objectives. 

NW4 Public Concern: Noxious weed management on the White River National 
Forest should emphasize burning over spraying. 

Response: Integrated weed management allows the use of a single method or 
combination of methods to control noxious weed species. Infestations are evaluated on a 
site-specific basis, taking into consideration the target weed species, environmental 
factors and effective means of control. Burning is generally ineffective in providing 
control of many deep-rooted rhizomatous species. Burning often provides an inadequate 
impact to control these species (e.g., yellow toadflax and leafy spurge) and removes 
desirable vegetation. This allows for an increase in noxious weed establishment. In 
addition, fire removes litter and soil organic matter, making it easier for weed seeds to 
germinate and establish on a site. In many cases, the use of herbicides is the only known 
or practical means of controlling some species. 

NW5 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide adequate funding for 
noxious weed control in Pitkin County. 

Response: Chapter 2 of the FEIS (Volume 2) includes a description the relationship 
between the alternatives and budget. The actual implementation of forest plans depends 
on budgets allocated from Congress. FEIS Table S-3 provides a relative comparison of 
budgets by alternative. Rangeland vegetation funds used for noxious weed treatment. 
Funds are allocated at the Forest level by Ranger District, not county. 

NW6 Public Concern: Financing for weed control should be cooperative between 
local and federal governments. 

Response: Financing for weed control is addressed in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 
1, Part 3, Section 6 – Noxious Weeds. The control of noxious weeds is and will continue 
to be a cooperative program between local, state and federal agencies. This cooperative 
effort includes planning, inventory, treatment, monitoring, prevention and public 
education. As stated FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 6 – Noxious 
Weeds, the Federal Noxious Weed Act (1974), as amended, requires cooperation with 
state, local and other federal agencies in the application and enforcement of all laws and 
regulations relating to the management and control of noxious weeds. Appendix C of the 
2002 Forest Plan lists all the cooperative agreements and memorandums of 
understandings concerning noxious weed management. 2002 Forest Plan objectives 
(Chapter 1) and monitoring strategies (Chapter 4) ensure cooperation with other 
government and non-government agencies. 

NW7 Public Concern: Native plants should not be replaced with exotic species. 
Response: Biodiversity Standards in Chapter 2 of the 2002 Forest Plan provides for the 
use of native plant species during revegetation. 
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NW8 Public Concern: Total eradication of noxious weeds should be Forest Service 
priority. 

Response: The goals, objectives and strategies for noxious weed management are 
addressed in 2002 Forest Plan Chapter 1 – Ecosystem Health, Goal 1, Objective 1d. 2002 
Forest Plan Chapter 2, Section 2, biodiversity guidelines address use of native plant 
species for revegetation. Total eradication of all species of noxious weeds is not an 
attainable goal for all species of noxious weeds through the life of 2002 Forest Plan. 

NW9 Public Concern: Grazing permittees should be held responsible for 
management of noxious weeds. 

Response: As stated in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 6 – Noxious 
Weeds, coordination with adjacent private landowners, local, county, state and federal 
agencies, as well as livestock and environmental organizations is critical to the success of 
noxious weed management. The Federal Noxious Weed Act requires cooperation with 
state, local and other federal agencies in the application and enforcement of all laws and 
regulations relating to the management and control of noxious weeds. 

NW10 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the effects of ski area 
expansion on the introduction of noxious weeds. 

Response: The effects of ski area expansion on the spread of noxious weeds are 
addressed in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 6 – Noxious Weeds. 

NW11 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide locations of areas 
affected by noxious weeds. 

Response: A general reference to where noxious weeds can be expected and a 
comparison of alternatives is addressed in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, 
Section 6 – Noxious Weeds. The mapping of noxious weeds is an ongoing process and 
has not yet been completed. Some of the larger infestations on the Forest include yellow 
toadflax in the Marvine, Hill Creek and Big Fish watersheds, as well as the Camp Hale 
area. 

NW12 Public Concern: The use of the term “desirable non-native plants” should be 
clarified or eliminated. 

Response: The term “desirable non-native” has been added to FEIS Volume 4, Appendix 
L – Glossary. This term includes non-invasive species used for revegetation when native 
seed is unavailable or economically impractical. 

Section 7—Fire Management 

FM1 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow fires to burn. – and – 

FM2 Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow fires to burn naturally. 
Response: We recognize the needs of the public for renewable resources, as well as the 
need for fire to play a more natural role in the ecosystem. In many cases, fire cannot be 
allowed to burn across the landscape because of risks to firefighter and public safety, 
resource values, and human development. In other cases, the risk to human safety and 
values is small enough and the benefit to the natural environment is great enough that we 
can allow and even encourage naturally occurring fires to run their course. Chapter 3, 
Part 3, Section 5 of the FEIS describes the fire management categories used to define 
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where on the landscape fires will be aggressively suppressed (Category A areas) and 
where fires may be allowed to play their natural role (Category C & D areas). Only when 
we have completed thorough planning and analysis for a given area will naturally 
occurring wildland fires be allowed to “run their course.” This planning must consider a 
variety of factors in addition to human health and safety, such as ecosystem health, 
resource values, economics, and air quality. Once we have analyzed an area and 
identified it as appropriate for allowing fires to burn naturally, we then will complete 
additional analysis to delineate where and under what conditions such fires will be 
managed for resource benefit. Additional tiers of analysis are initiated at the time an 
ignition occurs must consider current and projected climatic factors, such as drought and 
unusual weather patterns. We decide how to respond to a particular ignition only after a 
fire is detected and an initial analysis is completed. We then document the decision to 
allow a fire to burn to achieve resource objectives in a fire-specific Wildland Fire 
Implementation Plan. 

FM3 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reduce fuel loads. 
Response: As discussed in Chapter 3, Part 3, Section 5 of the FEIS, we decide whether to 
implement a fuel load reduction treatment based on the resistance to control of the 
particular vegetation type, the likelihood of experiencing a fire, and the values that might 
be lost to a wildfire. When potential for loss of value to wildfire justifies the cost of 
implementing the treatment, we consider hazard fuel reduction as a cost effective 
management treatment. We utilize a variety of methods to reduce fuel hazards including 
traditional methods such as prescribed burning, thinning, piling and burning, lopping and 
scattering, and chipping and shredding. Until recently, prescribed fire applications in 
forested areas have been limited; however, because of recent changes in fire policy and 
fire management philosophy, emphasis on increased fuel management activities is 
underway at a national level. This increased emphasis needs to include a thorough 
analysis of resource and human values at risk, social/economic impacts, and the health 
and viability of the ecosystem. This emphasis on increased fuel management must also 
include cooperators, such as landowners, local, state, and federal agencies, and other 
interested parties, in the planning and public education processes. 

FM4 Public Concern: The Forest Service should utilize prescribed fire as a 
management tool. 

Response: We have utilized prescribed fire for habitat enhancement and activity fuels 
reduction for the past 25 to 30 years with the annual treatment acreages increasing at a 
gradual rate. We have long realized the importance of carefully applied prescribed fire in 
resource management activities and we hope to continue the use of prescribed fire while 
maintaining the cooperative management climate with our local, state, and federal 
cooperators, as well as those that may be impacted with smoke emissions. 

FM5 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the effects of Wilderness 
designation on fire control. 

Response: We must adhere to all applicable regulations and policies stipulated by the 
Secretary of Agriculture and the Chief of the Forest Service with regard to fire 
management within congressionally designated wilderness. Chapter 3, Topic 5, Part 3—
Wilderness of the FEIS states that “…the forces of nature (fire, insects, and disease, 
among many other phenomena) should be allowed to play a role in wilderness without 
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intervention, as long as they do not threaten resources and properties outside the 
wilderness boundary.” In Chapter 3, Section 7 of the FEIS, existing wilderness and 
recommended wilderness are displayed as “Category D,” where fire is managed to 
achieve the desired future condition for designated areas with health and safety 
considerations also taken into account. The fire management category assigned to any 
newly designated wilderness area will not automatically be a “D.” The category assigned 
will reflect the management objectives for that particular area as well as the need to 
consider human health and safety. 

FM6 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt the fire management 
protocols discussed in Alternative D. 

Response: The Forest Service will analyze and consider the fire management protocols 
discussed in each alternative. A decision to select one alternative will be based on a 
variety of factors including the effects of that decision on the agencies ability to manage 
fuels and fire effectively. 

FM7 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise fire management plans. 
Response: We updates our fire management plan and associated annual operating plans 
with cooperating agencies on an annual basis. Once the 2002 Forest Plan is approved, the 
annual update to the fire management plan will reflect the direction contained within it. 

FM8 Public Concern: Single-track trails should be kept open as a means of access in 
fire emergencies. 

Response: We recognize existing roads and trails may allow increased access for fire 
suppression forces, although we and our interagency fire suppression partners utilize not 
only ground-based firefighting forces but also those delivered by aircraft. The use of 
these forces is often dictated by the local, regional, and national fire situation, weather 
conditions, and availability of suppression resources. Chapter 3, Part 3, Section 5—
Wilderness of the FEIS recognizes that travel corridors such as trails can have both 
positive and negative impacts to the fire management program. Access routes can 
facilitate travel for emergency personnel, and may increase human use which improves 
the detection and reporting of fires. With increased human use however, human-caused 
fire incidents will also increase. Effects on fire management resulting from closures or 
other proposed changes to trail systems will be analyzed on a case-by-case basis as part 
of the site-specific analysis of such proposed actions. 

FM9 Public Concern: The FEIS should not create fuel breaks through deforestation. 
Response: Fuel breaks are generally not suitable for implementation on the White River 
National Forest because they are relatively ineffective in the fuel models of the forested 
areas common to this area of Colorado and are often expensive to create and maintain. 
Despite the expense of creating and maintaining fuel breaks, we recognize that there are 
instances where fuel breaks can provide a measure of protection for high value areas such 
as homes, municipal watersheds, developed campgrounds, or other significant 
investements. Specific approaches to fuel management are not prescribed in the 2002 
Forest Plan. As discussed in Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 7—Fire Management of 
the FEIS, we will base decisions on whether to implement fuel load reduction treatments 
on the resistance to control of the particular vegetation type, the likelihood of 
experiencing a fire, and the values that might be lost to a wildfire. When potential for loss 
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of value to wildfire justifies the cost of implementing the treatment, we consider hazard 
fuel reduction to be a cost-effective management treatment. The particular manner in 
which we create a fuel break will be addressed in site-specific analysis conducted for the 
proposed project and is not prescribed in the 2002 Forest Plan. 

FM10 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the effect of fire 
management and prolonged drought on new fire management plans. 

Response: Management activities and climatic factors are integral components of any 
fire management decision. We utilize several drought indicators when making decisions 
on the appropriate management response to wildland fires and implementing prescribed 
fire. The decision process for each application of fire on the landscape requires the 
agency to evaluate land management activities as well as natural phenomena, such as 
drought and insect and disease outbreaks. 

FM11 Public Concern: The plan should analyze the compliance of the FEIS with 
the Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy. 

Response: We manage all wildland fire in accordance with appropriate policies and 
regulations, including the Forest Service Manual and the Federal Wildland Fire 
Management Policy. In addition, we operate under a forest-specific fire management plan 
that is updated annually and accurately depicts additions, deletions, and amendments to 
the Forest Service Manual and associated Forest Service Handbooks. 

FM12 Public Concern: The FEIS should not state that forest openings created by 
logging reduce fire spread. 

Response: Forest openings created by logging may or may not contribute to a reduction 
in fire spread depending on a number of variables including pre-harvest forest condition, 
post-harvest forest condition, harvest system used, and climate patterns. FEIS Chapter 3, 
Topic 1, Part 3, Section 7—Fire Management recognizes that post-logging residues can 
increase forest flammability if left untreated. The FEIS also recognizes that openings in 
the forest canopy can reduce fire’s ability to transition from a surface fire to a crown fire 
thus reducing spread rates and spread distance over time. We recognize that fire behavior 
is a variable phenomenon and forest management practices can affect the environmental 
factors that influence a given fire’s spread and intensity in a variety of ways. Forest-wide, 
fuels, topographic, and climatic conditions vary considerably and do not lend themselves 
well to large, landscape-scale analysis. Because of the variability of these factors and the 
diverse manner in which they affect fire behavior, we initiate a thorough analysis of fuels 
and fire behavior on a site-specific basis during specific project planning. 

FM13 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the effects of road 
density on fire frequency. 

Response: There is little correlation between road density and fire frequency on the 
White River National Forest within the last 30 years. Fire records from 1970 to 1999 
indicate 1,122 fires occurred on National Forest System lands managed by the White 
River National Forest—the majority of these fires were not directly associated with roads 
or road use. Although road use and fire prevention are key components to land 
management decisions, the current and projected use of forest roads and trails does not 
indicate a significant wildfire threat that needs to be addressed in a forest plan document. 
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The issue of road density and fire risk is a site-specific criterion to be addressed during 
individual project analysis. 

FM14 Public Concern: The Forest Service should demonstrate proper fuel and 
vegetation management to homeowners. 

Response: We and our interagency fire management partners recognize and stress 
firefighter and public safety above all else. Research has shown, however, that the most 
important zone to consider when designing protection plans for home sites is in the 
immediate vicinity of the home. In the cumulative effects section of the FEIS in Chapter 
3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 7—Fire Management, we recognize that the public must 
shoulder some, if not most, of the responsibility for protecting their homes from wildfire. 
We actively pursue partnerships in all phases of fire management, including fuels 
management. As a service agency, we work with state and local cooperators to encourage 
landowners to utilize “fire-wise” landscaping practices. Through federal grants, the we 
lend expertise in planning vegetation treatments as well as financial assistance to 
homeowners who wish employ “fire-wise” landscaping, in conjunction with the Colorado 
State Forest Service. 

FM15 Public Concern: The FEIS should disclose the ecological and environmental 
effects from the commitment to future fire suppression. 

Response: In many cases, the forested lands of the White River National Forest are still 
within the historic range of variability (HRV) and have been relatively unchanged due to 
fire suppression. The lower elevation shrub and piñon-juniper woodlands, however, may 
have already moved outside the HRV because of fire suppression actions taken over the 
last 80 to 100 years. It is clear that emphasis on returning these lands to a more natural 
fire cycle is important; however, these decisions must be tempered with the realization 
that these vegetative types are frequently adjacent to high value private properties and 
watersheds where the implementation of a natural fire program is not feasible. In these 
areas, other management actions may be required rather than returning fire to the 
ecosystem through the use of prescribed or naturally occurring fires. 

We utilize fuel treatments in addition to fire suppression to manage wildland fire within 
National Forest System lands. Fire suppression levels are expected to remain the same 
because the numbers of ignitions that have historically occurred on the Forest are not 
expected to change significantly. Alternative suppression actions may change depending 
upon various conditions found across the landscape as well as safety considerations, fuel 
types, climatic conditions, and proximity to private lands. While the number of 
suppression actions will likely remain the same; the level of suppression action is 
variable—ranging from aggressive control actions to limit size and resource impacts to 
allowing fire to play a natural role in the ecosystem. These decisions will be guided in 
principle by appropriate agency policy, guidelines, and resource management plan 
direction as set fourth in the 2002 Forest Plan. The driving forces in determining the 
appropriate management response include weather, drought conditions, the regional, and 
national fire situation, and other factors that can only be determined when a given fire is 
discovered. We decide how to respond to a particular ignition only after a fire is detected 
and an initial analysis is completed. We then document the decision to allow a fire to 
burn to achieve resource objectives in a fire-specific Wildland Fire Implementation Plan. 
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FM16 Public Concern: The FEIS should provide predictions of fire events for each 
alternative. 

Response: The ignition rate of wildland fires for the White River National Forest is 
relatively low when compared to other national forests. It is difficult to model fires and 
acreages burned by alternative when an annual average of only 45 fires are detected on 
the forest, with at least one-third of those fires started by lightning. In addition, the fire 
management emphasis components for each alternative are relatively similar, thereby 
reducing the value of comparing alternatives with respect to fire management. We utilize 
various analysis tools to manage wildland fires that occur within existing and approved 
wildland fire use areas or for performing risk assessments on site-specific area plans. As 
stated in the FEIS Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3, Section 7—Fire Management, fire 
occurance, either by lightning or human causes, is difficult to predict. There are models 
in development that may someday allow us to provide such predictions for a variety of 
alternatives, however at present there are no accepted methods for predicting the 
occurance of future fire events over the scale of an entire forest, thus it is not yet within 
the capabilities of science to attempt such prognostications. 

FM17 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use fire ecology when developing 
fire management plans and prescriptions. 

Response: Fire ecology is probably the most important criterion in the development of 
fire management plans, including fuels treatment implementation plans. During 
formulation of burn plans and other site-specific vegetation treatments, we consider the 
ecology of the plant and animal species involved, along with the effects of fire on those 
species, and design prescriptions with fire effects and ecology in mind. 

FM18 Public Concern: The FEIS should disclose how fire management plans will 
restore and protect fire dependent communities. 

Response: We do not intend to suppress all wildland fires; rather we intend to utilize a 
mix of fire suppression, prescribed fire, and wildland fire to manage fires on the 
landscape. In some cases, such as areas where significant human development has 
occurred, fire suppression is the only viable option left. In other cases, the use of 
prescribed fire and wildland fire use will be the preferred options; however, these must be 
performed with care and thorough planning. Our Fire Management Plan is annually 
updated and is governed by the overall management theme of the 2002 Forest Plan, as are 
the site-specific area fire use plans that govern the use of unplanned ignitions to achieve 
resource objectives including restoration and maintenance of fire adapted ecosystems. 
We may also use prescribed fire as well as mechanical vegetation treatments to achieve 
resource objectives such as restoration of fire-adapted ecosystems. Proposed treatments 
will undergo the appropriate level of environmental analysis including intra/interagency 
coordination, public notification, and public comment. The purpose of the FEIS and the 
2002 Forest Plan is not to provide specifics for management, but rather guidance for 
formulation of those operational plans. We outline the specifics of how the restoration or 
protection of fire-adapted ecosystems will actually be achieved in fire management plans 
as well as in the site-specific analysis and implementation plans created for proposed 
treatment areas. 
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TOPIC 2 
TRAVEL MANAGEMENT 
Part 1—Travel Management and Infrastructure 

General 

TM1 Public Concern: The White River National Forest infrastructure standards 
should be expanded. 

Response: We determined that not every management area required a road density 
standard in order to implement or achieve the desired future condition. Some 
management areas do, however, have road density standards. In addition, all forest-wide 
standards and guidelines (2002 Forest Plan Chapter 2) must be applied to projects—
including the infrastructure direction (road and trail management) and wildlife 
management. 

In management area prescription 5.43 (Elk habitat) there is a guideline “1. Travelways 
open to motorized travel will not exceed an average travelway density of one-half mile 
per square mile during seasonal periods when the area is designated for calving, 
migration, winter, or summer habitat (see Wildlife Guideline 2).” There are other 
standards and guidelines throughout the 2002 Forest Plan that specify types of roads and 
their locations in order to manage wildlife habitat. 

For all species, road density considerations are made when projects are initiated for 
additional roads, and road closures prior to any construction. Part of the NEPA process is 
for wildlife biologist to examine the impacts of the project on the wildlife and its habitat. 

Under the 2002 Forest Plan Chapter 2 – Administrative, Travel System Infrastructure, 
there is a guideline that states “3. Emphasize maintenance and reconstruction of the 
existing road and trail system to standard.” In order for this to be a standard we would 
have to have all roads and trails to standard at all times as soon as the 2002 Forest Plan 
was implemented. Although this would be ideal it is not realistic to assume all roads and 
trails can be to standard at all times due to wear and weather. It is realistic though to have 
a goal of bringing all roads and trails to standard and this is what the Forest Service tries 
to indeed achieve. 

There is no standard that applies to the posting of signs. There is however an agreement 
between the Colorado State Parks and the Forest Service in Colorado for standard signs 
to be placed at trailheads. 

TM2 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should re-word 
infrastructure standard #1. 

Response: The standard has not been changed. Monitoring is a requirement through 
Forest Service Directives. Forest Service Handbook 7309.1 – Buildings and Related 
Facilities Handbook , discusses the necessity and procedures for having a facility 
maintenance plan for each facility. 
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TM3 Public Concern: Travel Management Plan administrative Guidelines #1 and #4 
should be Standards. 

Response: Guideline #1 describes considerations for seasonal closures. This is a 
guideline because each situation that requires seasonal closure is due to unique 
characteristics. This allows managers the flexibility to apply seasonal closures as deemed 
necessary. The Guideline lists factors that managers must evaluate when considering 
seasonal closures. Guideline #4 no longer exists. It has been superceded by a new 
Standard in the 2002 Forest Plan that states, “on lands that are snow-free, motorized and 
mechanized travel will be prohibited outside of designated travelways.” Please refer to 
the 2002 Forest Plan Chapter 2 – Administrative, for the specific wording of these two 
directions. 

TM4 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should revise forest wide 
infrastructure Standard #2 to assure consistency with Standard #3 and the 
DEIS. 

Response: Infrastructure Standards #2 and #3 have been revised. For the final wording, 
please refer to the 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2 – Administrative, Standards #2 and #3. In 
particular, the phrase “Forest Visitor Map” was removed and replaced with the statement 
“on lands that are snow-free, motorized and mechanized travel will be prohibited outside 
of designated travelways.” The Forest Service in Region 2 maintains an open unless 
closed policy on designated routes (meaning routes are open to use unless they are 
specifically closed). However the Forest Service reserves the right to close routes if 
conditions warrant. 

TM5 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should eliminate travel 
management strategy 69. 

Response: This strategy was in error and will not be used in the Travel Management 
Plan. 

TM6 Public Concern: The White River National Forest travel management 
prescriptions should be finalized after selection of the final plan. 

Response: After the final management prescriptions are adopted we will prepare several 
travel management alternatives based on the 2002 Forest Plan. The travel management 
alternatives will be presented to the public in an Environmental Impact Statement. The 
travel management alternatives will either be in compliance with the 2002 Forest Plan 
management area map, or propose specific amendments to the Forest Plan. There will be 
opportunities for public involvement and comment on the Draft Travel Management 
Plan. 

TM7 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should assess sustaining or 
not sustaining the trail and road network. 

Response: The Travel Management Plan has been separated from the 2002 Forest Plan 
and will be initiated upon the approval of the 2002 Forest Plan. The road and trail 
network will be analyzed in much greater detail in the Travel Management Plan. 

Evaluating the uses and needs of each road and trail in the transportation plan determines 
the needs to sustain or not sustain certain roads and trails. Through project level, and 
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watershed evaluations roads and trails are examined for their needs and thus 
“sustainability.” 

TM8 Public Concern: The Final EIS should present additional information on 
transportation infrastructure. 

Response: All information appropriate to travel management decisions is included in the 
FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 1 – Travel Management and Infrastructure. 

TM9 Public Concern: The Travel Management Plan should consider rare plant 
species preservation. 

Response: The Travel Management Plan will consider rare plant species preservation. 
The 2002 Forest Plan restricts snow-free motorized and mechanized travel to designated 
routes. See FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 1 – Travel Management and 
Infrastructure, Resource Protection, for a discussion on the reasons pertaining to rare 
plant preservation.  

TM10Public Concern: The White River National Forest should produce travel maps 
that overlay habitat and species information. 

Response: Various assessments were performed to complete the analysis presented in 
Chapter 3 of the FEIS. Please see FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3 – Biological 
Element, for information regarding species habitat and effects on species from travel 
management activities. Unfortunately it was cost prohibitive to produce maps that 
overlay each species with travel management information. The most complete collection 
of information regarding species habitat and travel management is available from the 
wildlife biology department of the White River National Forest. 

TM11Public Concern: The travel management plan should be re-designed to 
minimize environmental damage. 

Response: A separate Travel Management Plan will be initiated upon approval of the 
2002 Forest Plan. One of the factors in the Travel Management Plan will be to look at 
roads that could be decommissioned for a variety of reasons; these include environmental 
degradation and redundancy/duplication of access. Another goal of the Travel 
Management Plan will be to designate “ways” (unclassified roads and trails) as either part 
of the system or recommended for obliteration. 

The Travel Management Plan will concentrate on the existing road and trail system. The 
objective is to examine the system in place and how to manage that system. New road 
and trail construction are done at a project level when there is a need and funding to 
produce them. Prior to construction of any new roads or trails, proposed routes are 
evaluated for alignment within the existing system and possible cumulative impacts 
within the construction corridor as well as the adjacent area. 

Further, seasonal restrictions are established in Guideline #1 of the 2002 Forest Plan 
Travel Management section (Chapter 2 – Administrative). Guideline #1 describes the 
parameters for considering seasonal restrictions based on resource conditions—including 
such factors as adverse impacts to wildlife and environmental damage. Seasonal 
restrictions will be further examined during the process of developing the Travel 
Management Plan. 
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TM12Public Concern: The White River National Forest should not equate the effects 
of roads and trails on wildlife. 

Response: There are times when it is appropriate to analyze effects of roads and trails 
together on wildlife when the overall impacts are similar, such as fragmentation, general 
disruption, and when the analysis is at a programmatic level such as this one. When a 
project (or a more specific geographic area) is examined, it is then more practical to 
include further elements in the analysis such as types of use and site-specific data. Some 
analyses do separate roads and trails when appropriate. When performing an analysis all 
elements are examined, the analysis process is then developed, then ran. Without 
knowing the specific analysis in question it is difficult to determine why the effects of 
roads and trails should or should not be separated. 

TM13Public Concern: The White River National Forest should separate uses 
temporally. –and – 

TM14Public Concern: The White River National Forest should develop mixed use 
areas. 

Response: The Travel Management Plan will be initiated upon approval of the 2002 
Forest Plan. Decisions regarding separate or concurrent use will be determined through 
site-specific analyses conducted for the Travel Management Plan. The 2002 Forest Plan 
will set the stage for the Travel Management Plan by designating management area 
allocations. Each management area is defined by prescriptions that allow certain uses (or 
mix of uses) while some also include prohibitions of specific uses. Please see the 2002 
Forest Plan (Chapter 3 – Management Area Direction) for a description of what uses are 
allowed and not allowed in each management area. 

TM15Public Concern: The White River National Forest should plan for new 
recreation technologies. 

Response: Although it is impossible for the Forest Service to predict all travel 
technology developments (and eventual level of popularity), we try to reasonably 
anticipate these trends and be responsive to public needs. Please refer to FEIS Volume 2, 
Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 1 – Travel Management and Infrastructure, Future Trends, for 
more information on our analysis. The 2002 Forest Plan restricts all mechanized and 
motorized travel to designated routes. The Forest Plan will need to be amended if 
technologies are invented that are not reasonably covered by Forest Plan’s direction for 
management of motorized or mechanized travel. 

TM16Public Concern: The White River National Forest should consider multiple 
forms of user education. – and – 

TM17Public Concern: White River National Forest user education efforts should 
focus on out of state visitors. 

Response: The Forest Service uses many methods to educate the public regarding use 
and enjoyment of National Forest System lands—including brochures, newspaper 
articles, school visits, hiking programs, TV, bulletin boards, and visitor centers both 
locally and nationally. These programs are effective and will continue to be used and 
developed. If one has a specific idea contact the public relations department of the White 
River National Forest. 
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TM18Public Concern: The White River National Forest should collaborate with 
recreation groups and the local public. 

Response: The Travel Management Plan will be initiated upon completion of the 2002 
Forest Plan. During the Travel Management planning process, forest staff will work with 
recreation groups and all other interested parties on the transportation system desired and 
necessary for the White River National Forest. Planning considerations encompass 
recreation needs, wildlife requirements, and future management of the land.  

TM19Public Concern: The White River National Forest should develop specific 
conditions for trail system partnerships with user groups. 

Response: The Forest Plan does not make any decisions directly affecting partnership 
agreements. Partnerships are expected to continue and expand when opportunities arise. 
The White River Nationa l Forest welcomes those who may be interested in trail 
partnerships. For those who may be interested please contact the Recreation department 
at the White River National Forest Supervisor’s Office. 

TM20Public Concern: White River National Forest partnerships for travel 
management funding should require long-term maintenance commitments. 

Response: Currently, we have long-term partnerships with local counties for road 
maintenance. Partnerships with user groups are each unique and address a specific set of 
issues or activities. These are done at a site-specific level, through the interested party 
and the Forest Service. 

TM21Public Concern: The White River National Forest should define “designated 
route.” 

Response: Designated routes are those routes that are numbered and classified. See the 
definition of classified road in the FEIS Volume 4, Appendix L – Glossary.  

TM22Public Concern: The Final EIS should clarify how “total system miles” are 
determined. 

Response: Total miles are determined from information based on the inventory stored in 
the INFRA-Oracle database. The FEIS Travel System tables have been corrected to be 
clearer. 

TM23Public Concern: The White River National Forest should clarify appendix O. 
Response: Appendix O is not included in the FEIS. Some form of Appendix O will be 
included in the Travel Management Plan, to be initiated upon approval of the 2002 Forest 
Plan. Any items that need to be clarified will be done. 

TM24Public Concern: The Travel Management Plan should present correct 
information in use tables. 

Response: The Travel Management Plan has been separated from the Forest Plan. Upon 
approval of the 2002 Forest Plan, we will begin work on the Travel Management Plan. 
The Travel Management Plan will contain correct information regarding roads and trails 
and uses. Travel use tables in the FEIS have been reviewed and corrected in response to 
this concern. 
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TM25Public Concern: The Final EIS should eliminate inconsistencies between 
federal law and the proposed management plan. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan cannot, and does not, change or contradict federal law. 
It is meant to implement federal law, and to provide specific direction for the White River 
National Forest. The Forest Service has interpreted laws through the directive system 
(Forest Service Manuals and Handbooks). Individual forests, such as the White River, 
implement the directive system and agency policies.  

Specifically, there is no direction in the 2002 Forest Plan that is inconsistent with the 
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, 
Topic 2, Part 3 – Special Use Authorizations, specifically mentions ANILCA and that we 
will abide by these laws and regulations. In the Preface of the 2002 Forest Plan is a 
section titled “Valid Existing Rights,” which further explains how the Forest Service will 
recognize rights.  

TM26Public Concern: The White River National Forest should ensure consistency 
between its travel management plans and those on adjacent public lands. 

Response: The Forest Service attempts to be consistent with adjacent public and private 
lands by edge matching maps, and working directly with its neighbors. However, land 
managers and private land owners frequently have different goals and objectives for the 
lands they own or administer, as well as different constituencies. In addition, these same 
lands may have considerably different physical characteristics and constraints. These 
differences frequently lead to what appear to be inconsistencies when in fact the 
differences make good sense with closer examination. The Forest Plan provides direction 
to continue to work with other government agencies, local communities, and interested 
parties on issues of concern (see 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 1, Goal 5). The Forest Service 
can only make decisions regarding National Forest System lands. In addition, the White 
River Forest Plan only pertains to the White River National Forest, not any other unit of 
the National Forest System. Coordination and planning with other national forests and 
with other agencies is an ongoing activity that will continue. 

TM27Public Concern: The Forest Service should eliminate discrepancies between 
management area allocations and winter travel management plans. 

Response: The Travel Management Plan will include area strategies and route 
designations. Both area strategies and route designation will have to be in compliance 
with management area direction in the 2002 Forest Plan. Winter travel management will 
utilize management area strategies from the selected alternative, Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum (ROS) designations, wildlife and ecological strategies. There should be no 
discrepancies between the management area allocations and winter travel management 
when it is completed. 

TM28Public Concern: The White River National Forest should correct discrepancies 
between the Draft EIS and the Land and Resource Management Plan. 

Response: For summer use (snow-free) designated routes are open for travel unless 
specifically closed. Off-road or trail travel is closed unless specifically designated as 
open. Winter use is open unless specified closed. See forest-wide standard and guidelines 
(2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2 – Administrative) for particular language that was modified 
for clarity. 
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TM29Public Concern: The White River National  Forest should consider an adequate 
range of alternatives for a site specific Travel Management Plan. 

Response: Following approval of the 2002 Forest Plan work will begin on a site-specific 
travel management plan. The Travel Management Plan will include the preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Statement that will analyze a range of alternatives as dictated by 
NEPA. All alternatives will either be in compliance with the management area and forest-
wide direction found in the 2002 Forest Plan or will initiate a Forest Plan Amendment if 
the Forest Service determines that a new direction is warranted. 

TM30Public Concern: The White River National Forest should streamline the travel 
system. 

Response: Through a subsequent Travel Management Plan, the Forest Service will 
examine the current travel system for efficency, while still providing access and 
recreation for the public and government agencies. See FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 
2, Part 1 – Travel Management and Infrastructure, Summary, National Forest Sytem 
Roads, Trails, Ways, and Environmental Consequences sections. 

TM31Public Concern: The White River National Forest should consider original 
CDOW travel management staff recommendations rather than the version 
censored by DNR. 

Response: All comments were reviewed as part of the content analysis process described 
in the beginning of this appendix. Therefore, the original Colorado Division of Wildlife 
comments and those from the Department of Natural Resources were both reviewed and 
considered. The site-specific aspects of these comments (on individual roads and trails) 
will be forwarded to the Travel Management Plan id team and district personnel. 

TM32Public Concern: The White River National Forest should incorporate travel 
suggestions from the White River Forest Alliance. 

Response: The maps and recommendations of the White River Alliance were reviewed 
and where possible incorporated into the alternatives. These will also be used after the 
2002 Forest Plan is adopted to help develop alternatives for the Travel Management Plan. 

TM33Public Concern: Designated routes should be shown on maps. 
Response: Winter travel management maps, as part of the travel management plan will 
display snowmobile routes where travel is restricted to designated routes only. 

TM34Public Concern: The White River National Forest should correct discrepancies 
between the Draft EIS and winter travel management maps. 

Response: Although not presented in the 2002 Forest Plan, any discrepancies in the draft 
will be corrected in the Travel Management Plan. The comments received on the Draft 
Forest Plan pertaining to travel management, including winter travel maps, will be 
forwarded forwarded to the Travel Management Plan ID team and considered in the 
Travel Management Plan. 
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TM35Public Concern: The White River National Forest should design improved 
Travel management maps. 

Response: Due to production costs the travel maps were limited in what could be shown 
and in the use of color. We hope to be able and produce useful maps, with more clarity 
for final production in the Travel Management Plan.  

TM36Public Concern: Errors in travel management maps should be corrected. 
Response: Maps are corrected as errors are brought to light. One has to remember a map 
represents geographic features, along with other features for reference. Scale, types of 
use, publication abilities, and mapping techniques vary from map to map. Maps do not 
set policy or boundaries; they represent these elements within the limitations of 
reproduction capabilities. Additional maps will be prepared for the Travel Management 
Plan. When it comes to mapping non-motorized and Wilderness boundaries the Forest 
Service tries to utilize topographic features that can be related to the ground. 

TM37Public Concern: The White River National Forest should ensure travel 
management maps and signs on the ground are consistent. 

Response: We will continue our current program to post signs correctly and in key 
locations, as well as to correlate maps to represent correctly what is on the ground. 

TM38Public Concern: The Forest Service should not adopt a limited use designation 
for the high country east of Breckenridge. 

Response: In the Alternative K, the preferred alternative, this area is designated to be 
1.31 (Non-motorized recreation). Please refer to the Alternative K map (2002 Forest 
Plan, Chapter 3 – Management Area Direction). This calls for roads to be converted to 
trails or closed and obliterated. We feel that this prescription fits the needs of the area 
designated backcountry recreation, non-motorized use. This does provide access—though 
non-motorized—solitude, and views of the scenery. 

TM39Public Concern: Travel management should be less restrictive in urban 
interface areas. 

Response: Some areas near urban interfaces require restrictions because of impacts to the 
area, including impacts to private land, wildlife habitat, and other resources. Each area is 
examined for its unique characteristics, and restrictions are applied if necessary.  

Section 1—Travel Access 

TM40Public Concern: Off-highway vehicle trail closures should comply with Forest 
Service standards and guidelines for early successional species.  

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan restricts snow-free motorized and mechanized travel to 
designated routes. 
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TM41Public Concern: The White River National Forest should select an alternative 
that respects the rights of the disabled. – and – 

TM42Public Concern: The White River National Forest should ensure access to the 
elderly and disabled by developing multiple forms of access. 

Response: OHV access for persons with disabilities was defined in a recent document 
produced by Janet Zeller, Interim National Accessibility Program Manager. “There is no 
legal requirements to permit a person with disability to utilize an OHV in any area that 
restricts or prohibits OHV use under the Forest Plan or the Forest Travel 
Plan/Transportation Plan.” The rules for off road travel or restricted areas for motorized 
travel apply to all equally. As far as providing recreational experiences for disabled or 
elderly persons, the Forest Service is very committed to constructing facilities, trails, and 
having areas available for people to experience opportunities on the Forest. Wheelchairs 
are not limited to designated routes. Wheelchairs are free to go anywhere on the White 
River National Forest. In all management areas in which motorized uses are prohibited, 
an exception is made for users of motorized wheelchairs. The same applies for 
mechanized wheelchairs. See 2002 Forest Plan Preface. 

TM43Public Concern: Motorized tours for the elderly and handicapped should be the 
only form of motorized travel allowed on the White River National Forest. 

Response: The Forest Service mission is one of providing for use of a forest’s multiple 
resources. Therefore, we will not completely eliminate motorized vehicle use from the 
White River National Forest, but try to provide an environmentally sound opportunity for 
such use. 

TM44Public Concern: The White River National Forest should evaluate the social 
justice issues surrounding motorized and non-motorized recreation 
opportunities. 

Response: The Communities section of FEIS Volume 2 (Chapter 3, Topic 7) discusses in 
great detail the values of the population. While recreation is an important value, the most 
important value was “to protect the forest environments and everything that lives in 
them,” next listed was to have forests for future generations. The Forest Service seeks a 
balance to accomplish these goals and the goal of providing recreation. Part of this 
balance is to provide for both motorized and non-motorized opportunities while 
protecting the elements that make up the White River National Forest. The White River 
National Forest does provide an extensive road and trail system for motorized use. 
Environmental justice was analyzed in the FEIS—see Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 7, Part 
1, Section 2 – Economics, for this information. Recreation demand was considered in 
FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 3 – Recreation. 

TM45Public Concern: The White River National Forest should support mass transit 
to provide recreation opportunities on the national forest. 

Response: Mass transit is an issue that encompasses many agencies, governments, 
communities, and corporations. One example of mass transit use all ready permited on 
the forest is the RTD bus access to Maroon Bells in the summer. The White River 
National Forest would look at each situation for proposed mass transit access and 
evaluate them as they are proposed. This type of use is done through special use permits 
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or agreements. For further information contact the Agreement Specialist at the White 
River National Forest Supervisor’s Office. 

TM46Public Concern: The White River National Forest should maintain motorized 
access for forest management. 

Response: The Forest Service is able to manage lands where motorized access is not 
allowed. Use of mules, horses and foot travel are modes of travel used by our employees 
who need access to execute land management. Wilderness areas require different types of 
management practices than areas outside of Wilderness. There are provisions in place 
that allow special permissions to be granted for permittees and administration access 
when deemed necessary. The White River National Forest does and will continue to 
provide motorized access as a condition of certain permits for specified permit 
administration activities. Selection of areas where this use is allowed is based on need, 
environmental protection, ability for maintenance, and a balance of uses.  

TM47Public Concern: The Final EIS should include a standard that prohibits 
motorized access from private roads. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan (Chapter 2, Section 5 – Administrative) dictates that 
during snow-free periods motorized access from private roads will be restricted to 
designated roads and trails. 

TM48Public Concern: The White River National Forest should consider 
implementing a “closed unless posted open” policy. 

Response: The Forest Service in Region 2 maintains an open unless closed policy for use 
of designated routes. However the Forest Service reserves the right to close routes if 
conditions warrant. Both the 2002 Forest Plan and FEIS reflect this policy (2002 Forest 
Plan, Chapter 2 – Administrative, Standard #2 or #3; FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, 
Part 1 – Travel Management and Infrastructure, Environmental Consquenses and 
Resource Protection. 

TM49Public Concern: The White River National Forest should keep roads and trails 
open for emergency response. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan (Chapter 2 – Administrative, Standard #4) establishes a 
road closure exception for emergency purposes. All road closures (including those within 
wilderness areas) allow access for emergency response with permission. Negotiated 
agreements between the Forest Service and county sheriff departments address this issue 
to ensure timely responses. 

TM50Public Concern: White River National Forest motorized restrictions should be 
implemented gradually. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan outlines both motorized access restrictions and 
opportunities on the White River National Forest. Implementation for some of the roads 
and trails will be implemented at the signing of the Record of Decision with a subsequent 
travel order. The travel management plan will go further to define at a site-specific level 
travel uses on the roads and trails and areas in the forest. 
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TM51Public Concern: The White River National Forest should increase semi-
primitive motorized opportunities. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan designates areas for semi-primitive motorized access as 
well as designating semi-primitive non-motorized areas. A comparison of semi-primitive 
opportunities is presented in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 3, Part 1 – Recreation 
Management. The Forest Service seeks to provide a wide variety and reasonable balance 
of recreational experiences. 

TM52Public Concern: The Final EIS should include Standards and Guidelines for 
regulating motorized access. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan (Chapter 2 – Administrative, Infrastructure) contains 
forest-wide Standards and Guidelines specific to travel on the White River National 
Forest. The infrastructure sections of the 2002 Forest Plan (Chapter 3 – Management 
Area Direction) present additional information for each management area prescription 
and also contain the forest-wide Standards and Guidelines previously mentioned. 

TM53Public Concern: The White River National Forest should consider the 
appropriate level of restriction for motorized travel.  

Response: In the 2002 Forest Plan the Forest Service presents Standards and Guidelines 
that outline programmatic levels of uses and restrictions for travel (Chapter 2 – 
Administrative, Infrastructure). This system allows for various uses in appropriate 
settings and manners, while providing for ways to minimize impacts due to these uses. 

TM54Public Concern: The White River National Forest should consider restricting 
motorized travel from specific areas. 

Response: In completeing the 2002 Forest Plan, many factors were considered in 
designating management area allocations. Whether or not motorized use is compatible 
with the primary resource objectives for an area was one of the factors in these 
considerations. Other factors included historical use, proximity to other features, other 
management needs for access, etc. In some cases it is appropriate to have multiple 
designations for one area. 

Some areas adjacent to the wilderness are allocated to non-motorized management 
prescriptions. In particular, some of these areas are designated as roadless. A very small 
percentage of areas adjacent to the wilderness are allocated to motorized management 
prescriptions to allow wilderness access for authorized activities. 

TM55Public Concern: The White River National Forest should allow motorized 
travel.  

Response: Existing travel management policies allow some off-road travel. This practice 
has resulted in the creation of many miles of non-system roads and trails. The 2002 
Forest Plan restricts travel to designated routes in an attempt to reduce resource damage 
while maintaining the motorized recreation experience. The Forest Service maintains 
over 2000 miles of motorized routes on the White River National Forest to provide for 
motorized recreation opportunities. The Forest Service acknowledges the necessity to 
provide for motorized use and will continue to do so as long such use coincides with 
resource protection objectives and other legitimate forest uses. 
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TM56Public Concern: The White River National Forest should ensure compliance 
with 36 CFR 261 and 295 and Executive Order 11989. 

Response: The White River National Forest does comply and will continue to comply 
with 36 CFR 261, 295 and EO 11989. Under the selected alternative there will be no off-
road motorized or mechanized travel unless approved with a special order. See 2002 
Forest Plan, Chapter 2 – Adminstrative. 

TM57Public Concern: The White River National Forest should require mufflers and 
spark arrestors for motorized vehicles. 

Response: 36 CFR 261.52 states, “Fire. When provided by an order the following are 
prohibited: (j) Operating or using any internal or external compustion engine without a 
spark arresting devise properly install, maintained and in effective working order …” 
Therefore a fire order would be required to implement this concern. 

TM58Public Concern: The White River National Forest should restrict travel in 
specific areas to designated routes only. 

Response: The 2002 Foret Plan establishes a forest-wide Standard (Chapter 2 – 
Administrative) that restricts all motorized and mechanized travel to designated routes 
during snow free periods. Please refer to the 2002 Forest Plan for the exact wording and 
context. 

TM59Public Concern: The White River National Forest should ban motorized off-
road travel in environmentally sensitive areas. – and – 

TM60Public Concern: The White River National Forest should adopt forestwide 
infrastructure standard #3 for motorized and mechanized travel. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan establishes a forest-wide Standard (Chapter 2 – 
Administrative) that restricts all motorized and mechanized travel to designated routes 
during snow free periods. Please refer to the 2002 Forest Plan for the exact wording and 
context. In addition, please refer to FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 1 – Travel 
Management and Infrastructure, Resource Protection Measures) for additional 
information supporting the Forest Plan’s restrictions on off-road travel. 

TM61Public Concern: The Final EIS should provide more information on illegal off-
road travel.  

Response: White River National Forest law enforcement officials maintain records for 
tickets issued due to illegal off-road travel. Evidence of non-system roads are revealed 
through the tracks and roadways left behind that were never constructed under Forest 
Service instruction and are not part of the inventory. The FEIS does not direct much 
discussion on the illegal use of off-road travel. It is felt that management practices should 
be based on science and the best use of the land to serve the public; not based on those 
who violate the rules and laws.  

TM62Public Concern: The White River National Forest should create a “Rules of the 
Forest” booklet so car manufacturers can discourage off-road travel. 

Response: This concern is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. Such activities would be 
approached through a national Forest Service initiative—not the individual forest 
planning process. However, it should be noted that there are ongoing public relations 
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activities regarding travel and use of National Forest System lands. One can contact the 
public relations department on the White River National Forest to see what more can be 
done. 

TM63Public Concern: The White River National Forest should restrict aircraft. 
Response: This concern is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. The Forest Plan does not 
contain any specific direction regarding aircraft restrictions. However, there are other 
sources for direction on aircraft management such as law, regulation, and policy. Please 
contact the Federal Aviation Administration for more information. 

TM64Public Concern: The White River National Forest should develop a limited 
number of off-road fee areas. 

Response: This is not a programmatic designation. However, this is an idea that may be 
able to be carried forth through a special use permit, if someone proposed such an action. 
An administrative decision would need to be conducted through the NEPA process. This 
would need to be presented to the recreation staff of the White River National Forest, and 
the effected Ranger District. 

TM65Public Concern: The White River National Forest should allow off road 
vehicles. 

Response: In response to user expectations and resource protection needs, the 2002 
Forest Plan establishes a forest-wide Standard (Chapter 2 – Administrative) that restricts 
all motorized and mechanized travel to designated routes during snow free periods. 
Therefore, the 2002 Forest Plan provides for OHV, ATV, motorcycle, and 4-wheel drive 
use on designated routes. This travel system can be maintained to minimize 
environmental damage from these uses while providing a variety of recreational 
experiences. 

For more information supporting the decision to limit vehicle use to roads and trails 
please refer to FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2 – Travel Management, Resource 
Mitigation. 

TM66Public Concern: The White River National Forest should fully evaluate 
potential negative economic impacts from closing roads and trails. 

Response: The Travel Management Plan will be initiated upon approval of the 2002 
Forest Plan. The Travel Management Plan will contain specific information regarding 
road management, including road and trail closures. We intend to develop an 
Environmental Impact Statement to analyze the effects of travel management alternatives 
as part of the Travel Management Plan. Such an EIS would include an economic impact 
analysis. Moreover, there will be public involvement and comment opportunities on this 
analysis.  

TM67Public Concern: The White River National Forest should conduct a full NEPA 
analysis on the impact of off-road travel by motorized vehicles. 

Response: For a discussion of the rationale for the decision to restrict motorized vehicles 
to roads and trails see FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 1 – Travel Management 
and Infrastructure, Resource Protection. Scientific studies currently available, public 
response to this plan, current trends and directions, current practices, and authoritative 
consensus led to the selected Alternative which restricts snow-free motorized and 
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mechanized travel to designated routes. Alternatives were presented in this NEPA 
process that allowed or did not allow off-road travel. For a discussion of how motorized 
use pertains to roadless areas and eligibility for recommended wilderness see FEIS 
Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 4 – Roadless Area Management and Recommended 
Wilderness, and FEIS Volume 4, Appendix C – Roadless Areas. 

TM68Public Concern: The White River National Forest should concentrate use to 
minimize the effects of recreational activities. 

Response: The staff of the White River National Forest conducted extensive planning for 
all types of recreation that occur on the White River National Forest. Some uses are best 
served in a concentrated area while others require more areas and separation. Some 
recreationalists prefer an isolated experience, while others like to be around others in a 
group. The Forest Service tries to accommodate both. Impacts from recreation would 
have to be examined before saying which would be better, to spread the use out or 
concentrate it and highly impact one area. Also different uses are condusive to 
concentrations such as downhill skiing, while others such as hiking may be best spread 
out. 

TM69Public Concern: The White River National Forest should enforce the 
regulations already in place. 

Response: The Forest Service enforces existing laws and regulations through law 
enforcement officials and forest personnel. Travel management decisions, similar to all 
other decisions made in the Forest Plan, are based on a variety of factors, including 
public use and expectations, resource protection, species habitat, and compliance with 
applicable directions, not to punish many for the abuses of a few.  

The White River National Forest will continue working to prevent violations through 
partnerships with user groups, providing education materials and signs to the public, as 
well as through law enforcement activities. 

TM70Public Concern: The White River National Forest should periodically 
reevaluate closures. 

Response: The staff of the White River National Forest currently evaluates closures on a 
continual basis to ensure both compliance with the closure and that reasons for the 
closure remain valid. Some closures require more frequent evaluations than others. 
Evaluations are based on the reasons for the closure (ie. range, wildlife, vegetation, slope 
stability, etc). 

TM71Public Concern: The White River National Forest should require easily visible 
OHV user ID tags. 

Response: Registration of vehicles is a requirement of the State of Colorado, not the 
Forest Service.  
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TM72Public Concern: White River National Forest monitoring and enforcement 
safeguards should be in place to prevent the spread of weeds before OHV 
use is permitted. 

Response: We currently have a weed program that monitors, treats, and regulates the 
spread of noxious weeds on the White River National Forest. See FEIS Volume 2, 
Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 3 – Noxious Weeds. 

TM73Public Concern: The White River National Forest should consider alternative 
methods of law enforcement. 

Response: Laws, penalties, and enforcement methods are based on federal laws and 
policies adopted at a national level. In addition, we try to educate the public as to the laws 
and regulations on National Forest System lands, work cooperatively with recreation 
groups and clubs to educate and have the members help spread the word, and provide 
appropriate materials such as brochures and literature, on use areas.  

TM74Public Concern: The White River National Forest should prevent road closures 
mandated by other agencies. 

Response: Federal agencies may request road closures and comment on Forest Service 
proposals. Other federal agencies cannot, however, mandate road closures on NFS lands. 

TM75Public Concern: The White River National Forest should not close the Maroon 
Bells trails. 

Response: The Maroon Bells trails will remain open in the selected alternative. See the 
management area map of Alternative K (2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 3 – Management Area 
Direction) for the management areas in the Maroon Bells Wilderness. 

TM76Public Concern: The White River National Forest should eliminate all wheeled 
vehicles from trails. 

Response: Wheeled vehicles are and will continue to be allowed on trails specified for 
the particular type of use such as ATV, bicycle, and motorcycle. The Forest Service 
provides for many types of recreation. These trails are designed and to be maintained for 
these uses. It allows for these types of experiences for these types of recreation. Please 
see FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 3 – Recreation Management, for more information. 

TM77Public Concern: The White River National Forest should rotate open and 
closed areas. 

Response: It would be difficult logistically to rotate open and closed areas annually or 
daily. This would require changing signs, educating people, new maps and heavy law 
enforcement.  

TM78Public Concern: The White River National Forest should not restrict motorized 
travel during hunting season. 

Response: National Forest restrictions on travel are designed to protect National Forest 
System resources. Please see FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 1 – Travel 
Management and Infrastructure, Resource Protection, for more information. Protected 
resources include many elements such as soil, water, air, and wildlife. 
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TM79Public Concern: The White River National Forest should restrict motorized 
travel during hunting season. 

Response: By restricting vehicles to designated routes, and in some areas having 
seasonal restrictions coupled with improved hardening of roads and drainage, the White 
River National Forest hopes to reduce and in some cases eliminate the resource damage 
that has occurred in the past. See FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 1 – Travel 
Management and Infrastructure, Resource Protection, for more information. 

TM80Public Concern: The White River National Forest should develop a 
comprehensive motorized vehicle management plan. 

Response: The Travel Management Plan included in the Draft Forest Plan has been 
separated from the 2002 Forest Plan as a result of public comment requesting that the two 
process be separated. Please see FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 1 – Travel 
Management and Infrastructure, Abstract, for more information. A new Travel 
Management Plan, therefore, will be initiated upon approval of the 2002 Forest Plan. The 
Travel Management Plan will analyze management options for all roads, trails, and 
vehicle use on the White River National Forest. The comments received on the travel 
management issue during the comment period on the Draft Forest Plan will be forwarded 
to the Travel Management Plan ID team and considered accordingly.  

TM81Public Concern: The White River National Forest should develop a trail 
network for motorcycles. 

Response: We recognize the need for single -track opportunities. Currently, we do 
provide roads and trails for motorcycles and mountain bikes; nevertheless, these roads 
and trails are used for other types of recreation. The system currently in place is 
hierarchical in order to maximize use. Numbers and amount of use is going to increase 
over time. To provide trails for a single use may or may not be practical. This will have to 
be examined in the future as use increases.  

Consideration of single -track trails will be part of the analysis done for the Travel 
Management Plan. When the Travel Management Plan is drafted, single -track trails will 
be considered in accordance with the direction in the 2002 Forest Plan. There will be 
public comment and involvement opportunities to review the Travel Management Plan, 
including how the issue of single -track trails is addressed. Single -track systems, like other 
management activities, will have to meet all other applicable direction in the 2002 Forest 
Plan. 

TM82Public Concern: The White River National Forest should consider the 
environmental impacts of motorized travel restrictions on the Gunnison 
National Forest. 

Response: When developing the alternative prescription maps we did examine how the 
neighboring forests manage their land. When the Travel Management Plan is initiated, 
individual roads that cross from one forest to another, or to other federal lands, will be 
examined. 
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TM83Public Concern: The White River National Forest should emphasize retention 
of high maintenance routes over high-clearance four wheel drive routes. 

Response: Decisions on which roads to decommission are based on many factors—use, 
need, cost, and duplication, to name a few. It is likely that more of the lower standard, 
closed or unused routes, or unclassified routes will be the priority for closure.  

Passenger routes (collector and arterial routes) provide access to key areas in the forest. It 
is unlikely these would be targeted for closure. The FEIS states: “These roads (ML 3-5) 
will continue to be managed for public access with passenger cars. Any future changes to 
the existing system would only occur through the issuance of a subsequent decision 
document.” (FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 1 – Travel Management and 
Infrastructure) 

TM84Public Concern: The FLRMP should clarify that the “closed unless posted 
open” policy does not apply to foot and horse travel. 

Response: There is no forest-wide restriction on foot and horse travel. Foot and horse 
travel is allowed forest-wide on and off trails with very few site-specific restrictions for 
wildlife or administrative reasons. 

TM85Public Concern: The White River National Forest should keep short spur roads 
open for hunting access. 

Response: Evaluations of short spur roads will be made as part of the Travel 
Management Plan, to be initiated upon approval of the 2002 Forest Plan. Some of these 
small spurs may remain open and become part of the transportation system, others may 
be closed depending upon the site-specific conditions of the road and resulting analysis. 

Winter Motorized Access 

TM86Public Concern: The White River National Forest should keep specific areas 
open to winter motorized travel. 

Response: Both the 2002 Forest Plan and Final EIS designate, through management area 
prescriptions and Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) classifications, the areas that 
are subject to open or restricted winter motorized travel. Other factors will be examined, 
such as lynx habitat, topology, and so forth in the Travel Management Plan. Certain areas 
will then be designated open to motorized travel. There will be opportunity for public 
comment on specific areas of concern during the travel management plan process. All 
comments on specific areas during the 2002 Forest Plan process will be carried forward. 

TM87Public Concern: Snowmobile access should be restricted in the proposed Forest 
Plan Amendment. 

Response: Both the 2002 Forest Plan and FEIS designate, through management area 
prescriptions and Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) classifications, the areas that 
are subject to open or restricted winter motorized travel. Other factors will be examined, 
such as lynx habitat, topology, and so forth in the Travel Management Plan. Certain areas 
will then be designated open to motor ized travel. There will be opportunity for public 
comment on specific areas of concern during the travel management plan process. All 
comments on specific areas during the 2002 Forest Plan process will be carried forward. 
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TM88Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide evidence that snowmobiling 
interferes with forest carnivore management before restricting access.  

Response: Many studies have been conducted to come to the conclusions presented in 
the 2002 Forest Plan and FEIS. See FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2, Section 3 
– Species Level Assessment for further information. Also there are references available 
through the wildlife biology department on the White River National Forest. 

TM89Public Concern: The White River National Forest should clarify “limited 
winter motorized” in the 5.42 management prescriptions. 

Response: Under the 5.42 prescription “over the snow vehicles use is restricted to 
designated routes”. (2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 3 – Management Area Direction, 5.42). In 
areas designated 5.42 (Bighorn sheep habitat), motorized winter travel will only be 
allowed on on designated routes. These routes will be defined in the Travel Management 
Plan, winter travel portion. 

TM90Public Concern: The White River National Forest should allow winter 
motorized travel. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan land allocation prescriptions designate areas for winter 
motorized use as well as winter non-motorized use. This is intended to give all winter 
users places to recreate on the Forest. Winter motorized travel opportunities will be 
analyzed in more detail through the Travel Management Plan—to be initiated upon 
approval of the 2002 Forest Plan. The 2002 Forest Plan, however, sets the stage for 
winter motorized and non-motorized opportunities. Please refer to FEIS Volume 2, 
Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 1 – Travel Management and Infrastructure, for more 
information. 

TM91Public Concern: The White River National Forest should restrict snowmobile 
use in management area 8.25 and adjacent to wilderness. 

Response: Snowmobile use is not allowed for general public use within ski area special 
use permit allocations. The reason is for public safety. Snowmobile use is allowed in 
some areas adjacent to wilderness and not others. Allocations are based on factors such as 
terrain, traditional use, habitat interaction, ecological factors, and with thought to 
providing a variety of snowmobile recreation opportunities to the public. 

TM92Public Concern: The White River National Forest should concentrate 
snowmobile use. 

Response: The Forest Service has determined that it is appropriate to concentrate 
snowmobile use in some areas while allowing open snowmobile travel in other areas. The 
2002 Forest Plan (Chapter 3 – Management Area Direction) sets the stage for winter 
recreation through management area allocation and direction. Further analysis can be 
found in the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 3 – Recreation Management and Topic 2 – 
Travel Management and Infrastructure. Allocations are based on factors such as terrain, 
traditional use, habitat interaction, ecological factors, and with thought to providing a 
variety of snowmobile recreation opportunities to the public. There will be areas of 
winter motorized use and areas of winter non-motorized use designated through 
management prescription allocations, Recration Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) 
classifications, and the subsequent Travel Management Plan. 
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TM93Public Concern: The White River National Forest should ban all winter 
motorized travel except emergency vehicles. 

Response: Snowmobile use, along with many other recreational uses, is and will 
continue to be an allowed form of recreation on the White River National Forest. The 
White River National Forest provides many types of recreational opportunities, one of 
them being snowmobile use. There will be areas of winter motorized use and areas of 
winter non-motorized use designated through management prescription allocations, 
Recration Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) classifications, and the subsequent Travel 
Management Plan. This will allow a person to experience motorized or non-motorized 
recreation in winter and in so doing serve the majority of the public. 

TM94Public Concern: Forestwide infrastructure Standard #3 should state that 
snowmobile use is prohibited unless specifically allowed. 

Response: The standard reads, “Motor vehicles designated for over-snow use are 
permitted:” and lists the areas it is allowed. (2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, Standard 3). 
The standard also makes it clearer to the public where the White River National Forest is 
allowing this use. Do do the opposite would be difficult to clarify. In the travel 
management plan there will be areas and routes designated for winter motorized travel. 

TM95Public Concern: The White River National Forest should restrict off-road 
travel by snow depth. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan does not establish restrictions to snowmobile use based 
on snow depth. The Forest Service has determined, due to the varying site-specific 
conditions and snowfall patterns on the White River National Forest, that such 
restrictions would not be practical. 

TM96Public Concern: The White River National Forest should establish speed limits 
for snowmobiles. 

Response: This is not the type of decision made in the Forest Plan, however it could be 
considered for individual areas or site-specific conditions at a later time. This decision 
would have to involve the Ranger District(s), road management, legal enforcers, and the 
public. A compelling need, study, and implementation would have to be conducted. 

Non-Motorized Access 

TM97Public Concern: White River National Forest trails that parallel highways 
should be kept open to bicycles. 

Response: Where it is possible, the Forest Service seeks to maintain bicycle access on 
trails that parallel highways. However, legal restrictions sometimes supersede Forest 
Service jurisdiction in these matters. These restrictions include private property rights, 
Wilderness statutes, competing public right-of-ways, and the potential for adverse 
environmental impacts.  
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TM98Public Concern: The White River National Forest should restrict mountain 
bikes. – and – 

TM99Public Concern: The White River National Forest should restrict mountain 
bikes to specific areas. – and – 

TM100 The White River National Forest should restrict mountain bikes to roads. 
Response: Mountain bikes are a popular recreational use and will continue to be allowed 
on National Forest System lands. The 2002 Forest Plan (Chapter 2 – Administrative) 
restricts all mechanized travel to designated routes during snow free periods. Thus, 
mountain bike use will be on the roads and trails of the forest for which this activity is 
allowed. This also allows for the maintenance of roads and trails due to impacts from 
mountain biking and other uses.  

The Travel Management Plan, to be initiated upon approval of the 2002 Forest Plan, will 
establish specific decisions regarding where mountain bike will be allowed and how they 
will be managed within those routes. 

TM101 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should close bike trails 
where wilderness violations are occurring.  

Response: Mountain bike use is not allowed in designated wilderness. In its attempts to 
prevent wilderness violations, the Forest Service provides law enforcement, promotes 
public education/awareness, and supports cooperative efforts among user groups. 
However, some wilderness violations will continue to occur as long as individuals chose 
not to observe the rules and regulations. Closing trails and roads in close proximity to 
wilderness areas will not prevent violations from occurring. 

TM102 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should allow mountain 
bikes in wilderness areas. 

Response: In compliance with the Wilderness Act and Forest Service policy, mountain 
bike use is not allowed in wilderness areas within the White River National Forest. The 
Forest Service does not have the authority to change the provisions of the Wilderness 
Act; nor does it intend to change the existing implementation policy. 

TM103 Public Concern: Bicycle travel should be allowed in core areas (MA 1.41). 
Response: The Forest Service has determined that the desired future condition for this 
management area is not compatible with mountain bike use. From the 2002 Forest Plan, 
Chapter 3, 1.41 Mangement Area description, “They [these areas] generally contain little 
to no evidence of human development. These are natural-appearing areas which 
biological process and ecosystems funtion with little or no human influence.” To allow 
mountain bikes would be in contrast to this prescription. 

TM104 Public Concern: Best management practices should be used on the White 
River National Forest to minimize impacts of horses. 

Response: The White River National Forest designs and maintains trails for horse use in 
a manner intended to minimize impacts. 
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TM105 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should develop 
management categories addressing an intermix with winter non-motorized. 

Response: The Intermix designation allows for winter motorized uses. However, 
individual Intermix areas can be designated non-motorized use. The Travel Management 
Plan will address individual areas for winter motorized and non-motorized use. Public 
involvement and opportunities to comment will be part of the decision-making process 
for the Travel Management Plan. 

Section 2—National Forest System Roads and Forest Highways 

General 

TM106 Public Concern: Roads built for extractive uses should remain open for 
public use. 

Response: Some roads built for temporary needs are retained for recreational use. The 
Forest Service examines several elements when considering the maintenance of such 
temporary roads. These elements include: future access needs; alignment of the road 
within the overall transportation system; the agency’s ability to effectively maintain the 
road; and the resource management emphasis designation of the area surrounding the 
route. The Forest Service does not designate roads for unmaintained use. It would be 
irresponsible for the Forest Service to not maintain the road system on the Forest. 
Maintenance is necessary for safety and environmental protection. When a road is 
constructed for a single purpose (such as logging) and a compelling need no longer 
exists, it is the Forest Service’s responsibility to either close or obliterate the road.  

TM107 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should post signs in 
specific areas. 

Response: Each Forest Service ranger district posts access signs. Sign location is not a 
decision made in forest planning. Concerns about signing should be taken to local ranger 
district offices. 

TM108 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should use signs to 
minimize impact. 

Response: We post many educational signs and bulletins at key locations throughout the 
White River National Forest. We would like to increase this effort as funding becomes 
available. 

TM109 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should replace all 
Arapaho National Forest signs and correct inadequate signs on the Dillon 
Ranger District. 

Response: The Dillon Ranger District is making an effort to correct signs as funding and 
resources become available.  
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Road Density 

TM110 Public Concern: The FEIS should clarify road density information depicted 
in Figures 10 and 11 of the DEIS summary by alternative. 

Response: Figure 10 (DEIS Summary, page 33) depicts the number of acres where off-
road and off-trail travel by motorized and mechanized vehicles is allowed. Figure 11 
depicts miles of roads and trails. 

TM111 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should apply road density 
standards forest wide. 

Response: There is no forestwide road density standard in the 2002 Forest Plan. There is, 
however, road density direction in management areas 5.43 (Elk habitat), 5.4 (Forested 
flora and fauna habitats), and 5.5 (Forested landscape linkages). For these management 
areas, it was determined that road density direction was necessary to meet the habitat 
needs and the desired future condition for that area. This was not found to be necessary 
for the rest of the forest. 

Management area 5.5 is designed to manage areas for large carnivores and other species 
requiring forested areas. There is road density direction in this management area that says 
open road densities will not increase. See 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 3 – Management 
Area Direction, 5.5, for more information. In addition, there are specific lynx habitat 
management directions found in the 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2 – Biological, Canada 
Lynx. It includes direction on road uses and snow compaction. 

All management areas address travel management. Some of this information is found in 
the management area description or desired future condition, and some of this 
information is found in the standards and guidelines—usually the “infrastructure” 
heading. If there are no standards or guidelines restricting or prohibiting certain road or 
trail use or development, those activities are generally allowed—in compliance with the 
forestwide direction in Chapter 2 of the 2002 Forest Plan. 

TM112 Public Concern: Travel Management Plan motorized road density provisions 
should be enforceable standards, not guidelines. 

Response: The reason why road density is a guideline is because this a goal-designed to 
achieve desired condition, which is how guidelines are defined. However, the use of 
guidelines to provide direction for road density management does not diminish the 
importance of this concern nor does it interfere with our ability to enforce management 
decisions. 

TM113 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should develop a timeline 
for establishing and complying with road density standards. 

Response: Implementation of road density standards will stem from the implementation 
of projects that allow for construction and obliteration of roads. Projects can be initiated 
in a variety of ways that would help in obtaining road density goals, however it is 
difficult to assume a timeline or predict all projects that may be initiated. 
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Construction, Maintenance, and Obliteration 

TM114 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should prioritize 
construction and maintenance based on protecting environmentally sensitive 
areas. 

Response: Many factors go into prioritizing road construction and maintenance. These 
include budget, amount of use, and definitely environmental factors such as drainage 
improvements, dust abatement, road relocation, etc. See FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, 
Topic 2, Part 1 – Travel Management and Infrastructure. 

TM115 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should adopt the road 
obliteration and maintenance standards of the Watershed Conservation 
Practices Handbook. 

Response: All Watershed Conservation Practice (WCP) standards are included in the 
2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2 – Forestwide Standards and Guidelines. Standards will be 
met during project implementation activities. All road construction, maintenance, 
reconstruction, and obliteration, therefore will be in compliance with the Watershed 
Conservation Practices Handbook (FSH 2509.25). 

TM116 Public Concern: The Final Travel Management Plan should provide an 
outcome and activity measure for Objective 3.1d. – and – 

TM117 Public Concern: The Final Travel Management Plan should provide an 
objective for the road construction outcome measure. 

Response: Objective 3d.1 in the 2002 Draft Plan is Strategy 4a.4 in the 2002 Forest Plan 
(see 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 1, Goal 4). It addresses maintenance of buildings, bridges 
and facilities to standard. This objective states, “by five years from plan approval, 20% of 
buildings, bridges and other facilities is maintained to standard.” Monitoring will be done 
to measure progress towards that goal. 

Also, district personnel monitor the condition of their roads and communicate to the road 
maintenance personnel high priority needs. Several strategies to meet infrastructure goals 
are outlined in 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 1, Goal 4, Objective 4a. How much is 
accomplished is dependent on budget allocations for these purposes. 

New road construction is based on project level needs. There is not a Forestwide 
objective to build road miles. Any new road construction must be proposed and analyzed 
through the NEPA process. As for road reconstruction, deferred maintenance surveys 
were completed on all maintenance levels 3-5 and are being conducted on a sampling of 
maintenance levels 1 and 2. See FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 1 – Travel 
Management and Infrastructure, Affected Environment, for a discussion of level 1, 2, 
and 3 routes and maintenance issues. The Travel Management Plan has been separated 
from the 2002 Forest Plan and will begin upon approval of the 2002 Forest Plan. Many of 
these issues will be described in more detail in the Travel Management Plan. 
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TM118 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should limit new high 
altitude road construction. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan contains direction on activities planned in alpine areas 
(Chapter 2 – Biological, Alpine). This direction applies to road construction or 
reconstruction activities as well as any other activities in alpine areas. The guidelines in 
this section state “1. Prohibit new roads, trails, and livestock driveways in alpine areas 
except as needed to reduce resource impacts. 2. Minimize soil excavation and disturbance 
due to new construction in alpine areas by locating structures on flat or nearly flat sites 
and minimizing size of structures.” 

TM119 Public Concern: The Forest Service should build roads for recreation and 
forest health reasons only. 

Response: New road construction on the forest is done with purpose, thought, and 
consideration to environmental impacts. The White River National Forest is a multi-
resource facility where access is needed to accomplish goals, uses, and needs at hand. 
Through the NEPA process all proposals for new roads are carefully examined. 

TM120 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should design roads to 
minimize environmental damage. 

Response: The use of existing road location and design standards (Watershed 
Conservation Practices Handbook, Forest Manuals and Handbooks), coupled with 
utilization of the latest engineering technologies, conducted within the framework for 
site-specific NEPA analyses, will provide the Forest Service with protocols for 
minimizing environmental damage caused by road construction. 

Before any new road construction is initiated, engineers, specialists, and Forest Service 
staff use the latest photography, on the ground surveying to identify the best location for 
a road in terms of practicality and environmental impacts. 

TM121 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should include the long-
term costs of road restoration in its economic analysis. 

Response: Budget allocations for road maintenance are to be spent for that purpose only. 
Roads to be reconstructed are allocated from project allocations, and can be from other 
sources such as watershed restoration allocations. Budget allocations for watershed 
restoration must be spent on watershed restoration activities. The magnitude and 
allocation of these funds are not decisions made in forest plans. Congress allocates funds 
on an annual basis. 

TM122 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should separate outcome 
and activity measures for level 3-5 road maintenance miles. 

Response: It is very common for the Forest Service to refer to maintenance levels 3-5 as 
a group. These roads all serve the same purpose in that they are arterials and collectors. 
The most developed generally have aggregate surfacing (a few are asphalt), and are 
designed for passenger vehicle travel. Maintenance level is one of many ways to group 
and examine the road system. Groupings 3-5 make sense for many analyses. See FEIS 
Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 1 – Travel Management and Infrastructure, National 
Forest System Roads, for a more complete discussion of level 3-5 roads. 
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TM123 Public Concern: The FEIS should address the costs associated with the 
backlog of trail and rehabilitation efforts. 

Response: Budget allocations for trail maintenance are not decisions made in the forest 
planning process. Congress allocates funding. The Forest Service has conducted 
maintenance surveys for the conditions and needs required to rehabilitate and maintain 
the trails and is aware of the backlog and needs required. Reports on the condition of the 
trails and the backlog of maintenance were given to Congress. 

TM124 Public Concern: The Forest Service should allocate sufficient funds for road 
maintenance on the White River National Forest. 

Response: Budget allocations for road maintenance are not decisions made in the forest 
planning process. Congress allocates funding. The Forest Service has conducted 
maintenance surveys for the conditions and needs required to rehabilitate and maintain 
the roads and is aware of the backlog and needs required. Reports on the condition of the 
roads and the backlog of maintenance were given to Congress. 

TM125 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should not transfer 
jurisdiction of Forest Development Roads to local governments to reduce 
maintenance costs. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan decision does not transfer jurisdiction of Forest 
Developemt Roads to any local governments. The White River National Forest looks at 
many factors prior to any transfer of jurisdiction for a road, not just road maintenance. It 
is not common practice to transfer jurisdiction. In some cases it may be more of a benefit 
to everyone if a road is under another agencies jurisdiction. In other cases it may behoove 
all to have the Forest Service keep jurisdiction, but have another agency responsible for 
the maintenance. The Forest Service and local governments have a good working 
relationship and are very conscientious to environmental impacts from a road. 

TM126 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should maintain roads to 
control erosion. 

Response: Methods to control erosion are among the main factors examined for road 
maintenance. See 2002 Forest Plan Chapter 2 – Physical, for direction on management 
activities that impact resources such as soil and water. 

TM127 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should present road 
maintenance cost figures in dollars per mile for 10-year periods. 

Response: Funding to address maintenance costs is allocated and determined annually 
through the Congressional budget process. The budget process is not part of a forest plan 
analysis. For further information, contact the Forest Engineer at the White River National 
Forest Supervisor’s Office. 

TM128 Public Concern: The FEIS should require obliteration of roads within two 
years of initial construction. 

Response: For some management projects temporary roads are the best method. For 
others it may be of best interest to keep the road for future entry, recreation use, or other 
needs. If a road is deemed temporary, the site-specific NEPA document (or other 
authorization document) will designate when the road shall be obliterated. The Forest 
Service cannot state that a road will be closed with in 2 years of initial construction 
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because many projects (such as timber sales, mineral extraction, and research) take longer 
than 2 years. However, if a road is deemed temporary it should be obliterated at the end 
of the project. 

TM129 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should close roads in 
proposed wilderness areas. 

Response: Proposed wilderness areas are areas that were found to be roadless through 
the roadless area inventory process. See FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 4 – Roadless 
Area Management and Recommended Wilderness, for more information on the roadless 
area inventory. There may be some roads in these areas that are currently used as 
motorized or non-motorized trails. If an area is proposed for wilderness designation, 
roads will be converted to non-motorized trails or obliterated, trail use will be made non-
motorized. See the Record of Decision for the 2002 Forest Plan for specific details. 

TM130 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should set road 
obliteration goals on a site by site rather than an annual mileage basis. 

Response: The Travel Management Plan has been separated from the 2002 Forest Plan 
and will be initiated upon approval of the 2002 Forest Plan. The Travel Management Plan 
will look at site-specific opportunities for road closure and decommissioning activities. 
Site-specific analysis must be performed before any road obliteration or 
decommissioning activities take place. The annual estimate made in the 2002 Forest Plan 
is a reflection of possible accomplishment based on experienced budget levels. It is 
provided in the 2002 Forest Plan to give a general estimate of what might be expected. 
The site-specific analysis is still required, however. 

TM131 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should enter road 
maintenance partnerships with state, county, and private organizations. 

Response: We currently participate with volunteers and counties in helping to maintain 
roads and trails. The Forest Service encourages any group or industry to partner with or 
support efforts to maintain roads and trails. Those who may be interested should contact 
the White River National Forest Supervisor’s Office in Glenwood Springs. 

TM132 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should assess road 
maintenance fees from state hunting licenses. 

Response: Hunting license fees are funds that go directly to the State of Colorado. It is a 
State sponsored program. The funds are by law designated for the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife; hence, it is not appropriate or legal for the Forest Service to claim any of these 
funds. 

TM133 Public Concern: The FEIS should address the anticipated impacts of 
development of aggregate sources to maintain the proposed travel 
management system and protect against impacts from mineral aggregate 
mining. 

Response: The FEIS addresses the need for aggregate development. Impacts are hard to 
generalize as each pit or aggregate development site is unique. Some sites may have little 
to no impacts while others may have more impacts. Prior to development, each site is 
examined through the NEPA process to fully analyze any impacts. Any aggregate 
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development activities will have to comply with all applicable direction in the 2002 
Forest Plan.  

TM134 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should spend money on 
road maintenance rather than building new roads. 

Response: This concern is address in the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 1 – 
Travel Mangement and Infrastructure, National Forest System Roads and Environmental 
Consequences. “Reconstruction, maintenance, and decommissioning of existing facilities 
are emphasized in all alternatives. Projections for new construction are much lower than 
was predicted in the previous planning period.” 

TM135 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should design forest road 
obliteration projects that provide civilian job opportunities. 

Response: Road obliteration projects can be accomplished through the White River 
National Forest road crew (which a person can apply for) and through contracts available 
to private companies for bid. The White River National Forest uses both methods to 
accomplish these projects. Federal contracting direction currently exists. Changing these 
processes is not a decision made in the forest planning process.  

TM136 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should increase road 
mileage obliteration goals. – and – 

TM137 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should not obliterate more 
roads. 

Response: The mileage for road obliteration estimated in the 2002 Forest Plan (Chapter 
1, Goals) is an approximation based on funding and accomplishment necessary to meet 
resource protection goals on the White River National Forest. Before any roads are 
obliterated, site-specific analysis must be done to identify both the individual roads and 
road segments for obliteration as well as the appropriate obliteration process. The Travel 
Management Plan will further refine road obliteration objectives by identifying specific 
roads, obliteration methods, and environmental consequences.  

TM138 Public Concern: The Travel Management Plan should emphasize complete 
obliteration of roads as the most environmentally sound and cost effective 
road closure method. 

Response: The FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 1 – Travel Management and 
Infrastructure, describes methods of obliteration. The method used is determined by the 
type of terrain, ability of the terrain to rehabilitate, and cost effectiveness.  

TM139 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should close roads that 
lack adequate maintenance funds. 

Response: Lack of maintenance funds is one factor examined in the need to close roads. 
Other considerations include recreational use, access requirements, and environmental 
impact. In some cases, other alternatives to address lack of funds for maintenance may be 
utilized such as closure, cooperative funding, and conversion to trails. These issues will 
be examined in the Travel Management Plan. 
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TM140 Public Concern: The FEIS should specify which types of roads are 
scheduled for closure. 

Response: Each road closure is for specific reasons. It may be resource protection, lack 
of funding for maintenance, or single purpose use such as timber, range, mineral access 
or private land access. The reasons are disclosed in Road Management Objectives 
(RMO). RMOs are created for each road and are available through engineering 
department at the White River National Forest Supervior’s Office. For roads that are 
decommissioned and obliterated disclosure will be through the NEPA process. 
Unclassified roads or “ways” may be obliterated without notice as they are not official or 
classified roads and obliteration is returning the ground to the condition it was intended to 
be. 

TM141 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should include a schedule 
of road closures in the implementation plan. 

Response: Because implementation is primarily dependent on budgets, creating an 
implementation schedule would be at best a guess. As budgets are allocated, a schedule is 
developed, generally on an annual basis for which roads may be closed 
(decommissioned) that year. Additional information on road closures, including specific 
roads or road segments, will be a part of the Travel Management Plan and future site-
specific proposals. 

TM142 Public Concern: The FEIS should include consideration of alternatives to 
closing roads. 

Response: The decision to close a road or decommission a classified road is a site-
specific decision and cannot be fully anticipated at a programmatic level. The Travel 
Management Plan will attempt to identify some of the roads for decommissioning, but 
will likely not be able to include them all as future ones may be identified through time. 
Any classified road identified for decommissioning will be disclosed through the NEPA 
process. Road management alternatives will be described in the Environmental Impact 
Statement prepared for the Travel Management Plan. 

TM143 Public Concern: The Final EIS should provide detailed information on 
existing substandard roads. 

Response: Data for substandard roads were derived from extensive survey information, 
computer database information, and personnel knowledge. Reports were generated from 
all this information for statistical use. This data is part of the inventory that will be used 
in the Travel Management Plan. The data was very lengthly as it pertained to every 
maintenance level 3-5 road. If a person has a particular concern a query can be developed 
to help answer the concern. Contact the engineering department of the White River 
National Forest Supervisor’s Office for more information. 
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Section 3—Trails 

General 

TM144 Public Concern: The Final EIS should specify reasons for trail closures.  
Response: The White River National Forest currently examines alternatives prior to 
closing any road or trail. A road or trail is an investment, and if there is a use for it and 
the route can be maintained we will likely retain it. Alternative trail management options 
will be displayed in the Travel Management Plan. Prior to closing any trail several factors 
are considered including environmental protection, duplicate or redundant access, 
wildlife habitat impacts and others. If resource concerns can be mitigated the trail may 
stay open. 

TM145 Public Concern: The White River national Forest should link specific trail 
management actions with specific habitat protection goals to enhance public 
stewardship. 

Response: Both the 2002 Forest Plan and Final EIS will outline the allowable and 
restrictive actions for trail management in reguards to habitat protection. The Travel 
Management Plan will take this information and apply it to each trail to determine the 
types of uses that would be compatable with in the guidelines of habitat protection. 

TM146 Public Concern: The Final EIS should clarify the number of miles of trails 
outside wilderness by alternative. 

Response: FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 1 – Travel Management and 
Infrastructure contains information on trails. There is less specificity in the FEIS than 
there was in the DEIS because the Travel Management Plan has been removed from the 
Forest Plan. The Travel Management Plan, to be initiated upon approval of the 2002 
Forest Plan, will contain specific information regarding number of trails and the 
management of trails. Representations of the number of trail miles by alternative were 
removed because the site-specific examination is being done in the Travel Management 
Plan, based on the selected alternative of the Forest Plan. 

TM147 Public Concern: The FEIS should clearly define system and non-system 
trails. 

Response: The definitions of system and non-system trails are found in FEIS Volume 2, 
Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 1 – Travel Management and Infrastructure, National Forest 
System Roads, Affected Environment. 

TM148 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should create separate 
trails for day hikers and backpackers. 

Response: In rare instances the Forest Service will designate separate uses for indiviual 
trails. However, the Forest Service prefers to employ a number of mitigation techniques 
to help user groups share trails and minimize conflicts. All such decisions will be 
considered during development of the Travel Management Plan. The Travel Management 
Plan will be initiated upon approval of the 2002 Forest Plan. 
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TM149 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should develop parallel 
trail systems to separate types of uses. 

Response: The Forest Service recognizes there are currently numerous trails on which 
multiple modes of travel are occurring and this sometimes causes conflict. Not all 
multiple use trails involve conflict—either because these multiple uses are compatible or 
there is a low number of user encounters. However, some trail use conflicts do exist. Site-
specific examinations will be conducted for the Travel Management Plan. These 
examinations will recommend specific uses for each road and trail. The Travel 
Management Plan will also evaluate all travel routes based upon management area 
prescriptions, Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) classification, current site 
conditions, management access needs, and recreation uses. The Travel Management Plan 
will identify areas where it is approapriate to combine motorized and non-motorized 
access, as well as areas that should be restricted to non-motorized travel. 

TM150 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should allow hikers to 
travel off trail. 

Response: None of the proposed alternatives in the Forest Plan would limit foot travel to 
designated routes—aside from some very limited seasonal restrictions, prohibitions in 
administrative sites, and restrictions in wildlife areas. However, the Forest Service does 
not want to encourage cross-country travel that creates new travel routes or causes 
environmental damage. If this does occur some restrictions may be necessary.  

TM151 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should account for the 
impacts of trail restrictions on user congestion. 

Response: Additional numbers recreational users could change the Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum class for any given area. However, the standards to which a road 
or trail is constructed and mainta ined is primarily a function of the kind of use. The 2002 
Forest Plan proposes to bring the travel system into compliance with recommended and 
approved standards that will reduce damage. Additionally, site-specific trail decisions 
will be made in the Travel Management Plan. The 2002 Forest Plan does not prohibit 
additional trails from being built in the future. Decisions made in the 2002 Forest Plan, 
such as management area designation, will direct the type of uses that can occur on trails 
in individual areas. Implementation of the Plan will be monitored and will be adjusted to 
account for increasing uses and demands placed on trails. It is likely, however, that 
existing trails will have more use in the future due to increases in the numbers and types 
of users.  

TM152 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should consider 
developing a system of looped trails. – and – 

TM153 Public Concern: Looped trail systems on the White River National Forest 
should be built only after environmental review. 

Response: Consideration of loop trails is part of a guideline under the forest-wide 
standards and guidelines for travel management (See 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2 – 
Administrative, Infrastructure). In addition, when the Travel Management Plan is drafted, 
looped trails will be considered in accordance with the direction in the 2002 Forest Plan. 
There will be public comment and involvement opportunities to review the Travel 
Management Plan, including how the issue of looped trails is addressed. Development of 
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looped trails, like other management activities, will have to meet all other applicable 
direction in the 2002 Forest Plan. 

TM154 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should improve the 
current trail system. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan recognizes that trail improvements are a priority for the 
White River National Forest. Accomplishments are estimated in Table S-2 (FEIS Volume 
2, Chapter 2). A variety of tools will be used to meet annual trail improvement 
accomplishments including reconstruction, closure, rerouting, and other methods. Every 
year, we have many projects and teams on the ground improving the trails on the White 
River National Forest. We welcome any user or user group to help in this effort. 

TM155 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should expand trail 
systems. – and – 

TM156 Public Concern: The White River National Forest FEIS should result in no 
net change in the trail system trails. 

Response: We are seeking to maintain the current trail system on the White River 
National Forest. As increased use demands, and time and budgets allow, construction of 
new trails may be possible along with the decommissioning of some existing trails. Our 
goal is to create an efficient system of good, well-maintained trails. All trail construction, 
for either motorized or non-motorized use, will meet forest-wide standards and guidelines 
contained in the 2002 Forest Plan. 

TM157 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should develop a trail 
collector system at the urban interface. 

Response: The Whiter River National Forest currently works with local communities and 
private landowners to designate access points to National Forest System lands. The 
Forest Service works with the public to provide information on appropriate access points 
to the forest. People should work with the local Ranger District for ideas on where trails 
may be best located and designed for access along the urban interface. The Forest Service 
tries to eliminate non-system trails and their associated access, as there are many issues 
with such trails including rights-of-way, safety, and resource protection. These are not 
official system trails and can not be maintained to standard, nor were they constructed 
through the proper process of the Forest Service which examines the need, involves the 
public, assesses the trail location for biological and environmental effects, and utilizes 
engineering designs for construction. 

TM158 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should create trail systems 
specifically for mountain bikes. 

Response: Response: We recognize the need for single -track opportunities. Currently, 
we do provide roads and trails for motorcycles and mountain bikes; nevertheless, these 
roads and trails are used for other types of recreation. The system currently in place is 
hierarchical in order to maximize use. Numbers and amount of use is going to increase 
over time. To provide trails for a single use may or may not be practical. This will have to 
be examined in the future as use increases.  

Consideration of single -track trails will be part of the analysis done for the Travel 
Management Plan. When the Travel Management Plan is drafted, single -track trails will 
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be considered in accordance with the direction in the 2002 Forest Plan. There will be 
public comment and involvement opportunities to review the Travel Management Plan, 
including how the issue of single -track trails is addressed. Single -track systems, like other 
management activities, will have to meet all other applicable direction in the 2002 Forest 
Plan. 

TM159 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should determine if 
mountain bikes should be allowed on roads closed to motorized vehicles. 

Response: In some cases, closed roads can be used for mountain bikes, horses, or hiking. 
Individual decisions regarding the use of closed roads will be made in the Travel 
Management Plan. 

TM160 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should allow multiple 
forms of travel on single-track trails. 

Response: Trail use designation (approved use) does provide for mult iple forms of travel 
on single-track trails. See current Travel Management plan 1984 for further information. 

TM161 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should incorporate some 
user-created roads into system trails. 

Response: A well-planned transportation system to accommodate National Forest 
System access and use is essential. This is done in concert with adjacent landowners and 
forest users so as to provide the greatest good for the greatest number over time. User 
created routes tend to be for individual convenience rather than for the greater good, plus, 
since they are not planned, they are in conflict with the laws and regulations governing 
the use and occupancy of National Forest System lands. FSM 7700.Each user-created 
road, or “way,” will be examined in the upcoming Travel Management Plan and a 
decision on its future management will be made accordingly.  

TM162 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should establish 
appropriate trail use levels. 

Response: We will be preparing a forest-wide capacity analysis to determine appropriate 
use levels—both on and off trails—within a few years following the Release of the 
Record of Decision on the 2002 Forest Plan. Management decisions will be based 
partially on the results of this capacity analysis. Other factors considered may include 
season, type of use, trail conditions, and wildlife needs.  

Construction, Maintenance, and Obliteration 

TM163 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should eliminate 
discrepancy between desired and experienced budget levels for trail 
maintenance and the lack of variation for the different alternatives.  

Response: There is a funding level that would best allow us to achieve the goals in the 
2002 Forest Plan and a funding level that has traditionally been allocated to the White 
River National Forest. The two do not match and it is best to present it as such. This type 
of analysis was continued in the FEIS and is summarized in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 2, 
Table S-3. 
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TM164 Public Concern: The FEIS should identify the status of trails currently in 
poor or critical status. 

Response: Surveys being conducted on the trail system currently, annual trail work 
accomplishments, and monitoring will enable the White River National Forest to better 
identify trail status. In addition, more detailed road and trail inventory information will be 
available for public review when the Travel Management Plan is inititated—upon 
approval of the 2002 Forest Plan. The Travel Management Plan will be based in part of a 
detailed inventory of road and trail information. Trail condition will be one item in the 
inventory. 

TM165 Public Concern: Objective 2.1d should be subdivided into multiple 
objectives. – and – 

TM166 Public Concern: Objective 2.1d should state “maintain 100% of trails every 2 
years.” 

Response: In the 2002 Forest Plan, Objective 2.1d is now Objective is 2a.5 (Chapter 1). 
This objective is our goal to achieve the provision of quality recreation opportunities. The 
budget analysis shows that each alternative will make a different amount of progress 
toward this goal. Any alternative will be able to improve the trail system for a 
combination of uses. Many trails are used for a variety of uses (hiking, horses, biking) 
and attempting to split out trail maintenance by use type was not deemed necessary.  

TM167 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should set objectives for 
each system trail that specifies maintenance and design standards. 

Response: The Forest Service does use maintenance and design criteria that are based on 
the type and volume of use. Upon approval of the 2002 Forest Plan, work will begin on 
the Travel Management Plan. Use for each trail shall be determined in the Travel 
Management Plan. These uses dictate the types of maintenance and design standards. 

TM168 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should develop and 
implement reconstruction standards for mechanized trail. 

Response: Standards are in place for mechanized trails along with standards for other 
uses as well (FSH 2309.18). Improvements, ideas, and new techniques continue to be 
developed for mechanized use and the Forest Service adopts them as they come about. 
Allocation of resources depends on many factors such as personnel available, and budget. 
Sources for maintenance can come from the Forest Service, but also can come from user 
groups, and permitees. Ideas are always welcome. 

TM169 Public Concern: The FEIS should assess the environmental impacts of trail 
obliteration. 

Response: User created trails will be examined individually in the Travel Management 
Plan. These types of routes are described in the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 
1 – Travel Management and Infrastructure, Affected Environment. It is illegal to create 
trails without going through the proper procedures. It is the Forest Service’s 
responsibility to correct mistakes and recondition the land to comply with its intended 
allocation. Trail obliteration activities, like other land management activities, must follow 
the forestwide standards and guidelines found in the 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2 – 
Administrative. 
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TM170 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should not use access 
conflicts as justification for trail obliteration. 

Response: Trail obliteration occurs for a collection of reasons. Prior to closing any trail 
several factors are considered including environmental protection, duplicate or redundant 
access, wildlife habitat impacts and others. Access conflicts can be resolved in various 
ways and where it occurs analysis is done to determine the best solution to the conflict. 
The Forest Service works with local groups too in order to resolve conflicts and is 
supportive of these efforts. 

TM171 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should prioritize 
construction and maintenance of trails based on protecting environmentally 
sensitive areas. 

Response: We use a variety of criteria to prioritize construction and maintenance of 
trails, including protecting environmentally sensitive areas. Please see 2002 Forest Plan, 
Chapter 2 – Administrative, Infrastructure, for further information. 

TM172 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should consider 
installation of bridges at stream crossings. 

Response: Bridges are placed as needed on trails, when funding, and opportunity for 
construction arises. 

TM173 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should use volunteer 
partnerships to maintain trails. 

Response: The Forest Service does utilize volunteers to accomplish specific activities 
such as trail maintenance. Volunteers provide numerous hours of service that help the 
Forest Service meet maintenance goals, and we hope to form more volunteer partnerships 
in the future. 

TM174 Public Concern: Trail maintenance on the White River National Forest 
should focus maintenance on the most heavily used trails. 

Response: Trail maintenance is more a function of soils, grade, and slope than it is of 
use. In fact most of our heaviest used trails have been hardened so that annual 
maintenance is reduced below average. Relocation and hardening our trail system, 
coupled with overall planning, will reduce maintenance costs overtime. Please see FEIS 
Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 1 – Travel Management and Infrastructure, Trails, 
for further information. 

TM175 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should obliterate closed 
trails. 

Response: Some closed trails are obliterated; some are allowed to naturally return 
through proper closures or barriers at trail heads and in key areas; some are retained 
because they may be utilized in the future. Obliteration, closure, and retention decisions 
are conducted through site-specific NEPA review processes. 
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TM176 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should consider 
temporary or seasonal trail closures. – and – 

TM177 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should use seasonal trail 
closure for environmental protection. 

Response: The Forest Service does utilize seasonal or temporary closures for many 
reasons (including minimizing wildlife impacts and environmental impacts) when 
warrented. Impacts are examined on a case-by-case basis and restrictions applied where 
necessary to address specific issues. Individual trail restrictions or closures will be 
analyzed in the Travel Management Plan.  

TM178 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should consider all other 
management alternatives before closing trails.  

Response: The Forest Service currently examines alternatives prior to closing any road 
or trail. A road or trail is an investment, and if there is a use for it and the route can be 
maintained we will likely retain it. Alternative trail management options will be 
displayed in the Travel Management Plan. 

TM179 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should close trails for 
specific reasons. 

Response: Prior to closing any trail several factors are considered including 
environmental protection, duplicate or redundant access, wildlife habitat impacts and 
others. If resource concerns can be mitigated the trail may stay open. The goal is to have 
an efficient trail system on the White River National Forest. Please see the 2002 Forest 
Plan, Chapter 2 – Adminsitrative, Infrastructure, for further information. 

TM180 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should provide acceptable 
replacements for closed trails. 

Response: Many factors are considered prior to a trail closure. Please see the 2002 Forest 
Plan, Chapter 2 – Administrative, Infrastructure, for further information. If the trail is 
needed to meet and objective, then it may be appropriate to address resource impacts 
through mitigation, including trail reconstruction or relocation.  

TM181 Public Concern: The Final EIS should specify rationales for individual trail 
closures. 

Response: For any closure rationale has to be disclosed. Decisions on which roads to 
decommission are based on many factors—use, need, cost, and duplication, 
environmental or wildlife impacts to name a few. Individual trail management options, 
including closures, will be analyzed in the Travel Management Plan. Reasons for 
restrictions will be a part of this analysis. 

TM182 Public Concern: Appendix O should provide detailed rationale for site-
specific restrictions. 

Response: Appendix O is no longer part of the 2002 Forest Plan or the Final EIS. The 
subsequent Transportation Management Plan will provide information in a simuliar 
fashion, but will contain more information as it will be a stand alone EIS. 
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TM183 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should ensure specific 
trails within wilderness areas are listed as closed to mountain bikes. 

Response: The Wilderness Act is clear about travel in wilderness and Forest Service 
regulations also are clear that mechanized travel is prohibited in Wilderness 
(36CFR293.6). The White River Forest Visitors map, along with signage displays the 
location of the Wilderness boundaries. There are many signs at trailheads, along trails 
and within the forest that display the wilderness boundary.  

Signs 

TM184 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should standardize county 
trail signs. 

Response: County trail designation is a function of County government, and is not under 
the jurisdiction of the Forest Service. There are efforts however through the State of 
Colorado to standardize recreation and other signs. 

TM185 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should minimize the use 
of National Forest boundary signs. 

Response: Signs should be posted when needed to ensure the message is relayed and 
visually acceptable. Implementation of the 2002 Forest Plan will not require having 
thousands of signs posted to be implemented. Education, publications, and a few 
educational signboard postings in key locations will help us relay our messages.  

TM186 Public Concern: White River National Forest seasonal closure signs should 
post effective dates. 

Response: All seasonal closures are special orders, requiring posting as stated in 36 CFR 
261.51. The forest does post dates on seasonal closures. Closure information is also 
available at each district. The Forest Service is considering several methods to improve 
signing on the Forest. 

TM187 Public Concern: Signs at White River National Forest trailheads should 
clearly designate the types of use allowed. 

Response: Many, if not most, White River National Forest trails are signed to designate 
uses allowed on each trail. Most signs are at key trailhead locations. We will continue to 
improve our effort to sign trails and roads on the forest. 

TM188 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should remove signs 
directing use to specific locations. 

Response: Many signs are posted to direct people to access points. It helps people find 
proper entry points to trailheads, campground and key access points on the White River 
National Forest. The Forest Service will continue this practice under the 2002 Forest 
Plan. 
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Section 4—Ways 

TM189 Public Concern: The FEIS should include information on the location and 
concentration of user-created roads and trails. 

Response: The Travel Management Plan will be initiated upon approval of the 2002 
Forest Plan. The Forest Service will disclose all the user-created roads and trails it has 
inventoried during site-specific analyses conducted for the Travel Management Plan. 
User-created roads and trails will be considered off-road; thus, motorized/mechanized 
access to these routes will be prohibited. 

TM190 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should close specific ways 
seasonally.  

Response: See FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 1 – Travel Management and 
Infrastructure, Ways, for a discussion on ways. If a way becomes classified or designated 
then it may become subject to seasonal restrictions. The Forest Service does not 
recognize ways as official roads or trails and therefore cannot treat them as such (ie, 
maintain them, apply restrictions and so forth). The objective will be to eliminate ways 
by designation or obliteration. After the Travel Management Plan is complete all ways 
will be treated as unofficial roads/trails and be subject to obliteration. 

TM191 Public Concern: Travelway density on the White River National Forest by 
habitat type and protection status should be a key indicator. 

Response: The key indicators for travel management used in the DEIS were adapted for 
the FEIS, partially in response to this concern. See the 2002 Forest Plan (Chapter 3 – 
Management Areas, Management Area 5.4, 5.43, and 5.5) for specific road density 
direction. See also the discussion in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2, Section 2 
– Ecosystem-level Assessment, Effects on fragmentation and perforation from travel 
management, and Topic 1, Part 2, Section 3 – Species-level assessment. 

TM192 Public Concern: The Final EIS should include information on the impacts 
of user-created roads and trails. 

Response: The FEIS discusses, in a general manner, the existence of “ways” or 
unclassified roads and trails on the White River National Forest. See the FEIS Volume 2, 
Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 1 – Travel Management and Infrastructure, Ways for further 
information. Individual ways will be examined, and the future management of these ways 
will be determined in the Travel Management Plan, to be initiated upon approval of the 
2002 Forest Plan.  

TM193 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should not encourage the 
proliferation of user-created roads by adding ways into the travel system. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan does not encourage the proliferation of user created 
roads and trails. This position is clearly stated in FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 
1 – Travel Management and Infrastructure, Ways, Affected Environment. “Decisions will 
be made in the travel management plan to designate these routes (ways) or eliminate 
them. In most cases, the objective will be to eliminate the routes by obliteration, along 
with all subsequent routes created there after. Any new route, road, or trail that needs to 
be created will have to have a compelling need and go through the proper process before 
construction.” 
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TM194 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should collaborate with 
local communities to determine which user-created ways will be included in 
the travel management inventory. 

Response: The Travel Management Plan will be initiated upon completion of the 2002 
Forest Plan. During the travel management planning process, forest staff will work with 
individuals and local communities on the transportation system desired and necessary for 
the White River National Forest. Decisions will be made from a collection of public 
comments, scientific analysis, and best management practices as to the future fate of 
user-created ways. Once Travel Management Plan is completed, all user-created ways 
will thereafter be decommissioned. Any new roads or trails will need to be constructed 
through proper procedures. Refer to FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 1 – Travel 
Management and Infrastructure, Ways, for further information. 

Part 2—Landownership 

TM195 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should guarantee access 
to private property holders. 

Response: Non-federal land inholdings within the White River National Forest are 
guaranteed reasonable access under the Alaska National Interest Lands Conserva tion Act 
of 1980 (ANILCA). This act requires the Secretary of Agriculture to provide access to 
inholdings “as the Secretary deems adequate to secure to the owner the reasonable use 
and enjoyment thereof”. The Act also states that, “such owner comply with rules and 
regulations applicable to ingress and egress to or from the National Forest System.” The 
2002 Forest Plan establishes mechanisms to comply with both of these provisions. 

TM196 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should assure that the 
objective to survey and mark 21% of the boundaries of National White River 
National Forest land can be achieved. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan (Chapter 1, Goal 3) identifies an objective and measures 
to gauge progress towards survey and marking intentions within budget availability. The 
amount of available funds to work on boundary location will determine how much 
progress can be made towards this goal. Monitoring will show if the goal is reasonable 
and attainable. 

TM197 Public Concern: The White River Nat ional Forest should collaborate with 
local jurisdictions to secure and maintain public access. 

Response: The Forest Service strives to gain public access to National Forest System 
lands, and will continue to work with local governments and landowners to gain access in 
appropriate ways. While the 2002 Forest Plan recognizes that acquiring rights-of-way is 
important to the public, it does not affect legal rights-of-way or identify all access points. 
The Travel Management Plan, to be initiated upon the completion of the Forest Plan, will 
identify all roads, trails, and corresponding uses on the White River National Forest. 
Collaborative efforts with local governments will be part of this effort, including 
examining local development plans and local master plans regarding trail and roads 
issues. 
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TM198 Public Concern: The boundaries between the WRNF and the Routt National 
Forest should be corrected on the maps. 

Response: The Routt National Forest boundaries are not on the maps for the 2002 Forest 
Plan, nor were they indicated within any Draft documents maps. 

TM199 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should minimize use of 
National Forest boundary signs. 

Response: Posting National Forest System (NFS) boundaries (a) provides for clearer on-
the-ground designation of the landownership pattern in a specific area and (b) aids in 
differentiating federal from private and other non-federal lands. This is necessary to 
provide protection of these NFS lands from illegal occupancy or trespass, as well as to 
identify NFS lands to the public for their use and enjoyment. Posting is done to a level to 
adequately meet these two objectives. Often the landownership pattern is complex, 
especially near areas of intensive residential development. This complexity, as well as a 
higher risk of illegal occupancy in these areas, creates the need for a greater number of 
boundary signs to be posted.  

TM200 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should acquire specific 
parcels of land. 

Response: The Forest Service is authorized to provide a consolidated landownership 
base suitable to meet management needs through land exchange, land purchase, land 
transfers and donations. The Forest Service acquires lands at appraised market values. 
Funds to acquire land are allocated by Congress and have been limited by budget 
allocations for land acquisitions. Other opportunities to acquire land would be through 
land exchange. Exchanges occur on an equal monetary basis when an analysis and 
determination has been done that indicates the exchange is in the public interest. 
Acquisition of specific parcels is not a decision made in forest plans. These decisions are 
made on a case-by-case basis through the NEPA process. However, planning direction 
for land adjustments and conveyances is found in the 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2 – 
Administrative, Real Estate. 

TM201 Public Concern: The Forest Service should be restricted in trading Forest 
lands. 

Response: National Forests have very limited authority to sell land. Most land 
adjustments are accomplished through exchanges. Congress has authorized the Forest 
Service to exchange lands when the public interest will be benefited. Congress also funds 
the Forest Service each year to accomplish land exchanges. Therefore, restricting the 
Forest Service from trading lands would be contrary to Congressional intent, and, hence, 
outside the scope of Forest Plan decisions. 

TM202 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should assure continued 
public access when lands are traded. 

Response: One of the priority considerations in land exchanges is continued or new 
public access to National Forest System lands. All land exchanges go through a public 
scoping phase to assure issues associated with the exchange are identified. The process is 
designed to identify all issues, including public access where applicable, and provide for 
case-specific analysis and determinations.  
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TM203 Public Concern: The Forest Plan should include a requirement that LOAAs 
be adopted and amended using a community involvement process. – and – 

TM204 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should collaborate with 
other jurisdictions to purchase open space. 

Response: Land Ownership Adjustment Analysis (LOAA) processes currently involve 
members of the public and local governments. This policy will continue. The 
commitment of the Forest to work cooperatively with interested parties on planning 
activities and intergovernmental projects is found in the 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 1, 
Goal 5b, Public Collaboration. 

TM205 Public Concern: The FEIS should provide procedures to monitor the activity 
and outcome measures described in Goal 3.2. 

Response: Goal 3.2 in the Draft Forest Plan is Strategy 4b.1 in the 2002 Forest Plan 
(Chapter 1, Introduction). This section was updated in the 2002 Forest Plan to reflect new 
information and national direction. Strategy 4b.1 discusses opportunities to convey, 
purchase, or exchange lands where needed. Accomplishments will be tracked as a part of 
Forest Plan monitoring. The monitoring strategy is found in Chapter 4 of the 2002 Forest 
Plan.  

TM206 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should not convey lands 
to ski areas or outfitter guides. 

Response: Most land adjustments are accomplished through exchanges. Congress has 
authorized the Forest Service to exchange lands when the public interests will be 
benefited. Policy direction for land ownership adjustments exists extensively in the Forest 
Service Manual at 5400. Each individual land adjustment will require the appropriate 
environmental analysis that will disclose public benefits and environmental issues. Site-
specific decisions are not made through the forest planning processs. 

TM207 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should continue to make 
RS 2477 determinations only as claims are formally presented. – and – 

TM208 Public Concern: RS 2477 claimants should be required to prove all three 
elements of the grant provisions for access. – and – 

TM209 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should reject NEPA 
violation claims based on potential RS 2477 grant requests. 

Response: RS 2477 determinations are not made in the Forest Plan. The 2002 Forest 
Plan, however, recognizes that there are valid outstanding rights (see the Preface of the 
2002 Forest Plan and FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 3 – Special Use 
Authorizations, Legal and Administrative Framework). The Forest Service will consider 
and recognize these rights when presented with the appropriate documentation. 
Adjustments can be made to the 2002 Forest Plan in the future if valid RS 2477 claims 
necessitate such action. 
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TM210 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should require 
conservation easements for the protection of forest resources as a condition 
of conveyance of public land to private ownership. – and – 

TM211 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should not exchange land 
that will be used for homes in and around the Forest. – and – 

TM212 Public Concern: Land exchanges for affordable employee housing in ski 
resort areas should not be allowed. 

Response: Land exchanges occur on an equal monetary value basis when they are in the 
public interest. A public interest determination is made after a public involvement 
process and completion of an environmental analysis that is case or site-specific. The 
above concerns are addressed in the individual case processing of each proposed land 
exchange (where applicable) and are not decisions made at the forest plan level. The 
Forest Service policy on land ownership adjustments is found in the Forest Service 
Manual at 5400. Additional information is also found in the 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2 
– Administrative, Real Estate. 

TM213 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should retain ownership 
of parcels of high ecosystem value, such as the area of Cucumber Gulch 
outside Breckenridge.  

Response: Direction for land adjustment activities is found in the 2002 Forest Plan, 
Chapter 2 – Administrative, Real Estate . These standards and guidelines provide direction 
for resources to consider and priorities for land adjustment activities. 

TM214 Public Concern: The White River National Forest Plan should exchange the 
Aspen Ranger District complex for land units at Highway 82 and Brush 
Creek. 

Response: Specific land adjustment decisions are not made in through the forest planning 
process. The Forest Service may consider such a proposal; however, such a decision 
would be made after substantive consultation and NEPA process analysis. 

TM215 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should obtain funding for 
the Beaver Brook Watershed purchase. 

Response: Funding determinations are not made through the forest planning process. 
Funding is allocated annually by Congress, and earmarked for certain activities such as 
land exchanges. Such an exchange is not likely because the Beaver Brook Watershed 
purchase proposal is not within the administrative jurisdiction of White River National 
Forest. 

TM216 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should acquire access to 
specific trails from private landowners. 

Response: We identified several trails where members of the public would like the 
Forest Service to acquire public access from private landowners. While we recognize 
access as an important issue, the Forest Plan does not include any specific direction 
regarding the legality of access on private roads or trails. Public comments received on 
individual roads and trails, and the access or lack of access on these roads or trails, will 
be forwarded to the Travel Management Plan ID team. The Travel Management Plan will 
be initiated upon the completion of the 2002 Forest Plan. 
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Part 3—Special Use Authorizations 

TM217 Public Concern: Permittees should bear responsibility for the impacts they 
create. 

Response: Permittees are indeed responsible for the impacts they create. Each permit is 
issued with guidelines, stipulations, etc. to be followed. Moreover, permitted activities 
are expected to meet the requirements and direction found in the 2002 Forest Plan. See 
the Record of Decision for implementation of the 2002 Forest Plan regarding special use 
permit provisions. 

TM218 Public Concern: The FEIS should include a detailed implementation plan 
for special use authorizations. 

Response: Special use authorizations are site-specifically addressed. Each is unique and 
requires its own analysis. See the Record of Decision for the 2002 Forest Plan for a 
discussion of how management direction will be implemented for special use permits—
such as for ski areas and grazing. 

TM219 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should not issue special 
use authorizations for organized and promotional events. 

Response: Special use authorizations and recreation event permits have been determined 
to be appropriate uses of National Forest System lands. Each special use application will 
be reviewed individually. Any permitted activity must comply with the direction found in 
the 2002 Forest Plan. Permits will be granted on a case-by-case basis if they are found to 
comply with the Forest Plan.  

TM220 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should not modify current 
Vail Pass use permits. 

Response: Special use permits must comply with direction found in the 2002 Forest Plan. 
See the 2002 Forest Plan Record of Decision for a discussion of how special use permit 
management direction will be implemented. Accordingly, the Vail Pass use permits will 
be reviewed and updated according to the direction in the Record of Decision. 

TM221 Public Concern: Special use authorizations should be issued for access to 
leased grazing camps.  

Response: Motorized access can be granted as a condition of a special use permit. This 
applies to grazing permits as well as other types of permitted activities. Each permit will 
be examined individually to determine appropriate terms and conditions of the permit. 
All applicable Forest Plan direction will be followed when granting special use permits.  

TM222 Public Concern: Private property owners should be discouraged from 
plowing roads in winter. 

Response: Winter (and summer) access to private properties is part of each right-of-way 
access agreement. Each agreement is designed to meet individual needs, historic access, 
and other considerations. The right to reasonable access was inacted in the Alaska 
National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). Reasonable access is examined 
individually for each private access easement. 



  Final Environmental Impact Statement Volume 2 

 A3-129 Appendix A 

TM223 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should consider the 
Western Area Power Administration’s historical rights for continued access 
along transmission line corridors and ensure that mitigation procedures are 
provided.  

Response: Specific land use authorizations are not made in the 2002 Forest Plan. 
Western Area Power Administration has a specific authorization to occupy National 
Forest System lands. Access to transmission lines is addressed through review of each 
specific authorization and, thus, outside the scope of 2002 Forest Plan decisions. 

TM224 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should clarify the 
procedure for validating existing prior use authorizations. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan recognizes existing rights and states, “The Forest 
Service will certainly honor such valid outstanding rights when it is subsequently 
determined that the specific facts surrounding any claim to such rights meet the criteria 
set forth in any respective statute granting such occupancy and use” (2002 Forest Plan, 
Preface, Valid Outstanding Rights). Also see FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 2, Part 3 
– Special Use Authorizations, Legal and Administrative Framework , for further 
infromation. 

TM225 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should refer special use 
authorization applications to local jurisdictions and planning commissions 
for comment. 

Response: Special uses are authorized through a variety of laws and requirements. Public 
involvement and NEPA analysis may be required. In addition, the 2002 Forest Plan 
contains a goal to “cooperatively work with local governments to address issues of 
common concern and to the extent possible maintain consistency with locally adopted 
master plans” (2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 1, Goal 5, Objective 5a.2). The Forest Service 
intends to authorize special uses by meeting the appropriate requirements and by working 
cooperatively with local governments as appropriate. 

TM226 Public Concern: The White River National Forest plan should limit special 
use permits to current levels.  

Response: New special uses permits proposals are evaluated on an individual basis and 
may be issued after the appropriate analysis is completed. Each application is reviewed 
individually, and, if requirements are met and the proposal is in compliance with the 
Forest Plan, the application will be considered for approval. The Forest Plan does not 
identify specific levels of special use permits, but it does lay out the kinds of uses that are 
appropriate and the standards and guidelines under which they will be allowed. 

TM227 Public Concern: The guidelines for special use authorizations should be 
revised to allow for appropriate recreational activities at four-season Resorts. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan establishes one special use guideline, that states, “Do 
not approve any special-use applications that can be reasonably met on private or other 
federal lands unless it is clearly in the public interest.” (2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2 – 
Administrative, Special Uses). Implementation of this guideline should result in special 
use permit applications taking into consideration the possibility of meeting needs on 
private or other lands. If areas other than National Forest System lands are considered, 
but there is not reasonable accommodation on other lands, the special use will be 
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considered on public lands Forest Service public lands. Additionally, allowing special 
uses on public lands must be shown to be in the public interest. 

TM228 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should not allow new 
utility corridors unless it can be shown that public access can be controlled. 

Response: Public use of certain roads or corridors is an enforcement concern and site-
specific issue. Activities taking place within utility corridors must meet forest plan 
direction and other applicable guidance. Enforcement of access restrictions is not a forest 
plan decision.  

TM229 Public Concern: The Final Forest Plan should include provisions for the 
maintenance and construction of more utility facilities as needed. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan allows for the maintenance and construction of more 
utility facilities. There are utility corridors and sites identified on the management area 
map for management area 8.32 (Designated utility corridors – Existing and Potential). 
The Alternative K map can be found in the 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 3 – Management 
Area Direction. This section also presents a description of the standards and guidelines 
for the 8.32 Management Area. These corridors may be presently used for utility 
facilities, and they may be the location for similar uses in the future. All future utility 
projects, like other types of projects, will have to undergo the appropriate environmental 
analysis and meet Forest Plan standards and guidelines and applicable law and policy. 
Current communication sites are identified on the 8.32 Management Area map (Chapter 3 
of the 2002 Forest Plan). If conditions change and additional sites are needed to meet 
public demand, the Forest Plan may be amended to create additional sites.  

TM230 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should close utility 
corridors south and west of Gypsum Creek. 

Response: The current Forest Plan allows for utility corridors south and west of Gypsum 
Creek. These corridors are currently being utilized (see the Alternative K map, 2002 
Forest Plan, Chapter 3 – Management Area Direction). Moreover, provisions for these 
corridors remain in the 2002 Forest Plan because of the existing utility line that needs 
access to for maintenance. Any potential activity in these areas will have to comply with 
all Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines (2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2). 

TM231 Public Concern: The Final Forest Plan should include a Designated Utility 
Corridor for the deployment of a high-speed monorail transportation facility. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan does not contain a designated Utility Corridor for the 
deployment of a high-speed monorail transportation facility. Such a facility has not been 
approved. The monorail system is still being analyzed, and a specific route has not been 
requested, nor have the technical aspects (ie. grades the system can handle) been 
determined. If a high-speed monorail is approved by appropriate authorities (and a 
proposal is made that would impact National Forest System lands), the Forest Service 
will conduct a site-specific analysis to determine if there are conflicts with the direction 
in the 2002 Forest Plan. The Forest Service will work cooperatively with the Colorado 
Fixed Guideway Authority on any such proposals.  
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TM232 Public Concern: Designated Utility Corridors should be added along the 
transportation corridor areas near Ophir Mountain and Loveland Pass. 

Response: No utility corridor has been designated for such a use. When there is an actual 
proposal by an interested utility company or other party for such a use, the Forest Service 
will conduct the appropriate analysis. However, the 2002 Forest Plan does not prohibit 
any such a project. Forest plans are intended to be flexible documents that should be 
adjusted over time to address changing conditions such as the potential for transportation 
system developments. 
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TOPIC 3 
RECREATION MANAGEMENT 
Part 1—Recreation Management 

General Management 

R1 Public Concern: The Forest Service should balance recreation and 
environmental values.  

Response: That the Forest Service should balance recreation and environmental values is 
a requirement placed on the Forest Service by at least two laws and/or regulations. 36 
CFR 219.21 requires the Forest Service, “to the degree consistent with needs and 
demands for all major resources,” to provide a broad spectrum of outdoor recreation 
opportunities in each alternative. Further, the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
(FLPMA) of 1976 sets a policy that public lands be managed “in a manner that will 
protect the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological environmental, air and 
atmospheric, water resource, and archeological values” (FLPMA, Sec 102, (8)). This 
balancing of recreation and environmental values will be a significant consideration in 
the FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan. 

R2 Public Concern: The Forest Service should prioritize environmental values over 
recreation. -and- 

R3 Public Concern: Priority should be given to recreational uses that are the most 
compatible with sustaining biological diversity. 

Response: All recreation cannot be removed from the National Forest. This is outside our 
legal authority. However, that the Forest Service should balance recreation and 
environmental values is a requirement placed on the Forest Service by at least two laws 
and/or regulations. 36 CFR 219.21 requires the Forest Service, “to the degree consistent 
with needs and demands for all major resources,” to provide a broad spectrum of outdoor 
recreation opportunities in each alternative. Further, the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 sets a policy that public lands be managed “in a 
manner that will protect the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological 
environmental, air and atmospheric, water resource, and archeological values” (FLPMA, 
Sec 102, (8)). This will be a significant consideration in the FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan. 

The Forest Service is mandated, “to the degree consistent with needs and demands for all 
major resources,” to offer a broad range of outdoor recreation opportunities. Part of the 
analysis for offering these opportunities includes reviewing direct and indirect effects on 
biodiversity and other resources.  

R4 Public Concern: Recreational opportunities on White River National Forest 
should be expanded. 

Response: The FEIS recognizes that recreational use of the forest will continue to 
expand. Each of the six alternatives proposes a differing balance of recreation 
opportunities within the limited land base of the forest. Public comments on this issue 
will be considered in the FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan. 
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R5 Public Concern: The Forest Service should manage the forest for recreation. 
Response: The Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960 requires the Forest Service to 
manage national forests for outdoor recreation along with the other resources. Except for 
a few, small administrative sites, the entire Fforest is managed for recreational uses using 
the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS). Each of the alternatives has a different mix 
of recreational opportunities under ROS. 

R6 Public Concern: The Forest Service should manage recreation. 
Response: Setting management direction for recreation is one of the primary goals of the 
forest planning process. The FEIS for the 2002 Forest Plan has six alternatives. Each of 
these alternatives has specific area allocations for different types of recreation uses. The 
selected alternative and FEIS will be prepared based on many factors, including 
environmental concerns, laws and regulations, use conflicts and public concerns. Site-
specific decisions, such as the amount of use allocated to commercial operators, are made 
in separate decision documents. 

R7 Public Concern: White River National Forest should engage in cooperative 
recreation management. 

Response: The development and use of collaborative partnerships to assist the Forest 
Service in recreation management is expected to continue barring any law, regulation, or 
order banning them. Knowing and understanding the thoughts and feelings of area 
residents is important in making management decisions on the Forest. However, the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act of 1972 makes it clear that committees formed to 
advise federal officials on management decisions are to remain only advisory in nature 
and the decision-making is still the responsibility of the federal official. Further, there are 
strict rules in the formation and functioning of these groups. Decisions on forming 
advisory partnerships are outside the scope of the forest planning process. 

R8 Public Concern: The Forest Service should emphasize education rather than 
restriction as the primary emphasis of recreation management. 

Response: The use of education rather than restriction is one of the tools we use in 
recreation management. The Forest Service strongly supports programs such as Leave No 
Trace and Tread Lightly in an effort to continue allowing various types of recreational 
use in an environmentally friendly manner. Most of our trailheads and many backcountry 
roadways have information boards with messages on how to recreate on the Forest 
without causing harm. One Ranger District on the forest has even created a partnership to 
operate a low-power AM radio information system to help with public education. 
Unfortunately, education will never completely resolve all of our recreation resource 
problems. Our law enforcement personnel are taught three steps in protecting the 
resources on the forest: the first step is education, the second is engineering (i.e., closures 
or travelway design), and the last step is enforcement.  

Development of education programs will continue to be an important tool in recreation 
management. Details of these programs are site specific and outside the scope of this 
planning process. 
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R9 Public Concern: White River National Forest should allow a range of 
recreational uses. 

Response: The National Environmental Policy Act of 1970 requires that we evaluate a 
range of alternatives for resource management including recreational uses. In the DEIS, 
the Forest developed six distinct alternatives. Each of these alternatives allows a broad 
range of recreational uses at varying levels. This is displayed in Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum (ROS) Table 3-80, and in Figures 3-23 and 3-24 in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. 

R10 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not restrict mountain biking and 
skiing. 

Response: By law, bicycles are automatically excluded from designated wilderness. Ski 
areas will be limited by the amount of land allocated to them in this forest planning 
process. Public input on these two activities will be considered during the process to 
revise the forest plan. 

R11 Public Concern: The Forest Service should restrict recreational uses. 

R11.1 Mechanized 

R11.2 Motorized 

R11.3 Snowmobiles 
Response: Most recreational uses will be restricted in some manner in the 2002 Forest 
Plan. However, 36 CFR 219.21 requires that we analyze a broad range of outdoor 
recreational opportunities. Where specific recreational opportunities conflict with other 
management needs or goals, decisions will need to be made on restricting that particular 
type of use or having the other needs flex to accommodate the use. The 2002 Forest Plan 
will continue to provide a mix of recreation opportunities on the Forest. Public comment 
on restricting or emphasizing some activities more than others will be considered in the 
process of revising the forest plan. 

R12 Public Concern: The Forest Service should concentrate high-impact 
recreational uses in designated areas. 

Response: The concentration of high-impact recreational uses in designated areas is one 
of the management strategies considered in all alternatives. Examples include allowing 
more summer use on existing ski areas already developed for winter use, providing 
“hardened sites” in developed campgrounds and in areas of high-use dispersed camping, 
and proposing to restrict summer motorized and mechanized uses to designated routes 
only, such as in Alternative D. Public comment will be considered, along with other 
factors, in developing management strategies in the 2002 Forest Plan. 

R13 Public Concern: White River National Forest should consider implementing a 
rotation system for recreation land use. 

Response: In some cases, we have implemented a rotation system for recreational land 
use. The best example of this for managing recreation use is the Levels of Acceptable 
Change (LAC) model used to monitor campsite use in Wilderness—campsites are used 
until a threshold level of acceptable environmental damage is reached. At that point, the 
campsite is closed until it recovers acceptably and the camping use moved to another 
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location. Once the campsite has recovered, use is again allowed. The Forest will continue 
to consider this tool for recreational use management along with all other implementation 
tools. 

R14 Public Concern: The Forest Service should offer more family-oriented 
recreational opportunities in White River National Forest. 

Response: Several alternatives in the FEIS analyze increasing the availability of what 
may be referred to as “family-oriented” recreation opportunities on the forest. 
Alternatives E and F increase the amount of open motorized travel mileage above current 
levels. Conversely, Alternatives D, E, F and C provide increased dispersed camping 
opportunities. The 2002 Forest Plan attempts to blend the desires of recreation users with 
other resource needs. Public comment will be considered, along with other factors, in 
developing management strategies in the 2002 Forest Plan. 

R15 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the ability of private  
Response: In preparing the analysis for the 2002 Forest Plan and FEIS, the Forest 
Service considered the opportunities currently being offered on private lands adjacent, or 
near, the forest. We do not speculate on specific uses that are not reasonably foreseeable 
to exist in the future on private lands. Prior to approving new uses on the National Forest, 
we need to determine if the use is accommodated on private lands in the area. The 2002 
Forest Plan only addresses land allocations and uses on lands managed by the Forest 
Service.  

R16 Public Concern: White River National Forest should reevaluate the impacts of 
dispersed recreation on the forest landscape. 

Response: We recognize that every human use on a national forest, including recreation, 
has some impact. The FEIS analyzes many of these impacts. The discussion in Chapter 3 
of the FEIS evaluates the effects of recreation management and travel management on 
fragmentation of wildlife habitat; the effects on soils; and, the effects on water resources. 
This evaluation of the effects due to travel management and dispersed recreation on each 
resource continues throughout the environmental consequences section of the FEIS. 

R17 Public Concern: Recreation management restrictions based on effects to the 
Lynx should be reconsidered in the forest plan revision. 

Response: Some recreation management strategies will be based on potential effects to 
the lynx and/or potential lynx habitat. The listing of the lynx as a threatened species by 
the US Fish and Wildlife Service under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 
requires the Forest Service to carry out programs for the conservation of lynx and not 
jeopardize the species as a result of adverse habitat modification (ESA, Sec 7(a)). The 
most current lynx information and research is in the Lynx Conservation and Assessment 
Strategy (LCAS), which was not available prior to the release of the DEIS. Information 
from the LCAS will be considered in the FEIS. 

R18 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address its practice of hiring private 
recreational management contractors. 

Response: Our authority to use private parties to perform services falls under several 
laws and regulations, such as the Granger-Thye Act of 1950 and the National Forest Ski 
Area Permit Act of 1986. The issue of whether the Forest Service manages a facility, or it 



  Final Environmental Impact Statement Volume 2 

 A3-137 Appendix A 

is done privately, is not part of the land allocation decision required by the Rangeland 
Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974. Decisions on contracting with private 
contractors are made via other decision-making processes.  

R19 Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain what is meant by 
“solitude.” 

Response: Solitude is a state of being alone. The personal definition of what this means 
in forest recreation can vary from individual to individual, but usually encompasses being 
separated from other people. Recreation application of the word can include groups of 
recreationists, who choose to recreate together, but who wish to remain separate, visually, 
aurally, and physically from other groups; for example, a family hike to a hut. Perceived 
solitude sometimes incorporates people’s beliefs and values and how they apply these in 
their experience on the Forest. In recreation management, we are essentially providing an 
“experience” in most cases. Thus, we need to consider factors, other than hard scientific 
data along with the scientific evidence in many cases. This is one of the difficulties in 
balancing recreational needs on the Forest and an area where public input is most helpful. 

Recreation Alternatives 

R20 Public Concern: Alternatives in the FEIS should address the problems created 
by increased recreation in the White River National Forest. 

Response: The FEIS addresses problems created by increased recreation use in the 
Recreation Management section in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. 

R21 Public Concern: The Forest Service should select an alternative that 
emphasizes skiing and other recreational uses. 

Response: Downhill skiing is a component of each of the 7 alternatives. Table 3-88, 
Chapter 3,shows a range from 43,195 to 91,243 acres for all 7 of the alternatives. 
Alternatives B, C, E, F, and K all allow for an increase in permitted skiing acres over the 
41,744 acres under permit in 1996.  Public comment was used in formulating the FEIS 
and Final Forest Plan.   

R22 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the effects of Alternative D 
on recreation on the east side of the Vail Ski Area. 

Response: The existing condition for this area, displayed in Alternative B, is 
Management Area 3.32 (backcountry non-motorized recreation, winter motorized). In 
Alternative D, the primary emphasis for the area is Management Area 5.45 (forest 
carnivores). These management areas may be compared by reviewing the details of the 
two management prescriptions in the 2002 Forest Plan. Since the publication of the 
DEIS, the lynx has been listed as a threatened species by the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service. No matter what management area designation is selected, some recreation 
management strategies will be based on potential effects to the lynx and/or potential lynx 
habitat. The listing of the lynx as a threatened species by the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 requires us to carry out 
programs for the conservation of lynx and not jeopardize the species as a result of 
adverse habitat modification (ESA, Sec 7(a)). The most current lynx information and 
research is in the Lynx Conservation and Assessment Strategy (LCAS), which was not 
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available prior to the release of the DEIS. Information from the LCAS will be considered 
in the FEIS. 

R23 Public Concern: The approach of Alternative D toward recreational 
opportunities should be reconsidered. 

Response: Alternative D maintains and allows some expansion of existing development 
and emphasizes recreational opportunities toward the semi-primitive and primitive end of 
the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum. Alternative D was selected as the preferred 
alternative of the six alternatives analyzed following review of the DEIS. The FEIS and 
2002 Forest Plan will be based on many factors including public comment on the draft 
documents as required in 40 CFR 1503.4(a) and 1504(b). 

R24 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address safety issues likely to arise 
if Alternative D is implemented. 

Response: The FEIS addresses safety concerns in all of the alternatives, including 
Alternative D.  

Recreation Goals and Objectives 

R25 Public Concern: The Forest Service should implement Objective 2.1c, 
improving dispersed recreation sites.  

Response: The implementation of Objective 2.1c in the 2002 Forest Plan to improve 
dispersed recreation sites is a budget issue. Budget allocations are done by Congress 
through the Interior Appropriations Bill and then divided among the Forest Service units. 
Budget and budget-priority setting are outside the scope of this forest planning process. 

R26 Public Concern: The Forest Service should add an objective to fulfill Goal 2.1. 
Response: Strategies 2a.5 and 2a.9 were added in the final forest plan to address the Goal 
2.1 as it relates to ski areas and other partners in recreation programs. 

Recreation Standards and Guidelines 

R27 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the standards and guidelines 
for recreation and travel.- and - 

R28 Public Concern: The dispersed recreation section of the FEIS should include 
additional standards and guidelines. 

Response: Recreation management analysis in the FEIS is based on the best available 
science known to the Forest staff at the time of document preparation. For management 
decisions to be well thought out they also need to consider many additional factors such 
as safety, law, use conflicts, public opinion, need and other components that may not 
have a direct grounding in scientific research. The FEIS and final Forest Plan attempt to 
balance all of these factors.  
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Recreational Opportunity Spectrum 

R29 Public Concern: The Forest Service should work to maintain the semi-primitive 
recreation opportunity spectrum class. 

Response: The semi-primitive recreation opportunity spectrum classes (motorized and 
non-motorized) makes up the largest single class of recreational opportunities on the 
forest. In Alternative I, the summer non-motorized class actually has an increase over the 
current management situation. Public comment will be considered, along with other 
factors in making a final decision. 

R30 Public Concern: Management activities should comply with the requirements of 
the adopted summer and winter Recreational Opportunity Spectrum classes 
on the Recreational Opportunity Spectrum maps. 

Response: The White River Forest Plan will be the first forest plan in the nation to look 
at separate recreation plans for the summer and winter. All other plans, including the 
current White River plan, just do minor adaptations on the summer plan for winter use. 
One-half of the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum allocations identified in the FEIS are 
specific to winter. All of the 7 alternatives analyzed have mixed use, motorized and non-
motorized areas at varying levels. Other strategies include trail separations and education 
in specific areas. 

R31 Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain the reasoning behind the 
urban recreation opportunity spectrum allocations in Alternative I. 

Response: Allocation to various management prescriptions in the alternatives were 
driven by the alternative’s theme. These land allocations varied due to specialists’ input 
and public comment during the scoping periods. 

R32 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum for skiing. 

Response: The recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) is a nationally recognized tool 
used for classifying recreation uses on National Forest System lands. Skiing is recognized 
and included within the categories already identified under the ROS system. Changing 
classifications under ROS is a national-level management task and outside the scope of 
this forest planning process. 

R33 Public Concern: The Forest Service should assign additional acreage to the 
primitive side of the recreation opportunity spectrum in Alternative D. 

Response: Alternative D was one of six alternatives looked at in the analysis process for 
the DEIS. While Alternative I assigns considerably more acreage to the non-motorized 
and primitive recreation opportunity spectrum classes than Alternative D, adding more 
non-motorized and primitive acres to Alternative D would make it very similar to 
Alternative I—adding nothing to the analysis process and reducing the range of 
alternatives analyzed in the FEIS. 
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Recreation Fees and Funding 

R34 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the use of fees for 
recreating on public lands. 

R34.1 Eliminate Fees 
Response: The ability to charge fees on National Forest System lands is a site-specific 
decision and not a part of the forest planning process, which is aimed at land allocation. 
Congress has authorized a program, called the Recreation Fee Demonstration Project, on 
various public lands across the country, including limited sites on national forests. We 
will continue to look at this tool as one of the many ways to accomplish needed work on 
the forest. 

The license fee on snowmobiles, dirt bikes, ATVs and boats is charged by the State of 
Colorado and administered by the Colorado Division of Parks and Recreation. The 
Federal government is ineligible to apply for any of these funds for maintenance or 
improvements on the forest. The only way to get these funds onto the forest for road or 
trail maintenance or improvement is for a private user group to apply for them. The Flat 
Toppers Snowmobile Club has successfully applied for some of these funds in the past to 
assist in snowmobile route signing on the Flat Tops. 

R35 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider alternate fee systems. 

R35.1 Use Permits 

R35.2 Season Pass 

R35.3 Volunteer Work in Lieu of Fees 

R35.4 Renting Trails for Specific Use 
Response: The Forest Service is considering alternate fee systems where appropriate. 
Three locations on the forest are operated under the national Recreation Fee 
Demonstration (RFD) program. In addition, the forest is looking at other programs, such 
as a cabin rental program to help with the upkeep and maintenance of historic structures. 
Nationally, Congress has extended the RFD program through 2002. Any new sites, other 
than in limited cases such as cabin rentals, must be approved at the national level and 
come under a national cap set by Congress. The use of RFD is one tool available to help 
implement specific Forest programs. Decisions on implementation of these programs are 
done on a site-specific basis and are outside the scope of the decisions made in this 
forest-planning process. 

R36 Public Concern: The Forest Service should require backcountry users to carry 
a Search and Rescue card. 

Response: The Forest agrees that the search and rescue card offered by the State is a 
valuable tool to offset the costs of backcountry rescues. However, the sale of the 
voluntary card and search and rescue are State of Colorado programs that Service has no 
legal jurisdiction over. Any requirement for purchasing this card would have to come 
from the State. State law is outside the scope of this forest planning process. 
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R37 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the allocation of user fee 
funds. 

Response: Congress controls the allocation of funds from fees collected for uses on 
national forests. Traditionally, Congress returns fees collected for uses on national forests 
directly to the Federal treasury for disposition; however, there are some exceptions. The 
most notable of these is the recent allowance for the Recreation Fee Demonstration 
Project. This temporary pilot project allows 80 percent of any new recreation fees 
collected to stay on the site where collected and the remaining 20 percent to stay within 
the state where collected.  

Congressional allocation of funds related to national forests is outside the scope of forest 
planning and the decisions we can make in a forest plan under the Forest and Rangeland 
Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974. 

R38 Public Concern: The Forest Service should require backcountry hut 
associations to use fee revenues for trail maintenance and user education. 

Response: In order for the Forest Service to require hut associations and other national 
forest permittees to maintain trail systems, a site-specific addition would have to be made 
to the special use permit itself. Details on specific special use permits are beyond the 
scope of this planning process. 

R39 Public Concern: Access fees on the White River National Forest should reflect 
the use impacts to the Forest. 

Response: Access fees on the forest are authorized under a pilot program called 
Recreation Fee Demonstration (RFD). Congress’ intent is to allow the Forest Service, and 
other federal land management agencies, to experiment with a program of charging fees 
for recreational use to help with the management of specific locations. Nationally, some 
locations are trying to differentiate fees based on user type. Following an evaluation 
period, programs will be adjusted based on results of that program or based on results of 
a program elsewhere in the country. It is anticipated that national policy and other issues 
will come out on this should this fee program be made permanent. Until that time, 
comments on specific RFD projects need to go to the District managing the area for 
decisions on adjustments to that specific program. Overall, fees and budget are a part of 
program implementation and site-specific decisions on these are not within the scope of 
this forest-planning document. 

R40 Public Concern: The Forest Service should retain the Recreation Fee 
Demonstration program at Vail Pass. 

Response: The decision on whether to retain the fee demo program on Vail Pass or not is 
a site-specific decision done at the District level. This particular decision is not within the 
scope of this forest-planning process. 
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R41 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address funding requirements to 
meet recreation infrastructure demands. 

R41.1 Prioritize Maintenance Of Existing Facilities Over New Construction 

R41.2 Determine Proper Source And Allocation 

R41.3 Account for the Effects of Various Budget Scenarios 
Response: Funding to meet recreation infrastructure demands and needs identified in the 
forest planning process comes from Congress through the Interior Appropriations Bill. At 
the current rate of funding, we recognize there will never be enough funds to manage the 
entire infrastructure to standard relying only on Congressional appropriations. However, 
we cannot “close the doors” to use just because there are no funds to build and maintain 
facilities. Instead, we are looking at other tools, such as using volunteers, to accomplish 
some of the work. This annual funding and effort to accomplish work is part of 
implementing a forest plan and outside the scope of the forest-planning process.  

R42 Public Concern: White River National Forest should supplement Agency 
funding for recreation management. 

R42.1 Apply for Grants 

R42.2 Use Partnerships, Public/Private Ventures, and Volunteer Programs 

R42.3 Use Locally Collected Revenue 
Response: Within legal authority, we continue to look at new methods to accomplish 
recreation management work previously funded through Congressional appropriations. 
For example, most campgrounds on the forest are operated by private concessionaires; 
volunteers perform over 50,000 hours of work on the forest per year; a cross-country ski 
permit is being converted to a resort permit, so the operator will have to construct and 
maintain the buildings rather than us; and three sites on the forest are currently operated 
under the new Recreation Fee Demonstration program. Numerous partners, such as 
Summit Fat Tire Society, Aspen Center for Environmental Studies and Mount Sopris Rec 
Riders, assist us in providing recreational needs. Individual Ranger Districts on the forest 
have applied for and received numerous grants; however, many grants for outdoor 
recreation exclude federal government entities from applying. In these cases, we work 
with partners eligible to pursue these grants Accomplishing the annual program of work 
is part of forest plan implementation and outside the scope of the resource allocation 
decisions within the 2002 Forest Plan itself.  

R43 Public Concern: White River National Forest should allocate permanent 
funding for monitoring recreational use levels. 

Response: The allocation of funding for monitoring recreational use levels is performed 
on an annual basis following Congressional allocations. Decisions on setting priorities for 
the use of limited annual funding is outside the scope of this forest plan analysis process. 
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R44 Public Concern: White River National Forest should increase recreation 
funding and staffing to meet increased demands resulting from the adoption 
of Alternative D. 

Response: Increases in recreation funding and staffing come through annual 
Congressional appropriations and are not under our control. Increased numbers of visitors 
are anticipated in all alternatives in the FEIS. Alternative D actually requires less funding 
and staffing to meet management needs than some of the other alternatives, such as 
Alternatives B, C, E and F that expand recreation use, resulting in more resources to 
manage. Annual funding allocations are outside the scope of this land allocation analysis. 

Recreation Capacity/Demand 

R45 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide for future recreation 
demands in the forest plan Amendment. 

Response: The FEIS for the 2002 Forest Plan recognizes and analyzes the anticipated 
increased recreation demands placed on the forest. The Recreation Management section 
in the FEIS addresses changing trends, theoretical site capacities and the possibility of 
reaching capacity in some aspects of recreation before the end of this next planning 
period. Simply continuing to increase the capacity of each of the perceived recreational 
demands within the limited land base of the forest is not a sustainable option in the long 
run. Further, 36 CFR 219.21 requires the Forest Service, “to the degree consistent with 
needs and demands for all major resources,” to analyze a broad spectrum of outdoor 
recreation opportunities. This means the forest needs to be managed not only for outdoor 
recreation, but also for all major resources, including wildlife, water, vegetation, visuals, 
etc. The 2002 Forest Plan and FEIS will balance the demands for outdoor recreation with 
the needs of other resources. 

R46 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider and disclose the likely 
continued growth in recreation use on the White River National Forest. 

Response: Chapter 3, Topic 3, Part 1 in the FEIS discloses the projected increase in 
recreation use on the White River National Forest through the year 2020, which is 
beyond the life of this planning document. The impacts of this increased use on 
developed sites are also disclosed. Table 3-82 Chapter 3 in the FEIS addresses dispersed 
recreational use. And, Table 3-83 addresses Wilderness use. The anticipated impacts 
associated with projected recreation use are described by alternative in the FEIS. 

R47 Public Concern: The Forest Service should estimate practical carrying 
capacities for dispersed and Wilderness recreation. 

Response: Practical carrying capacitie s were a part of the calculations used to estimate 
dispersed and Wilderness recreation capacities in the FEIS. With the exception of 
Management Area 1.11 (pristine Wilderness), which has no trails to base calculations, 
capacities in areas outside developed recreation sites are determined using a “linear by 
linear” process. This process bases the capacity of a particular area on a reasonable 
capacity of the developed transportation system within that area. The calculations used in 
the linear by linear process are based on several factors including ROS of the area, 
vegetative cover type and acceptable social contacts. This approach generally gives much 
lower area capacities than other forms of analysis.  
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R48 Public Concern: The Forest Service should manage human demand within the 
constraints of ecological function and sustainability. 

Response: The Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 states that the Forest Service 
must have a high level of annual output without impairment of the productivity of the 
land. The Forest Service recognizes that human use does have an impact on the ecology 
of the forest. The 2002 Forest Plan will attempt to balance human demands with the long-
term sustainability of the forest.  

R49 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not use projected demand to justify 
projects that surpass the carrying capacity of the forest. 

Response: Projected demand is one of the factors used in deciding what recreational 
opportunities to offer on the forest. Carrying capacity is another one of those factors. 
Other factors used include: Is this an appropriate use of the National Forest? Can this 
demand be reasonably met on private lands near the forest? And, what are the 
environmental consequences of the individual action? 

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1974 ensures that demand alone will not be 
the only consideration in project decision-making. 

R50 Public Concern: In light of the increased demand for motorized recreation, the 
Forest Service should justify its reduction of acres available for that activity. 

Response: The reduction of acres available for motorized recreation may be traced to 
several elements. In some cases, better technology has enabled us to produce better maps. 
This has resulted in removing some areas from motorized prescriptions that are 
physically incapable of having motorized use. For example, a steep cliff face may have 
previously been designated as open to snowmobiling. Other areas may be removed 
because of a change in law. An example would be the listing of the lynx as a threatened 
species by the US Fish and Wildlife Service and our subsequent legal obligation under 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973. In other areas, new research may show that a 
particular motorized use is detrimental to another key Forest resource. 

The White River Nationa l Forest is a limited land base and all types of Forest recreational 
use are projected to increase. To continue allocating more area for a particular use 
because it is increasing would be unsustainable in the long run and a detriment to other 
uses. The 2002 Forest Plan will attempt to create a balance of uses. 

Motorized Recreation 

R51 Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain what is meant by “semi-
primitive, motorized recreation.” 

Response: The term “semi-primitive, motorized recreation” comes from the Forest 
Service’s Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) Handbook. ROS is a framework for 
stratifying and defining classes of outdoor recreation environments, activities and 
experience opportunities. The seven ROS classes are Primitive, Semi-Primitive Non-
Motorized, Semi-Primitive Motorized, Roaded Natural, Roaded Modified, Rural and 
Urban. Each has recreation management guidelines for: experience, physical setting, 
social setting, managerial setting, access, mode of travel, vegetative alterations, timber 
harvest access and pattern, signing, etc.  



  Final Environmental Impact Statement Volume 2 

 A3-145 Appendix A 

Semi-primitive, motorized areas are characterized by the following: moderate 
opportunities for solitude, tranquility and closeness to nature; predominantly natural-
appearing landscapes; a low concentration of users, but with evidence of other users; on-
site controls and restrictions in the area are limited and subtle; vegetative alterations are 
widely dispersed, small in size and few in number. Users of these areas characteristically 
have a high degree of self-reliance and are looking for challenge when using their 
motorized equipment. A summary of ROS may be found in Chapter 3, Topic 3, Part 1 of 
the FEIS. 

R52 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the distinction between off-
road vehicle and unrestricted mechanized use. 

Response: The Forest Service attempts to clarify the distinction between off-road 
motorized vehicle use and unrestricted mechanized use in the FEIS. A new area strategy 
labeled “H,” as explained in the FEIS, was even created to highlight the distinction. The 
category of off-road motorized vehicles includes jeeps, ATVs, motorcycles, helicopters—
any means of transportation that uses a motor for movement and transportation. The 
mechanized-use category includes mountain bikes, rollerblades, game carts—any form of 
transportation where a non-motorized mechanical advantage is used.  

R53 R296 Public Concern: The Forest Service should improve management of 
existing motorized areas to curb illegal motorized access. 

Response: The level of management motorized areas receive is a budget and resource 
allocation issue determined annually on the forest, as well as a part of implementing 
forest plan goals and objectives. Prioritization of the annual program of work is outside 
the scope of this forest planning process. 

R54 Public Concern: White River National Forest should provide opportunities for 
all recreational users. 

Response: The White River National Forest will continue to provide a wide range of 
outdoor recreational opportunities that are compatible with the Forest Service mission. 
The Federal regulation 36 CFR 219.21 requires that the Forest Service look at a broad 
range of outdoor recreation opportunities. This was done in the six alternatives analyzed 
in the DEIS. 

R55 Public Concern: The Final Forest Plan should limit motorized vehicles to 
specific 50-acre or 100-acre parcels. 

Response: Limiting off-road vehicles to 50- or 100-acre parcels is just one management 
strategy to separate uses on the forest. Another strategy would limit vehicles to the 
immediate road, trail, or corridor. The Forest looked at these options to varying degrees 
in the six alternatives in the DEIS. Consideration will be given to both of these strategies 
as they affect the recreational experience on the forest and other resources in the 2002 
Forest Plan and FEIS.  

R56 Public Concern: A reservation in eastern Colorado should be set aside for 
snowmobiles, ATVs, and 4-wheelers. 

Response: Setting up a reservation in eastern Colorado for snowmobiles, ATVs and four-
wheelers is outside the scope of this planning process, which only addresses lands of the 
White River National Forest. However, we cannot completely exclude snowmobiles, 
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ATVs and four-wheelers from the forest without some very compelling information that 
these uses are incompatible with other key resource management objectives. 36 CFR 
219.21 requires us to analyze a broad spectrum of outdoor recreational opportunities in 
our planning process. The 2002 Forest Plan will try to balance these uses with other 
recreation uses and the other resources on the forest. 

R57 Public Concern: The Forest Service should recalculate winter motorized 
acreages to include areas of influence outside the 30-foot-wide motorized 
corridor. 

Response: For all alternatives analyzed in the FEIS, if a designated motorized route 
passed through a land area polygon, the entire polygon was analyzed as a motorized area. 
In some cases, this was a narrow corridor, but never to the 30-foot-wide level; in others, 
these motorized areas are several thousand acres. 

R58 Public Concern: The Final White River National Forest Plan should restrict 
motorized recreation in the vicinity of huts. 

Response: The areas immediately around most of the huts are closed to motorized travel. 
Areas may be closed by defining the area and designating it as a developed site, or the 
area may be defined and closed through a Forest Supervisor’s special order. These 
closures are done at the site-specific level, not at the forest planning level. Motorized use 
outside of these closed areas falls under the management guidelines identified in the 2002 
Forest Plan for that specific area. Many of the huts were constructed in areas open to 
winter motorized travel under the existing Forest Plan because motorized access was 
necessary to construct the hut in the summer and needed for hut maintenance in the 
winter. Further, many of the travel routes to the huts are through winter motorized areas. 
Alternatives D and I are the most restrictive of the six alternatives analyzed in the DEIS 
for winter motorized recreation and separation of uses. Public comment will be 
considered, along with other factors, in developing the area management strategies for the 
2002 Forest Plan. 

R59 White River National Forest should limit or prohibit motorized recreation in 
Coal Basin. 

Response: Coal Basin was analyzed as being closed to motorized use in Alternatives D, 
E and I in the summer, and Alternatives E and I in the winter. Public comment on this 
issue will be considered along with other factors in making a final decision in the forest 
plan. 

R60 Public Concern: The Final White River National Forest Plan should close the 
areas around Miner’s Creek to winter motorized use. 

Response: This comment is not analyzed in any alternative, hence beyond the scope of 
this document. Any decision restricting this are would require a new analysis.  

R61 Public Concern: White River National Forest should regulate the number of 
recreational vehicles in Crystal City ghost town. 

Response: The road through Crystal City ghost town is a Gunnison County system 
roadway and does not come under the jur isdiction of the Forest Service. Any regulation 
on the roadway would need to come from the Gunnison County government. 
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Snowmobiles 

R62 Public Concern: Areas currently designated for snowmobile use in the current 
Forest Plan should remain so in the 2002 Forest Plan. 

Response: Alternative B is a continuation of the current management situation on the 
forest. This alternative allows snowmobile use to continue in areas currently designated 
as open for that use. Public comment on this issue will be considered along with other 
factors in making a final decision in the forest plan. 

R63 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not restrict snowmobile use for 
wildlife or habitat protection.  

Response: Many species of wildlife are active in the forest in the winter. Most notable is 
the lynx, recently listed as threatened by the US Fish and Wildlife Service, and its 
primary prey, the snowshoe hair. Elk and other species may travel in snow up to three 
feet deep a snow depth that is more than sufficient to operate snow machines. Research, 
Effects of Winter Recreation on Wildlife of the Greater Yellowstone Area: A Literature 
Review and Assessment shows that snowmobiles do have impacts, even over several feet 
of snow. Snow compaction from snowmobiles can cause increased competition for prey 
important to lynx; oil residues from the incomplete combustion of two-cycle engines can 
reduce water quality; and noise and activity can cause additional stress to animals that are 
less active during the winter months. In the current Forest Plan and all alternatives 
proposed in this revision process, we restrict snowmobile use in areas of wildlife winter 
range. 

R64 Public Concern: The Forest Service should continue to allow snowmobiles in 
Vail Pass, Swan River Basin, and Miners Creek. 

Response: Alternative B of the FEIS analyzed continuing existing snowmobile uses as 
they are currently managed across the forest. Public comment on this issue will be 
considered along with other factors in making a final decision in the forest plan. 

R65 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reduce amount of acreage where 
snowmobiles can travel to one-third of the entire forest. 

Response: Alternative I analyzed reducing the amount of acreage where snowmobiles 
may travel to only 27 percent of the total Forest. Public comment on this issue will be 
considered along with other factors in making a final decision in the 2002 Forest Plan. 

R66 Public Concern: The Final White River National Forest Plan should institute 
winter travel restrictions for Ski Cooper, Chicago Ridge, and Jones Gulch. 

Response: The alternatives in the DEIS looked at travel restrictions for Ski Cooper, 
Chicago Ridge and Jones Gulch. In all six alternatives, the developed area for Ski Cooper 
was analyzed as Management Area 8.25, which does not allow public winter motorized 
use. The areas of Chicago Ridge and Jones Gulch were designated as limited winter 
motorized or winter non-motorized in the analysis of Alternative I. Public comment will 
be considered, along with other factors, in developing the area management strategies for 
the 2002 Forest Plan. 
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R67 White River National Forest should limit or prohibit snowmobile use in specific 
areas. 

R67.1 Maroon Creek Valley 

R67.2 Summit County 

R67.3 St. Johns Ghost Town 
Response: Snowmobiling is recognized as a legitimate use of national forests in some 
areas. 36 CFR 219.21 requires the Forest Service to look at a broad range of outdoor 
recreational opportunities in the forest planning process. Chapter 3, Topic 3, Part 1 of the 
FEIS shows the relative levels of acres where snowmobiling is allowed on the forest. In 
all alternatives, except Alternative F, there is a decline in acres where winter motorized 
use is allowed. In Summit County, Alternatives D, E and I have the fewest acres open to 
snowmobiles. Public comment on this issue will be considered along with other factors in 
making a final decision in the forest plan. 

R68 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify how the minimum snow 
depth for oversnow travel is applied and enforced. 

Response: Chapter 3, Topic 3, Part 1 of the FEIS identifies the minimum snow depth for 
over-the-snow machines to be at least six inches. This snow depth is believed to be 
enough to cover and protect underlying resources and block most non-over-the-snow 
motorized use. Enforcement of these regulations is done by trained law enforcement 
personnel; however, some discretion in issuing violation notices is needed as there are 
times when little or no resource impacts will occur from a snow machine going over a 
surface with little or no snow (e.g., a snowmobile on a paved, graveled or frozen native 
road surface for a short distance to reach suitable snow). At other times, this practice 
could cause resource damage and the officer may decide to issue a violation notice. In 
either case, enforcement of regulations is done on a site-specific basis and is outside the 
scope of this forest planning process. 

R69 Public Concern: An Agency other than the Forest Service should address the 
noise and pollution concerns associated with two-cycle engines. 

Response: Addressing noise and pollution concerns associated with two-cycle engines 
has been appropriately identified as outside the scope of the Forest Service and this forest 
planning process. Pollution and noise from some motorcycles, snowmobiles and personal 
watercraft is a recreation issue across the country. 

Non-Motorized Recreation 

R70 Public Concern: White River National Forest should give priority to non-
motorized and non-mechanized recreation. 

Response: To completely eliminate all forms of motorized and mechanized uses from the 
forest is not within the legal scope of a forest plan. 36 CFR 219.21 requires that we look 
at a broad range of outdoor recreational opportunities in our Forest Plan. The values of 
solitude and quiet, pristine settings are generally associated with Wilderness. Each of the 
six alternatives proposed in the DEIS has varying levels of proposed Wilderness. None of 
the alternatives proposed any reduction in the 754,344 acres of wilderness currently 
designated on the forest. Areas outside Wilderness will be evaluated to determine what 
the appropriate management strategy is concerning motorized and/or mechanized use. 
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Public input will be one of many factors considered in the 2002 Forest Plan in balancing 
forest uses. 

R71 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reallocate a greater percentage of 
lands for non-motorized recreation. 

Response: Areas currently designated as non-motorized in the 1984 Forest Plan were 
will remain so in Alternative B of the FEIS. Non-motorized areas in various locations on 
the forest are also included in the other alternatives. Management strategies in Alternative 
B, as well as all other alternatives, will be considered along with public input in 
formulating the 2002 Forest Plan and FEIS. 

R72 Public Concern: Non-motorized uses should be considered as a whole category. 
Response: For some purposes, all non-motorized uses are similar enough they can be 
considered as one category for management purposes. However, other circumstances, 
such as impact on trails, legal requirements, user conflicts and experience, and resource 
needs for a particular use, have us looking at mechanized uses separately from non-
mechanized uses. One example is access into Wilderness where mechanized uses are 
prohibited. Another example would be looking at the amount of trail length needed to 
accommodate a mountain biker in a given amount of time versus the trail length needed 
by a hiker over the same time period. Keeping these separate designations allows us to 
better match the management needs of an area with the use and eliminating a lot of 
confusion over exceptions. Input on only having one non-motorized designation for 
recreational uses will be considered along with several other factors in developing the 
2002 Forest Plan.  

R73 Public Concern: The Forest Service should designat e additional non-motorized 
recreation acreage outside Wilderness. 

Response: Increasing the amount of non-motorized acreage on the forest outside 
Wilderness was analyzed in Alternatives C and I for summer, and in Alternatives C, D, E 
and I for winter. Public comment will be considered, along with other factors in making a 
final decision. 

R74 Public Concern: Sensitive, above-treeline and riparian areas should be 
restricted to foot travel only. 

Response: Restricting travel in specific areas, such as those above-treeline and/or 
riparian areas, is part of the site-specific decision that will be made in the Travel 
Management Plan Public comment will be a part of the consideration in the development 
of that plan. 

R75 Public Concern: White River National Forest should establish designated 
backcountry campsites in heavily used areas. 

Response: The establishment of designated backcountry campsites in heavily used areas 
is one of the management strategies employed by us to help manage and protect the 
resources in a particular area. This technique is used extensively across the forest in both 
wilderness and non-Wilderness settings. Decisions on using this management technique 
are site specific and beyond the scope of this forest planning process. 
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R76 Public Concern: The 2002 Forest Plan should restrict horses to those areas 
where they do minimal environmental damage. 

Response: The FEIS did not analyze restricting horses to areas where they do minimal 
environmental damage. The Forest has chosen to analyze this issue at the site-specif ic 
level. In areas where horses have been identified as the definite cause of unacceptable 
damage, we have worked with the persons responsible to resolve the issue. Two 
examples are the Williams Lake Trail on the Aspen District and the Granite Lakes Trail 
on the Sopris District where outfitter/guide use is restricted when trail conditions are not 
able to handle horse use.  

Nordic Skiing 

R77 Public Concern: The Forest Service should enhance nordic facilities in the 
Peninsula area of Dillon Reservoir. 

Response: A decision to enhance existing Nordic facilities in the Peninsula area of 
Dillon Reservoir is a site-specific decision, much the same as a proposed ski area 
expansion would be. A separate planning process, outside this land allocation process, 
would need to be completed. 

R78 Public Concern: Figures given for cross-country skiing in the FEIS should 
include other non-motorized winter recreation. 

Response: The figures given for cross-country skiing include figures for snowshoeing 
and other backcountry non-motorized uses. 

Boating 

R79 Public Concern: The 2002 Forest Plan should allow kayaking on Wild and 
Scenic Rivers. 

Response: No proposals were analyzed in the FEIS or in the 2002 Forest Plan that place 
restrictions on kayaking on Wild and/or Scenic river segments. 

R80 Public Concern: The Forest Service should limit commercial and private 
boating in Glenwood Canyon. 

Response: Placing limits on boating by private parties or commercial users in Glenwood 
Canyon is a site-specific decision. For several years, the Eagle District has been looking 
into implementing this management strategy for commercial operators. Comments on this 
issue need to be directed to the Eagle District for their evaluation.  

R80.1 Limit Numbers of Motorized Watercraft on Lakes 
Response: The Forest Service does not limit the number of motorized watercraft on lakes 
within the forest other than to allow or prohibit motorized use altogether. Setting limits 
requires a site-specific analysis on a lake-by-lake basis. This level of planning is outside 
the scope of this forest planning process. 

R80.2 Limit User Days on the Arkansas River 
Response: Colorado State Parks, the Bureau of Land Management and the Pike-San 
Isabel National Forest are jointly responsible for limiting user days on the Arkansas 
River. The Arkansas River does not flow through the White River National Forest; 
therefore, issues dealing with it are outside the scope of this forest planning process. 
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Mechanized Recreation 

R81 Public Concern: The 2002 Forest Plan should keep trails open to summer 
mechanized use in the Soda Creek area. 

Response: A range of alternatives was analyzed in the process that varied in the 
management area prescriptions and associated travel management restrictions applied to 
various portions of the forest. Management Area including Soda Creek. 5.43 provides for 
travel closures to protect elk habitat values. The specific objectives for each polygon of 
Management Area 5.43 will be identified in the 2002 Forest Plan along with the seasonal 
dates of travel restrictions.  

R82 Public Concern: The Forest Service should retain mechanized recreation 
opportunities on the Ryan and Salt Lick Gulch Trail System. 

Response: The mechanized recreation opportunities in the Ryan Gulch/Salt Lick Gulch 
area were addressed in all alternatives in the DEIS. Each alternative has varying levels of 
open trails. Alternative B analyzed keeping all current trails open to mechanized use. 
Public comment will be considered, along with other factors in developing the area 
management strategies for the 2002 Forest Plan.  

R83 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use measures other than mountain 
bike sales to determine use. 

Response: The increase in mountain bike use on the forest as shown in Chapter 3, Topic 
3, Part 1 is from actual annual-use reports compiled by the Ranger Districts on the forest. 
In many cases, these are based on actual-use counts by volunteers and Ranger District 
staff, or through the use of magnetic trail counters with their accuracy verified. The 
projections presented in the FEIS are based on a linear model and the work done by 
Cordell et al., 1993, stating that activities similar to mountain biking are expected to 
increase 200 percent from 1987 to 2020 in the Rocky Mountain region. 

R84 Public Concern: The Forest Service should place some roadless areas in a 
management status that prohibits new roads and other developments, while 
allowing mountain biking. 

Response: Placing a protective management status on roadless areas that prohibits new 
roads and other road-dependent developments is now being analyzed on a national scale 
by the Forest Service. The final decision arising from this analysis will be incorporated 
into the 2002 Forest Plan. The determination on whether to allow mountain bicycling in 
these areas will be a part of this national policy and any site-specific analysis will be done 
on the forest as needed. 

R85 Public Concern: The Forest Service should upgrade appropriate trails for 
mountain biking to wheeled-use standards. 

Response: Trails designated as open to mountain bike use in the new Travel 
Management Plan will have standard design and maintenance criteria for that use. 
Upgrading trails to a new standard, where needed, will be a function of available 
resources to perform the work. 
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R86 Public Concern: White River National Forest should focus mountain bike 
management on heavily used areas. 

Response: Setting priorities for the management of mountain bike trails is done on an 
annual basis considering budget, physical resources and competing needs and is beyond 
the scope of this forest planning process. 

R87 Public Concern: White River National Forest should ban the use of “summer-
time boards.” 

Response: The use of summer-time boards comes under the regulations proposed for 
mechanized use on the forest. In all alternatives, except Alternative B, mechanized use is 
restricted to designated routes only. These routes should be hardened enough to 
accommodate this use along with mountain bikes and other uses so the environment is 
not negatively impacted. Public comment on this issue will be considered along with 
other factors in making a final decision in the 2002 Forest Plan. 

Access 

R88 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not limit access. 
Response: The forest planning process is not aimed at limiting access to the forest. 
Rather, it is intended to look at a range of alternatives for all Forest resources and needs, 
including recreation. It also gives the Forest Service manager, who has to make a 
decision about all the competing needs for a limited resource, the best information 
available to make a decision. To create a balance among all resources and recreational 
uses will mean that some uses may need to be restricted. With the exception of a few 
small administrative sites, there will be open access to the entire Forest by the general 
public. The difficulty comes in that the access may only be by foot in some areas and by 
motorized or mechanized travel in other areas as necessary to meet all Forest resource 
objectives. Public comment will be considered in the decisions aimed at achieving 
balance in the 2002 Forest Plan. 

R89 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide recreational access for 
those with limited mobility. 

Response: Recreational access will continue to be provided for those persons who rely 
on motorized access to get into the forest. Chapter 3, Topic 3, Part 1 in the FEIS shows 
the total road miles open to motorized travel under each of the alternatives analyzed. 
Even under the most restrictive alternative, there will be in excess of 1,676 miles of 
roadway open to motorized travel on the forest. In addition to this mileage, many of the 
more popular routes, such as Lincoln Creek, Independence Pass and Taylor Pass on the 
Aspen Ranger District, are open county roadways within the forest and are not included 
in our analysis. Public comment will be considered, along with all of the other factors, in 
the 2002 Forest Plan. 

R90 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure road access to all proposed 
wilderness areas. 

Response: Road access near proposed Wilderness will depend on the existing road 
system and decisions made in the Travel Management Plan. These areas were proposed 
as Wilderness largely because they do not have roads. By law, motorized access or any 
other activity that may degrade future Wilderness values, is not allowed in areas proposed 
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for Wilderness in the 2002 Forest Plan. Public input will be considered in making a final 
decision on which roads to leave open to motorized use in the Travel Management Plan. 

R91 Public Concern: The Forest Service should improve winter access to wilderness 
areas for backcountry skiing. 

Response: Improvements in winter access for backcountry skiing are largely determined 
by the availability of physical and financial resources. The Forest does not, under current 
budget levels, have the financial resources to plow roadways and parking areas, nor to 
pay other entities to do so. It is projected that this situation will not change in the short 
term. In reality, even some of our partners have backed off of what they are willing to 
plow in winter, which is the case for Four Mile Park on the Sopris District. Issues of 
budget and priority setting are beyond the scope of this forest planning process. 

R92 Public Concern: The Forest Service should identify off-trail closures and 
restriction areas by physical characteristics. 

Response: Enforcement of off-trail restrictions is primarily a budget driven issue and 
generally outside the scope of forest planning to control. However, management 
boundary lines were drawn to correspond to natural land features and other easily 
identifiable features to the extent possible for easier on-the-ground identification. It is not 
always possible to use easily defined boundaries and at the same time meet the resource 
management objectives of a particular area. In these cases, the forest will use education 
and engineering to assist the public in understanding the travel management in a 
particular area. 

R93 Public Concern: White River National Forest should retain the East and West 
Maroon trails access through the Elk Mountains. 

Response: The East and West Maroon Trails will be retained through the Elk Mountains. 
The removal of these from the list of Forest Service system trails was discovered to be a 
mapping error in the development of Alternative D in the DEIS. With this correction, 
there is no alternative proposed that removes either of these trails as a system trail. 

R94 Public Concern: White River National Forest should create a trailhead and 
access from Silverthorne into the Eagles Nest Wilderness. 

Response: The White River National Forest currently has trailhead access from 
Silverthorne into the Eagles Nest Wilderness. Access points into the Wilderness are at 
South Willow, Mesa Cortina and at the end of Ryan Gulch Road. All six proposed 
alternatives in the DEIS have each of these access points open to foot and horse travel. 

R95 Public Concern: White River National Forest should institute a reservation 
system for public land access. 

Response: The decision to implement a reservation system for uses on National Forest 
System lands on the forest is separate from the land allocation decisions made in a forest 
plan and not within the scope of this analysis. We currently have reservation systems in 
place for some of the privately provided recreational opportunities, such as the three hut 
systems, on the forest. Many of our more popular campgrounds have gone to a 
reservation system because of demand. The addition of any future reservation systems 
will be done through a site-specific analysis. 
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R96 Public Concern: The 2002 Forest Plan should limit the size of hiking and 
camping groups. 

Response: The Forest Service uses a couple of different tools to consider human 
recreational impact. The first tool is the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum. This gives an 
area designation to each acre on the Forest and with the designation comes specific 
guidance on what level or development is permissible to be in harmony with the 
surrounding environment. The second tool is the Scenery Management System. This 
analysis tool also ensures any development will fit into the landscape. There are some 
areas that have limits on camping groups.  

Hunting 

R97 Public Concern: The Forest Service should stagger hunting closures.  
Response: Hunting units and dates are set by the State of Colorado. In an 1896 Supreme 
Court case, Geer v. Connecticut, the Supreme Court ruled wildlife was the property of the 
state in which it was found. Thus, in the creation of the National Forests, control of the 
wildlife resources was reserved to the States. State wildlife issues are outside the scope of 
this analysis process. 

R98 Public Concern: White River National Forest should maximize recreation 
visitor days for big game hunting. 

Response: Of the six alternatives analyzed in the FEIS, recreation visitor days for big 
game hunting are highest in Alternative F, which increases motorized access into hunting 
areas. However, the hunting success rate in Alternative F will be among the lowest due to 
animal disturbance by motorized vehicles. Public comment will be considered, along 
with other factors, in developing management strategies in the 2002 Forest Plan and 
Travel Management Plan. 

Enforcement 

R99 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt meaningful penalties for 
illegal access by motorized or mechanized means. 

Response: Penalties for law and regulation violations, such as illegal access, are set by 
the US Courts or by Congress in legislation creating the law. The Forest Service only has 
the authority to recommend changes to the collateral forfeiture schedule for misdemeanor 
violations. Actions of the US Court system and Congress are outside the scope of this 
forest planning process. 

Recreation Conflicts with Other Management Activities 

R100 Public Concern: White River National Forest should prohibit activities that 
damage recreational values. 

Response: The Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 clearly states, “It is the policy 
of the Congress that the National Forests are established and shall be administered for 
outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, and wildlife and fish purposes.” Further, the 
Mining Law of 1872 states that all valuable mineral deposits in lands belonging to the 
United States “are hereby declared to be free and open to exploration” … “by citizens of 
the United States”. As defined by Congress, recreation is only one of many valid uses of 
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National Forest System lands and the Forest Service does not have the authority to only 
manage for recreational values. 

R101 Public Concern: Extractive activities should be prohibited in non-motorized 
backcountry recreation areas.  

Response: It is not within the legal scope of this plan to prohibit all extractive activities 
in non-motorized backcountry recreation areas. The Mining Law of 1872 supercedes the 
forest plan. 

R102 Public Concern: Mitigation for the effects of vegetation management on the 
quality of recreational experience should be addressed in the FEIS. 

Response: Mitigation was done in the final forest plan to reduce the effects of vegetation 
management on recreation. Management areas 1.31, 1.32, 1.41, 2.1, 3.1, 3.21, 3.31, 3.32, 
3.4, 3.55, 4.2, 4.23, 4.3, 4.32, 8.21, and 8.25 are all primarily for recreation. Timber 
harvest is allowed only to protect or enhance values related to recreation and does not 
contribute to the ASQ. Therefore, there is no incentive to do the timber harvest for other 
than recreation values.  

R103 Public Concern: The White River National Forest Plan should use passive 
forest management strategies where active management compromises visual 
and recreational goals. 

Response: The Forest Service tries to use the management strategy that best fits several 
goals, including visual and recreational integrity, on projects. The Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum divides the forest into areas with specific direction on levels of 
recreation development, vegetative alteration, visual goals and travel management 
allowed for management of the area. Additionally, each proposed project must be 
evaluated under the Scenery Management System to ensure the proposed action blends 
into the landscape. 

Developed Recreation and Camping 

R104 Public Concern: The Forest Service should add a vegetation management 
guideline for developed recreation. 

Response: The decision to construct any new developed recreation on the Forest will be 
done following a site-specific analysis separate from this forest plan analysis. A 
component of the future analysis should include the effects of that new development on 
the vegetation and ecological systems of the area.   

R105 Public Concern: The Forest Service should limit developed recreation 
improvements to maintenance of existing facilities. 

Response: This option was considered. Alternative I analyzes no increase in developed 
recreation facilities over existing levels. Public comment will be considered, along with 
other factors in developing the area management strategies for the 2002 Forest Plan. 
Maintenance of existing facilities is determined by budget and outside the scope of this 
forest planning process. 
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R106 Public Concern: Developed recreation should be prohibited under Management 
Area prescriptions 1.31 and 1.32. 

Response: Developed recreation is prohibited in Management Areas 1.31 and 1.32. The 
management area descriptions in the 2002 Forest Plan state that road building is not 
allowed. Without road building, developed recreation sites are not possible. 

R107 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide adequate facilities to 
physically disabled persons. 

Response: The Architectural Barriers Act of 1968 requires that federal agencies provide 
access to persons with physical disabilities in our buildings and facilities. Facility design 
is a legal mandate and not a decision that can be made in the forest planning process. 

R108 Public Concern: White River National Forest should develop new 
campgrounds. 

Response: The construction of new campgrounds is analyzed and discussed in Chapter 3, 
Topic 3, Part 1 of the FEIS. The discussion in the FEIS notes that any new development 
will have to come from private industry building and maintaining these facilities. The 
actual analysis needed for the development of these sites and how to fund them is outside 
the scope of this forest planning process. 

R109 Public Concern: The Forest Service should locate new campgrounds away from 
wilderness and roadless areas. 

Response: The decision to construct any new campground on the forest will be made 
following a site-specific analysis separate from this forest plan analysis. Any future 
analysis should include the effects of that new development on the surrounding areas 
including Wilderness and roadless areas. 

R110 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider installing high-density 
camping facilities. 

Response: The decision to construct any new campground on the forest will be done 
following a site-specific analysis separate from this forest planning analysis. Any future 
analysis should include the benefits of high-density camping units for the area. 

R111 Public Concern: The Forest Service should restrict campground access to 
vehicles less than 22 feet in length. 

Response: Restricting campground access to a particular user group such as motorized 
vehicles less than 22 feet in length is a site-specific decision and not within the scope of 
this forest planning process. 

R112 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that concession-operated 
campgrounds allocate the majority of space for tent campers. 

Response: Concessionaires operating Forest Service campgrounds have very little 
control, in most cases, over whether a tent or recreational vehicle occupies a site. Many 
Forest campsites are reserved through a national reservation system on a first-come first-
served basis. This system only inquires about the type of equipment a camper may have if 
the site is “tent only” or otherwise too small for a recreational vehicle. The real limitation 
is the type of use the site can physically handle. Most Forest campgrounds were designed 
and constructed in the early 1960s when tent camping was dominant. Allocation of 
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campground space for recreational vehicles versus tents is a site-specific issue made at 
the time of campground design and is outside the scope of this forest planning process. 

R113 Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow dispersed vehicle camping in 
appropriate areas. 

Response: All management strategies in the 2002 Forest Plan allow the continuation of 
dispersed vehicle camping in many Forest areas. Public comment will be considered, 
along with other factors, in developing the area management strategies in the 2002 Forest 
Plan. 

R114 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider reopening the Maroon 
Lake campground. 

Response: The Maroon Lake Campground was closed because mudflows coming off 
Sievers Mountain posed a threat to public safety—a mudflow in 1986 wiped out several 
campground units. Fortunately, the flow occurred during the day, only damaging personal 
property. The campground was closed to use in 1996 following a geotechnical report on 
the mudflow hazard. A similar mudflow occurred one night in the summer of 1999. The 
likelihood of serious personal injury would have been high if the campground had still 
been open. The few sites that still have not been revegetated are in the high to moderate 
hazard areas. There are no plans to allow future public camping in this area.  

The Forest agrees that more developed camping needs to be provided on the Aspen 
District to make up for the loss of this campground; however, this is a site-specific issue 
and is outside the scope of this forest planning process. 

Management Area Designations/Prescriptions 

R115 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not change designation of areas 
currently identified as non-motorized. 

Response: Areas currently designated as non-motorized in the current Forest Plan will 
remain so in Alternative B of the FEIS. The management strategies in Alternative B, as 
well as all other alternatives, will be considered along with public input in formulating 
the 2002 Forest Plan and FEIS.  

R116 Public Concern: The Forest Service should apply Management Area 1.2 to the 
McCoy Park/ Mud Springs areas. 

Response: The McCoy Park/Mud Springs area is analyzed as Management Area 1.2 in 
Alternative I. Public comment on this issue will be considered along with other factors in 
making a final decision in the 2002 Forest Plan. 

R117 Public Concern: On White River National Forest, a number of areas should be 
designated as Management Area 1.31. 

R117.1 Battlements  

R117.2 Coal Basin  

R117.3 Guller Gulch  
Response: Numerous areas were looked at for inclusion into Management Area 1.31 in 
all alternatives, especially in Alternatives D and I. Spruce Creek, Galler Gulch and 
Copper Mountain to Shrine Pass were analyzed in Alternative I; and Jones Gulch was 



White River National Forest 

Response to Public Comment A3-158 

analyzed as Management Area 1.31 in Alternative D. The area immediately around all of 
the ski huts is too small of a land base to attempt to manage through the land allocation 
process in a forest plan. Each of these sites is currently covered by a Forest Supervisor’s 
special closure order or another closure means as a site-specific decision. Public 
comments on this issue will be considered in the FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan. 

R118 Public Concern: The Forest Service should change management designations 
in the Ten Mile Range from 2.1. 

Response: Different alternatives for the management designations were analyzed for the 
Ten Mile Range in the six alternatives in the DEIS. In Alternative B, the area along the 
top of the Ten Mile Range outside Management Area 8.25 was analyzed as Management 
Area 1.31. Portions of the same area were analyzed as Management Area 1.31 in 
Alternatives C, E and I. In Alternative F, the area was analyzed as Management Area 5.4, 
which may allow recreation uses similar to those found in Management Area 1.31. Public 
comment will be considered, along with other factors, in developing the area 
management strategies for the 2002 Forest Plan. 

R119 Public Concern: The Forest Service should designate the Cucumber Gulch 
area as Management Area prescription 2.1. 

Response: Mangement area prescription land allocations differ in each alternative. These 
allocations came about through specialists’ input and public comments and reponses.  

R120 Public Concern: The Forest Service should designate Mount Baldy and Boreas 
Pass as Management Area 3.21. 

Response: The area around Mount Baldy and Boreas Pass is designated as Management 
Area 3.21 (limited use areas) in Alternative D. Public comment will be considered in 
making a final decision on which management area designation to use for this area in the 
2002 Forest Plan. 

R121 Public Concern: The Forest Service should change management designations 
for the Upper Blue River Basin from 3.31 to 4.3. 

Response: The Forest Service has addressed management designations for the Upper 
Blue Basin in the six alternatives in the DEIS. The management area designated in 
Alternative I as 3.31 for the Upper Blue Basin was analyzed, as Management Area 4.3 in 
Alternative B. Public comment will be considered, along with other factors, in 
developing the area management strategies for the 2002 Forest Plan.  

R122 Public Concern: White River National Forest should implement the 
Management Area 3.32 in Alternative C for the trailhead area on Snowmass 
Creek. 

Response: The backcountry recreation designation in Alternative C, along with the 
designations proposed in all of the other alternatives will still be considered in the 2002 
Forest Plan and FEIS. Public comment on the management designations will also be one 
of the factors used to determine the final management strategy. 
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R123 Public Concern: The Montezuma Area should be designated as management 
area 4.3. 

Response: Under Alternative I in the DEIS, the primary emphasis of the Montezuma area 
was dispersed recreation—Management Area 4.3. Components of all the alternatives 
analyzed, as well as public input, will be considered in the 2002 Forest Plan and FEIS.  

R124 Public Concern: The Final White River National Forest Plan should designate 
a 4.3 management prescription for Spruce Creek/Crystal Creek. 

Response: The Spruce Creek and Crystal Creek areas were analyzed as Management 
Area 4.3 in Alternatives B, C, D, E and I. Public comment will be considered, along with 
other factors, in developing the area management strategies for the 2002 Forest Plan. 

R125 Public Concern: The Ruedi area should be designated Management Area 4.32. 
Response: Under Alternative F in the DEIS, the primary emphasis of the Ruedi area was 
dispersed recreation in high-use areas—Management Area 4.32. Components of all the 
alternatives analyzed, as well as public input, will be considered in the 2002 Forest Plan 
and FEIS. 

R126 Public Concern: The Forest Service should change areas currently designated 
as Management Area 5.45 to 1.32 or 3.21. 

Response: Many of the areas designated as Management Area 5.45 (forest carnivores) in 
Alternative D were analyzed as Management Areas 1.32 (backcountry recreation, non-
motorized with limited winter motorized) and 3.21 (limited use areas) in other 
alternatives. In Alternative B, there are not any areas designated as Management Area 
5.45 in all of Summit County—only one area on the entire Forest is designated as 
Management Area 5.45 in this alternative. The primary public concern with designating 
areas as Management Area 5.45 is new snow compaction. All existing backcountry hut 
routes and snow play areas are mapped as compacted areas. No significant change in 
winter non-motorized management is expected in these areas by designating them as 
Management Area 5.45.  

The listing of the lynx as a threatened species by the US Fish and Wildlife Service and 
any associated standards and guidelines will be followed on all suitable lynx habitat areas 
of the forest regardless of management area designation as required by the Endangered 
Species Act. Public comment will be considered in making a final decision on which 
management area designation to use for these areas in the 2002 Forest Plan. 

R127 Public Concern: The Forest Service should change areas north of Keystone 
from 5.45 to other designations. 

Response: Alternatives C, E and F analyze the area to the north and northeast of the 
Keystone Ski Area as Management Area 1.31.  

R128 Public Concern: The Forest Service should retain the existing management 
prescription for the Peninsula. 

Response: Alternative B analyzed keeping the existing management in place for the 
Peninsula area of Lake Dillon, as well as for the rest of the forest. Public comment will 
be considered in making a final decision on which management area designation to use 
for these areas in the 2002 Forest Plan. 
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R129 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address management designations 
for Vail. 

Response: Several different alternatives for management area designations were 
analyzed in the six alternatives in the DEIS. The lands between the area designated as 
Management Area 5.41 in Alternative B and the western boundary of Management Area 
8.25 were analyzed as Management Area 1.31 in Alternative C. The area on the northeast 
edge of the Vail Ski Area to the East Vail Chutes was analyzed as Management Area 
1.31 in Alternatives C, E and F. Public comment will be considered, along with other 
factors, in developing the area management strategies for the 2002 Forest Plan. 

R130 Public Concern: White River Forest Plan guidelines should be revised to clarify 
that they do not apply to Management Area 8.25. 

Response: The LRMP guidelines for scenery will continue to apply to all lands on the 
Forest. The capacity levels listed in Table 2-9 in the DEIS are not used to calculate ski 
area capacities because capacity calculation on ski areas is done through other means on a 
more site specific basis. The scenery management system guidelines do not change 
across the Forest no matter the activity.   

R131 Public Concern: The dispersed recreation designation for upper Crystal Valley 
should be modified to accommodate additional backcountry recreation. 

Response: None of the proposed alternatives limits the amount of backcountry recreation 
in the upper Crystal Valley. Much of the area is designated Wilderness—a land allocation 
that may not be changed in a forest plan. The only limitations placed on recreation in the 
upper Crystal Valley are where mountain bikes and motorized travel are permitted. 
Public input and other factors will be considered in the FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan. 

R132 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the management strategy for 
the Vail Pass area. 

Response: The Vail Pass Management Plan, not the forest planning process, guides the 
site-specific management strategy for the Vail Pass area. However, the area allocation for 
uses is a part of this process, and in Alternative C of the FEIS, the top of Vail Pass is 
designated as Management Area 3.32, which allows designated snowmobile routes and 
play areas. Management Area 3.2 meets the same intent as Management Area 5.4 or 5.43 
as far as winter travel and recreation. Public comments on this issue will be considered in 
the FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan. 

R133 Public Concern: In the absence of Forest Service financial assistance for 
trailhead improvements, the area around the Town of Montezuma should 
not be designated high use recreation. 

Response: In Alternatives B, C, E, F and I of the DEIS, the area around the Town of 
Montezuma is analyzed as Management Area, dispersed recreation. This management 
strategy involves less intensive recreation management and development than some other 
strategies. Public input on the management area designation around the Town of 
Montezuma will be considered with several other factors in preparing the 2002 Forest 
Plan. Funding trailhead improvements is a function of budget allocation. Budget 
allocation and priority is outside the scope of this analysis. 
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R134 Public Concern: The Forest Service should modify the dispersed recreation 
management area designation for the Upper Crystal River Valley. 

Response: Alternative F of the DEIS analyzes the Upper Crystal River Valley as 
Management Area 3.31(backcountry recreation, year-round motorized). This designation 
carries with it a lesser degree of use and development than Management Area 4.3 
(dispersed recreation). Public comment on this issue will be considered along with other 
factors in making a final decision in the 2002 Forest Plan. 

R135 Public Concern: The Forest Service should keep Four Mile Park open.  
Response: Four Mile Park is not closed to human use in any of the proposed alternatives 
in the DEIS; however, there are differing restrictions proposed for different modes of 
travel in the six alternatives. A final decision will be based on several factors, including 
public comment on the DEIS. 

R136 Public Concern: The FEIS should address management of Independence Pass. 
Response: The management of the Independence Pass corridor is addressed in all six 
proposed alternatives in the DEIS. A final decision on the recreation management along 
the corridor will be made in the 2002 Forest Plan. Implementation of any management 
actions will be budget-driven. Levels of budget allocation and budget priorities are 
outside the scope of this forest planning process. 

R137 Public Concern: Ptarmigan Pass should remain open for winter recreation. 
Response: To reach Ptarmigan Pass, you must travel through the Ptarmigan Peak 
Wilderness. The Wilderness Act of 1964 prohibits motorized use in congressionally 
designated Wilderness. All alternatives analyzed in the FEIS continue to allow 
snowshoeing and cross country skiing in this area. 

R138 Public Concern: The Forest Service should change the designation of Ski 
Cooper and Chicago Ridge Snowcat Area to B, permitted motorized travel 
only. 

Response: In the Preferred Alternative (Alternative K) the west side of Chicago Ridge, 
where the snowcat operation exists, is designated management area 1.32—Backcountry 
recreation-non-motorized with limited winter motorized. This designation is most 
appropriate for the desired condition and type of use occurring in the area. Winter 
motorized travel will be restricted to designated routes and play areas only. 

Special Use Permits (Not Ski Areas) 

R139 Public Concern: The Forest Service should expand the number of outfitter 
permits. 

Response: The distribution of commercial special-use permits by the Forest Service is 
done under regulations and policy in the Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 2709.11. The 
Forest must follow these guide lines in administering existing permits and issuing any 
new permits. Changing these procedures is a national issue and outside the scope of this 
forest planning analysis. 
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R140 Public Concern: The Forest Service should foster outfitter and guide businesses 
offering more primitive experiences. 

Response: Several factors are looked at before outfitter and guide permits are issued, 
including demonstrated public need, availability of capacity, compliance with Forest 
goals and objectives, environmental stewardship and economic viability. The designation 
of more areas for primitive recreation would provide the additional capacity for new 
outfitter and guides offering more primitive experiences. The actual process for issuing 
new permits is done on a site-specific basis and is outside the scope of this forest 
planning process. 

R141 Public Concern: The Forest Service should implement a permit system if 
capacity exceeds 80 percent. 

Response: A permit system is one of many management tools available to the Forest 
Service should wilderness use near the set capacity levels. This will be a site specific 
decision requiring separate analysis and is outside the scope of this planning process.   

R142 Public Concern: White River National Forest should continue to renew 
outfitter permits.  

Response: The renewal of outfitter/guide permits on the forest is done under regulations 
and policy in the Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 2709.11. The Forest must follow these 
guidelines in administering existing permits and issuing any new permits. Renewal of an 
individual permit is a site-specific decision made at the time the previous permit expires 
and does not come under the scope of this forest planning analysis. 

R143 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider special use permits that 
require resource maintenance plans. 

Response: Special use permit administration is done under regulations and policy in the 
Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 2709.11. The Forest must follow these guidelines in 
administering existing permits and issuing any new permits. In some cases, special 
clauses are added to a permit that addresses resource management issues. In priority-use 
permits, annual operating plans may address resource issues. The administration of 
special use permits is outside the scope of this forest planning analysis. 

R144 Public Concern: The Forest Service should enforce spatial separations between 
outfitter camps. 

Response: The Forest Service does have a proposed guideline in Management Area 1.12 
(recommended Wilderness) that separates outfitter/guide camps by three-quarters of a 
mile. Enforcement of this guideline will be done in annual operating plans for each 
permit when designated campsites are approved or denied. Public comment will be 
considered, along with other factors, in developing the area management strategies for the 
2002 Forest Plan. 

R145 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow individuals or businesses 
to reserve campsites. 

Response: Individuals or businesses are allowed to reserve campsites on the forest under 
very limited circumstances. Developed recreation sites (campgrounds) may be reserved 
through a national reservations center, similar to making a motel reservation. Aside from 
campgrounds, a signed special use permit is required to reserve a camping location on the 
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forest. Following are examples of why these special-use authorizations may be given out: 
a permittee needs to be near their operation; a volunteer group needs to be near their work 
site for logistical reasons; or another agency, such as the military, is holding exercises for 
training. The most common example of reserved campsites would be for the operation of 
a commercial special use permit. To make a commercial operation viable, the owner must 
have some assurance of the availability of a certain site or area for their operations. In 
most cases, they must also be able to set up operations in advance or exceed the standard 
camping limit on the forest. Reserved sites for outfitter/guides are given according to 
guidelines in the Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 2709.11. Other than the immediate area 
around the campsite, these are non-exclusive use permits and other private parties may 
share the same area. The issue of reserved campsites is not a part of the forest planning 
analysis. 

R146 Public Concern: Conflicts between Objective 2.9b and permit administration 
guidelines in the Draft EIS should be resolved in the FEIS.  

Response: A conflict appears to exist between Objective 2.9b on page 1-8 of the draft 
forest plan and the permit administration discussion on page 3-288 of the DEIS because 
of budget levels. Objective 2.9b in the draft plan assumes that we will get enough money 
in the future to do the necessary administration to meet this objective. The discussion on 
page 3-288 of the DEIS addressed our capability to do permit administration under 
current budget levels.  

R147 Public Concern: Public access to wildlife recreational activities should take 
precedence over commercial enterprises. 

Response: All access to wildlife recreational activities on the forest is for public use. The 
commercial operations on the forest are merely providing assistance to members of the 
public in the pursuit of the wildlife. The hunter/fisherperson is the individual who must 
have in their possession a state license and be physically present, taking an active role on 
the forest in the pursuit of the game. This is in contrast to true commercial enterprise that 
has the sole purpose of harvesting wildlife in a location and offering that wildlife for sale 
with no participation from the purchaser. Additionally, outfitter/guides on the forest offer 
valuable training to their clients on land use and ethics. Many persons would not 
experience or enjoy hunting and fishing on the forest without the outfitter/guides. The 
allocation of use is a site-specific decision and not a part of the forest planning process. 

R148 Public Concern: White River National Forest should provide administrative 
guidelines for concessionaire management.  

Response: A national policy is currently being developed to provide administrative 
guidelines for concessionaire management. This includes direction on when this type of 
management is most appropriate for developed sites. When completed, the new policy 
will guide concessionaire management on the forest. 

R149 Public Concern: The Forest Service should require concessionaires to maintain 
permit sites and surroundings. 

Response: Concessionaire permits for the operation of developed sites on the forest 
include requirements for maintenance of specific sites and their surroundings. 
Compliance monitoring of permit requirements is subject to budget limitations and 
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conducted on a site-specific basis. Individual operating plan requirements and related 
budget allocation decisions are outside the scope of this forest planning process. 

R150 Public Concern: White River National Forest should terminate all recreational 
cabin leases. 

Response: All recreational cabin permits on the forest have termination dates. Prior to 
the date of termination, a separate NEPA analysis will be completed to decide if the use 
should be continued. Public comments will then be considered in making a final decision. 
Termination of recreation special use permits is outside the scope of this forest planning 
process. 

R151 Public Concern: The 2002 Forest Plan should allow future expansion of the 
hut system. 

Response: Alternatives B, C, E and F allow the construction of additional backcountry 
huts, such as those in the 10th Mountain Division Hut Association system. Public 
comment on this issue will be considered along with other factors in making a final 
decision in the 2002 Forest Plan. 

R152 Public Concern: The Forest Service should limit new hut permits. 
Response: Alternatives D and I analyzed limiting or eliminating the potential for any 
new backcountry huts on the Forest. Public comment on this issue will be considered 
along with other factors in making a final decision in the forest plan. 

R153 Public Concern: The Forest Service should prioritize environmental values over 
expansion of the hut system. 

Response: Any expansion of the hut system will need to be a site-specific decision 
following completion of the 2002 Forest Plan and is not addressed in this forest planning 
process. In the analysis of a new hut proposal, additional public comment will be 
received and analysis will need to be done on the effects a new hut would have on 
environmental values.  

R154 Public Concern: The Forest Service should monitor summer use of huts. 
Response: The Forest Service monitors summer use of backcountry huts. The level of 
monitoring is dependent on the annual allocation of limited recreation staff, funding and 
priorities determined in an annual program of work. Annual budgeting and staffing 
decisions are outside the scope of this forest plan analysis. 

R155 Public Concern: The Forest Service should limit commercial use in Woody 
Creek. 

Response: The determination on whether commercial use should be allowed in the 
Woody Creek area will be done following a site-specific analysis. This analysis will 
include a public involvement process separate from this forest planning process. Site-
specific analysis is outside the scope of this land allocation planning process. 

R156 Public Concern: The 2002 Forest Plan should bar commercial recreation in 
Coal Basin.  

Response: The determination on whether commercial use should be allowed in the Coal 
Basin area will be done following a site-specific analysis. This analysis will include a 



  Final Environmental Impact Statement Volume 2 

 A3-165 Appendix A 

public involvement process separate from this forest planning process. Site-specific 
analysis is outside the scope of this land allocation planning process. 

R157 Public Concern: The White River National Forest Plan should deny a special 
use permit for Western Adventures Outfitters. 

Response: The decision on whether to allow commercial operations by Western 
Adventure Outfitters on the forest is a site-specific decision made at the District level 
following a site-specific analysis. This analysis will include a public involvement process 
separate from this forest planning process. Site-specific analysis is outside the scope of 
this land allocation planning process. 

R158 Public Concern: The Forest Service should designate user-day allowances for 
dogsleds.  

Response: The decision to allow commercial dogsledding use on any part of the forest 
will be a site-specific decision and not within the scope of this forest planning process. In 
general, the decision to allow new, or expanded, commercial use opportunities follows a 
capacity analysis and determination of public need. If capacity is available and need 
determined, a competitive prospectus process follows. 

R159 Public Concern: White River National Forest should enforce commercial stable 
permits. 

Response: Enforcement of commercial stable permit conditions and all other commercial 
operations on the forest comes under policy outlined in Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 
2709.11. The level of enforcement and monitoring is determined by yearly Forest 
priorities and budgeting. Both of these issues are outside the scope of this forest planning 
analysis. 

R160  The Forest Service should not allow commercial stable operations on the 
Colorado Trail.  

Response: Commercial operations existed on this trail prior to the route being designated 
as the Colorado Trail. The decision on whether to allow commercial stable operations on 
the Colorado Trail is a site-specific decision made at the District level following a site-
specific analysis. This analysis will include a public involvement process separate from 
this forest planning process. Site-specific analysis is outside the scope of this land 
allocation planning process. 

R161 Public Concern: The Forest Service should require commercial stable operators 
to collaborate with local trail users to identify restricted trails.  

Response: Requirements placed on commercial stable operators and other recreation 
special use permittees are done either through the permit or in an annual operating plan 
that accompanies a long-term permit. The requirements placed on permittees are site-
specific decisions. Site-specific analysis is outside the scope of this land allocation 
planning process. 

R162 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not issue new commercial stable 
operating permits.  

Response: The decision on whether to allow commercial stable operating permits on the 
forest is a site-specific decision made at the District level following a site-specific 
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analysis. This analysis will include a public involvement process separate from this forest 
planning process. Site-specific analysis is outside the scope of this land allocation 
planning process. 

R163 Public Concern: The Forest Service should require permits for recreational 
mining. 

Response: The Forest Service does require permits for dredging minerals when the 
operation has potential to cause damage to Forest resources. Low-impact recreational 
panning does not require a permit. Whether a permit is necessary for a recreational 
activity on the forest is restricted is a matter decided by relevant law and regulation and is 
outside the scope of this planning document. 

Recreation Use Interaction/User Conflicts 

R164 Public Concern: The Forest Service should promote resource sharing among 
users.  

Response: The Forest Service promotes resource sharing among users. The Forest tries 
to educate various recreation user groups to coexist with each other. There are, however, 
experiences that recreationists are seeking on the forest that are sometimes incompatible. 
The Forest Service must then make a management determination on which use will take 
place in a particular area and impose regulations accordingly. Public comment will be 
considered, along with other factors, in developing the area management strategies in the 
2002 Forest Plan and in the Travel Management Plan. 

R165 Public Concern: White River National Forest should follow agency policy 
regarding shared trail use. 

Response: The Forest follows agency policy regarding shared trail use. For example, in 
Appendix O of the FEIS, across all alternatives, there are only five trail segments (out of 
43 trails) on the Aspen District identifying any proposed differences among non-
motorized users on the Forest Development Trail system where the reason for the 
difference is not due to Wilderness designation or potential Wilderness designation. 
Further, two of these restrictions are on trail segments only a few hundred yards in length 
where the primary use is walking and wheelchair use. Similar situations can be found on 
the other Districts and across all alternatives.  

R166 Public Concern: The Forest Service should research programs that successfully 
manage multiple use recreation.  

Response: The Forest Service researches programs that use techniques to successfully 
manage multiple -use recreation. In developing recreation management strategies, 
especially on site-specific decisions, much research goes into the final proposed 
strategies. An example of this effort on the forest would be in the development of the 
Vail Pass Management Plan to address winter recreation concerns in the Vail Pass area. 
Because of the success of this plan, another District on the forest actually had persons on 
the Vail development committee assist with a plan elsewhere.  
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R167 Public Concern: The Forest Service should separate recreation activities.  

R167.1 Motorized and Non-motorized 

R167.2 Mechanized and Pedestrian 

R167.3 Equestrian and Motorized 

R167.4 General Winter Activities  

R167.5 At Shrine Pass 

R167.6 At McClure Pass 

R167.7 At Thompson Creek/Fourmile 

R176.8 At Chicago Ridge/Jones Gulch 

R167.9 At Montezuma 

R167.10 At Basalt Mountain 
Response: It is not possible to separate all recreational activities. The Forest has a limited 
land base and there is not enough available area for each recreational use to have their 
own area. Additionally, many of the recreation uses are dependent on each other. It does 
little good to have a developed camping site without access to adjacent recreational 
opportunities, or have winter cross-country skiing if the plowed trailhead access for it is 
so far from the skiing area that the skiing time is spent in getting to and from the area. 
Yet, the same trailhead may also be needed to access snowmobiling. The separation of 
uses is one tool we will use when other methods such as user education fail. Public 
comment on separating uses will be considered, along with other factors, in developing 
the area management strategies in the 2002 Forest Plan and in the Travel Management 
Plan. 

R168 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use topographic features as 
boundaries between areas of snowmobiling and skiing. 

Response: Where there is actual separation of uses proposed in the FEIS, and it is 
practical, the Forest has used topographic boundaries as one of the methods employed to 
separate these uses. In other areas, we have used designated routes and/or changes from 
open meadows to trees to give clear indications of boundaries.  

R169 Public Concern: The Forest Service should define “conflicts with other users.” 
Response: The Forest looks at “conflicts with other users/uses” as any activity on the 
forest that has measurable or perceived negative effects on a physical resource or the 
experience of another Forest use or user. For a conflict to exist, there does not necessarily 
have to be a scientifically measurable negative effect. Instead, conflict may exist in 
personal feelings. What may be a conflict to one person may not be in conflict to another. 
Perceived conflict sometimes gets to people’s beliefs and values and how they apply 
these in their experience on the forest. In recreation management, we are essentially 
providing an “experience.” Thus, we need to consider factors, other than hard scientific 
data along with the scientific evidence. This is one of the difficulties in balancing 
recreation needs on the forest and an area where public input is helpful. 
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R170 Public Concern: The Forest Service should manage recreation to reduce 
incidences of user conflict. 

Response: The Forest Service attempts to lower the chances for user conflict where 
possible. The Forest looks at “conflicts with other users/uses” as any activity on the forest 
that has measurable or perceived negative effects on a physical resource or the experience 
of another Forest use or user. For a conflict to exist, there does not necessarily have to be 
a scientifically measurable negative effect. Instead, conflict may exist in personal 
feelings. What may be a conflict to one person may not be in conflict to another. 
Perceived conflict sometimes gets to peoples beliefs and values and how they apply these 
in their experience on the forest. In recreation management, we are essentially providing 
an “experience.” Thus, we need to consider factors, other than hard scientific data along 
with the scientific evidence. This is one of the difficulties in balancing recreation needs 
on the forest and an area where public input is helpful.  

R171 Public Concern: The Forest Service should employ techniques for resolving 
user conflict that do not involve closures. 

Response: The Forest Service employs techniques to resolve user conflicts that do not 
involve closures. One technique uses education to try to get one user group to respect and 
understand the needs of the other users. The Forest Service involvement in programs such 
as Tread Lightly and Leave No Trace are examples of this. Another successful technique 
is working with multiple interest citizens groups and local governments on management 
issues. A third technique is separation of uses when practical. Closures to certain uses 
will continue to be a viable management tool to address user conflicts. The analysis on 
closures for specific uses is done through the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
allocations in the 2002 Forest Plan and in the Travel Management Plan. Public comment 
will be considered, along with other factors, in developing the area management 
strategies in the 2002 Forest Plan and in the Travel Management Plan. 

R172 Public Concern: The FEIS should address conflicts between non-motorized 
backcountry users and snowmobilers. 

Response: The Forest is attempting to address conflicts between non-motorized 
backcountry users and snowmobilers. The White River’s 2002 Forest Plan will be the 
first forest plan in the nation to look at separate recreation plans for the summer and 
winter. In all other forest plans, including the current White River Forest Plan, minor 
adaptations are made to the summer plan for winter use. One-half of the Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum allocations identified in the FEIS are specific to winter. All of the 
alternatives analyzed have mixed use, motorized and non-motorized areas at varying 
levels. Other strategies that address conflicts include separation of uses and education. 

R173 Public Concern: The Forest Service should strictly apply guidance found at 
Code of Federal Regulations (36 CFR 295) regarding the mitigation of 
conflict. 

Response: The Forest Service follows 36 CFR 295 to mitigate conflicts with motorized 
use off of Forest Development Roads. The Forest Service follows the National 
Environmental Policy Act by completing an environmental analysis before allowing any 
off-road use. Most often, this is done in through the forest planning process. At other 
times, the analysis may be site specific, such as in a Travel Management Plan that 
specifically addresses motorized use on trails. 36 CFR 295 allows us to determine 
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whether the off-road use is causing considerable adverse effects before the use is stopped. 
The Forest has implemented closures to off-road motorized use and provided 
enforcement when necessary. 

Adequacy of Analysis 

R174 Public Concern: The White River National Forest Plan should include 
additional evaluation of resource areas that support Recreational Motorized 
opportunities. 

Response: Motorized uses were evaluated separately in the FEIS. Calculations were done 
separately for OHV, motorcycle, auto travel and snowmobile use demands. Analysis also 
compares capacities for motorized recreation vs. non-motorized recreation (see Figure 3-
22, 3-25, and 3-26). 

R175 Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain how they tied recreational 
capacities to recreational demand in the FEIS. 

Response: The FEIS ties projected recreation demand to theoretical and practical 
capacities throughout the document. The FEIS recognizes that demand will exceed 
practical capacity for many of the more popular forms of recreation on the forest. By 
2020 demand is projected to be 147 percent of practical developed recreation capacity on 
the forest. This same analysis is used for dispersed recreation use on in the FEIS.  

R176  Include Travel Management Plan And Existing Infrastructure In Use 
Estimates 

Response: The existing infrastructure for developed recreation sites is included in 
determining use estimates where practical. This information is most helpful where the 
activity is facility dependent, such as huts, ski areas and campgrounds. The Travel 
Management Plan is a draft document and will not be completed until a final decision has 
been made on the 2002 Forest Plan. Decisions in the Travel Management Plan are site 
specific and must be consistent with forest plan direction. Differing levels of travel 
management strategies are analyzed in the 2002 Forest Plan, but not at the site-specific 
level.  

Future actual use should not be confused with demand in this analysis. The analysis in the 
FEIS attempts to predict demand based on trend research and past-use levels. The 
document compares the projected demand to capacity (supply). The FEIS recognizes that 
demand will exceed practical capacity for many of the more popular forms of recreation 
on the forest. By 2020 demand is projected to be 147 percent of practical developed 
recreation capacity on the forest. This same analysis is done for dispersed recreation. 

Some of the uses more heavily restricted on the forest may reach practical capacity 
sooner than others even though there may be more demand than supply (for example, the 
backcountry hut system and developed campgrounds). Changes in technology over the 
life of a forest plan may displace some forms of recreation by sharing the same resource 
needs—the development of mountain bikes, ATVs and new snowmobiles are examples 
of this.  

Continued growth on private lands within the area covered by the forest will be a factor 
in determining demand on the forest. What values and recreational desires are people 
going to bring with them when they arrive in the region? How are society’s values going 
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to change in the future? Hunting and related uses have declined, while other uses, such as 
viewing wildlife, continue to climb. Marketing campaigns for certain products are 
capable of creating demand where little, or none, existed before. Many of these issues are 
outlined in Chapter 3, Topic 3, Part 1 and were factored into the future trends research 
done by Cordell. 

R177 Public Concern: White River National Forest should clarify the methodology 
used to identify recreation carrying capacity. 

Response: There is not a single methodology to identify recreation carrying capacity that 
fits the varied management situations on the forest. To get more accurate carrying 
capacity estimates, we must look at several different strategies that have been proven to 
be effective on a national level.  

Capacity calculations are based on direction in the Region 2 Desk Guide. These 
methodologies are documented in “Recreation Opportunity Spectrum and Carrying 
Capacity Process Documentation Paper, 1998.” This document is available for review in 
the 2002 Forest Plan administrative record at the Forest Supervisor’s Office. 

R178 Public Concern: Motorized recreation use capacities should be calculated based 
on acres within a recreation opportunity spectrum class instead of miles of 
travelways. 

Response: The recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) class is an indicator of many 
management strategies and desired outcomes within a particular land area. Motorized 
recreational use is only one of the management activities guided by ROS. One of the 
desired outcomes is to meet the expected recreational experience of the user in a 
particular area. 

Use capacity level calculation methods are specific to the individual use to provide the 
best information in management decisions. In some cases, such as where snowmobiles 
can travel off road/trail over a wide area, it may make sense to designate the entire area 
(in terms of total acres) as semi-primitive motorized and open to snowmobiles. The 
capacity for this particular use would be spread out over a wide area, giving the user the 
experience they expect. However, during the summer, in the same semi-primitive 
motorized area, motorized vehicles are allowed but restricted to designated routes.  

To base a capacity calculation on the total acres in an area assumes that all of the acres 
are available to a particular motorized use—when in fact, only a limited travelway is 
available for the use. To try and crowd the number of users calculated for an entire area 
onto a travelway would change the experience the user expected in a semi-primitive 
motorized setting. The logical solution is to calculate motorized user capacities for this 
area using only those travelways actually available for the particular use. This same issue 
is also true for foot trails where the user either does not have the opportunity, or takes the 
opportunity, to travel away from a limited corridor. The management and user 
expectations for the ROS covering the area need to address this limiting factor when 
trying to manage for the expected visitor experience. 
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R179 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide sound scientific studies 
demonstrating user impacts. 

Response: The Forest Service used the best scientific studies available at the time the 
FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan were written. Studies used in the preparation of the planning 
documents will be a part of the forest plan administrative record at the Forest 
Supervisor’s Office. However, not all specific uses on the forest have had scientific 
studies done on them to determine their impacts in a particular environment. For 
example, Forest staff knows of no study completed on the long-term effects on elk 
populations of ATVs driving through elk calving areas. However, it is safe to conclude 
from other studies and professional opinions that allowing extensive ATV use in areas 
where elk are calving is not good for elk populations. In cases such as this, we have had 
to rely on opinions and observations of trained professionals and other available data to 
draw conclusions from similar uses in similar environments. 

R180 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use symmetric adjustment 
methodology for analysis of all forms of recreation. 

Response: The Forest Service used adjustment methodology to analyze all forms of 
recreation. Adjustments to capacity in developed sites and ski areas were calculated 
differently than adjustments to capacity in Wilderness and dispersed areas. Studies have 
shown when use in developed sites is consistently above the 40 percent theoretical 
capacity utilization level, long-term resource damage is likely to occur. For developed 
sites, the total number of persons at one time (PAOT) the facility would theoretically 
hold was multiplied by the length of season to arrive at the theoretical capacity. This 
number was then reduced to get the practical capacity. 

In dispersed areas and Wilderness, the recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) provided 
guidance on experience and resource values. Then, rather than just looking at the gross 
area and the theoretical capacity of that area, several limiting factors were applied to 
reduce the capacity figure. Seasons of use were divided into four levels with each season 
having its own use level. Areas that were not suitable for a particular recreational use 
were removed from capacity calculations; for example, the acres in a ROS class above 66 
percent slope were removed from winter capacity calculations due to avalanche danger, 
acres for bodies of water were removed from calculations for non-water related recreation 
uses, and densely treed acres were removed from calculations for winter use. Large 
adjustments were made in Wilderness and dispersed areas using a linear travelway 
calculation for hiking, biking and motorized use instead of using area calculations. All of 
these adjustments are intended to reach a realistic practical capacity much the same as the 
40 percent does in developed sites and ski areas.  

R181 Public Concern: The FEIS should include analysis of climbing opportunities 
and effects. 

Response: The Forest looked at analyzing climbing and made a decision not to do 
analysis on it for this large planning effort. Climbing is a minor use on the Forest and 
analyzed with other similar uses in the dispersed recreation discussions. There are site-
specific locations on the Forest where climbing is a main activity and this use in those 
areas can be better addressed in a site specific analysis which is outside the scope of this 
document.  
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R182 Public Concern: Recreation Visitor Day statistics are flawed and should be 
recalculated by the Forest Service. 

Response: Recreation Visitor Day numbers are counted and calculated by standardized 
methodologies across the country using a process called Recreation Inventory 
Management, more commonly known as RIM reporting. One Recreation Visitor Day is 
any person, or combination of persons, engaged in a single activity on a National Forest 
for a total aggregate period of 12 hours. For example, two persons downhill skiing for six 
hours each is one visitor day; four persons hiking for three hours each is also one visitor 
day; and one person camping for 24 hours total is two visitor days. Calculating use in this 
manner allows us to compare like amounts of use in a consistent manner. Several 
methods are used to collect accurate use figures: for skier numbers, we use actual lift 
ticket sales; for trail use, we use trail counters; and, for some uses, we do visitor surveys 
and double sampling. 

Recreation-use figures are only one factor of the many used to determine the appropriate 
management of a particular area.  

R183 Public Concern: Recreation management decisions should be well thought out 
and based upon the best available science. 

Response: The recreation management analysis in the DEIS is based on the best 
available science known to Forest staff at the time of document preparation. For 
management decisions to be well thought out, they also need to consider factors such as 
safety, law, use conflicts, public opinion, need and other components that may not have a 
direct grounding in scientific research. The FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan will attempt to 
balance all of these factors. 

R184 Public Concern: White River National Forest should establish an ecological 
basis for recreation management. 

Response: The Forest Service uses a couple of different tools assess recreation 
development and it’s ecological and visual effects on the landscape. The first tool is the 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum. This gives an area designation to each acre on the 
Forest and with the designation comes specific guidance on what level or development is 
permissible to be in harmony with the surrounding environment. The Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum does assess the ecological characteristics of the site. The second 
tool is the Scenery Management System. This analysis tool also ensures any development 
will fit into the landscape. 

That the Forest Service should balance recreation and environmental values is a 
requirement placed on the Forest Service by sections from at least 2 different laws and/or 
regulations. Section 219.21 of the Code of Federal Regulations (36CFR) requires the 
Forest Service “to the degree consistent with needs and demands for all major resources” 
a broad spectrum of outdoor recreation opportunities shall be provided in each 
alternative. Further, the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 sets 
a policy that public lands be managed “in a manner that will protect the quality of 
scientific, scenic, historical, ecological environmental, air and atmospheric, water 
resource, and archeological values” (FLPMA, Sec 102, (8)). 

This was a significant consideration in the FEIS and Forest Plan. 
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R185 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should reconcile its 
calculated Recreational Visitor Days with those from the Routt National 
Forest’s Revised ForestsPlan and traffic counts. 

Response: Attempting to compare recreation use levels on the Routt National Forest with 
those on the White River National Forest can only be done by getting the numbers into 
similar formats. The concept of recreation visitor days (RVDs) was created just for that 
purpose. One RVD is defined as a single person engaged in an activity on the forest for a 
period of 12 hours. Thus, a person camping for 24 hours would count as two RVDs and 
two persons skiing for six hours each would count as one RVD. The methodology to 
calculate these use figures is set at the national level with standardized times for each 
activity. 

Without relying on RVDs and gross visits, it would be impossible to compare use on the 
two Forests because, even though they share a border, each has unique characteristics. 
The Forests differ in methods of public  access and the population base living within the 
forests, as well as the amount of use passing through Forests. The White River National 
Forest has a major interstate highway passing right through the center of the forest and, 
within its boundary, two airports with daily commercial flights. In addition to the 
interstate, the White River has ten more paved highways entering the forest. The 
population base within the White River is significantly higher than that within the Routt 
National Forest. Uses on the White River tend to be more focused on developed 
recreation with 12 downhill ski areas, five cross country ski areas, three backcountry hut 
systems, three large reservoirs, 20 campgrounds and other developed sites, such as the 
Maroon Bells with over 200,000 visits a year.  

R186 Public Concern: White River National Forest should analyze the effects of 
future recreation growth on forest resources. 

Response: The analysis on the effects of future recreation growth on other Forest 
resources can be found in the effects analysis for each resource in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. 

R187 Public Concern: White River National Forest should consider the negative 
effects of restricting recreational access and activities to limited areas. 

Response: In Chapter 3, Topic 3, Part 1 of the FEIS, Recreation Management, there is a 
discussion on the negative effects of continued recreation growth and restrictions on uses 
in the various alternatives. 

R188 Public Concern: The FEIS should include a consideration of the cumulative 
loss of recreational motorized opportunities.  

Response: The Forest Service looked at a wide range of alternatives in the FEIS. In 
Alternative B, there is no change in motorized recreational opportunities. In Alternatives 
C, D, E and F, there is an increase in the acreage under the Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum (ROS) for semi-primitive motorized recreation in summer. In Alternatives B 
and E, there is no change in motorized recreation in the winter. In all other alternatives, 
there is a reduction in winter-motorized opportunities. Motorized-use levels and effects of 
increased use and/or limits on use are discussed in Chapter 3, Topic 3, Part 1 of the FEIS.  
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R189 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include consideration of cumulative 
effects of urbanization.  

Response: The Forest Service is concerned about the effects increasing populations next 
to the Forest have on Forest resources. There are many key locations where historical 
public access onto the Forest across private lands is being restricted by private 
landowners. The Forest Service will continue to work with landowners adjacent to the 
Forest and through development permitting entities to keep as much access to the Forest 
as possible. We can only act in an advisory capacity on this issue in most cases; decisions 
on maintaining access through private lands are outside the scope of this forest planning 
analysis. 
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Part 2—Ski areas 

General 

S1 Public Concern: The Forest Service should make ski area management 
decisions based upon public interest and not ski areas’ desires. 

Response: A revised skier visit forecast was developed and used in the analysis of 
alternatives for Chapter 3 of the FEIS based on public interest not ski area's desires. The 
revised skier forecast is based on Census 2000 population data and the Colorado State 
Demographer’s population predictions for the year 2010. Between 1990 and 2000 
Colorado was the third fastest growing state in the nation. Population increases within the 
State are expected to remain high over the next ten-year period as well. The revised skier 
visit forecast based on the State Demographer’s Census 2000 projections was the basis 
for decisions regarding future allocations of National Forest System lands for skiing in 
the 2002 Forest Plan. It is predicted in the analysis (FEIS, Chapter 3, Topic 3, Part 2, Ski 
Areas, Environmental Consequences, Future Needs) that almost all of the future growth 
in skier visits in Colorado will be generated by increases in State and local populations.  

S2 Public Concern: The Forest Service should withdraw all category 8 
management areas from mineral entry. 

Response: Table 3-7 lists locatable mineral activities and oil/gas leasing as allowable 
activities in developed recreation complexes (8.21) and ski areas (8.25) in the DEIS. The 
Forest Service has determined that mineral entry and oil/gas leasing are incompatible 
with the high recreational use of 8.21 and 8.25 areas. This has been corrected for the 
FEIS analysis and in management area prescriptions within the 2002 Forest Plan. 

S3 Public Concern: Ski areas should reimburse the government at fair market 
value for leasing public land. 

Response: This concern is outside the scope of the forest plan. Congressional direction to 
the Forest Service regarding fees owed the government from ski areas is contained in the 
Omnibus Parks and Public Lands Management Act of 1996, 16 U.S.C. 497c, Ski Fee Bill. 
Reference: Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 2709.11-99-2 Washington Office 
Amendment. 

Ski Area Expansion, General 

S4 Public Concern: The Forest Service should restrict ski area expansion. 

S4.1 Quality of Experience 

Response: Restriction of ski area expansion was considered under alternatives D and I in 
the FEIS.  Both of these alternatives would limit future ski area development to their 
current ski area boundaries.  The potential of each ski area to provide additional 
opportunities for developed skiing within their existing ski area boundaries would be 
subject to site-specific environmental analysis. 

S4.2 Restriction Of Winter Access For Backcountry Skiers 
Response: Backcountry skiers are welcome to use the majority of National Forest 
System lands for skiing. Very few acres of National Forest System lands in Colorado are 
permanently closed to backcountry skiers. When accessing the backcountry from 
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developed ski areas skiers may be subject to restrictions or limited to specific access 
points for safety reasons. The Colorado Skier Safety Act allows ski areas to limit skier 
use within their ski area boundary when needed for safety or other administrative 
purposes. The Forest Service encourages ski areas to prepare boundary management 
plans to address backcountry access issues for specific areas. Management direction 
regarding backcountry access is contained in the annual operating plans for each 
individual ski area and is addressed at the site-specific level. In some locations human 
uses may be seasonally restricted to protect wildlife habitat or other natural resources. It 
is the intent of the forest travel management plan to identify travel constraints for specific 
recreation uses within each management prescription area for all National Forest areas. 
The standards and guidelines contained in the 2002 Forest Plan identify appropriate uses 
for each management prescription area. 

S5 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should protect South Game 
Creek from ski area expansion. 

Response: Each winter about 10,000 backcountry skiers and snowboarders ski in South 
Game Creek. No designated ski trails or uphill access are currently provided to return 
skiers back to Vail ski area. Under Alternatives B, D and I, current levels of use would 
continue to increase. Under Alternatives C, E, F and K South Game Creek is allocated the 
8.25 management prescription and Vail is assigned responsibility for public safety for 
this area. Under these alternatives the Forest Service would allow developed skiing, 
subject to detailed analysis. 

S6 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should not allow additional 
development at Keystone. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan makes land allocation decisions based on use levels, 
demographic trends, and previous approvals. If new opportunities for developed skiing 
and snowboarding at Keystone are proposed they will be subject to site-specific 
environmental analysis.  

S7 Confine Additional Ski Area Development Within Current Permit Boundaries 
Only 

S7.1 Aspen Ski Company  

S7.2 Beaver Creek 

S7.3 Breckenridge 

S7.4 Vail 

S7.5 Vail’s Proposed Game Creek Expansion 
Response: This concern is considered within the range of alternatives. It was analyzed in 
the FEIS in Alternatives D and I. Under these two alternatives ski area boundaries remain 
the same. Within the range of alternatives analyzed in the FEIS, South Game Creek could 
be added into the Vail Ski Area under Alternative K. The South Game Creek area is 
analyzed as a potential future expansion of Vail in the FEIS, Chapter 3 – Ski Areas, 
Future Expansion section. More opportunities for developed skiing were considered 
within the other alternatives evaluated in the FEIS. The revised skier visit forecast was 
also developed in response to public comments generated by the DEIS and Proposed 
2002 Forest Plan (November 1999). Alternative K was developed using this revised skier 
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visit forecast. It would make boundary adjustments for some ski areas in Pitkin and Eagle 
County and allow for expansion of the four existing ski areas in Summit County in 
response to specific needs.  

S8 Public Concern: The Forest Service should prohibit the development of any 
additional ski area terrain. 

Response:  This concern is within the range of alternatives considered. Alternatives D 
and I prohibit the development of any additional terrain outside existing ski area 
boundaries. Both of these alternatives do not allow any of the existing ski areas to 
provide new opportunities for developed skiing outside existing ski area boundaries.  

S8.1 Loss Of Public Land To Private Real Estate Development  
Response: The Forest Service does not allow private development on public lands. If 
public lands are congressionally transferred to private ownership the administrative 
jurisdiction for those lands is transferred to the appropriate administrative city or county 
government authority. The Forest Service has no jurisdiction, administrative authority or 
control of private lands, regardless of proximity to National Forest System lands. County 
Commissioners and community governments are responsible for land use codes, zoning 
regulations, and all planning decisions regarding land uses and development of private 
lands. According to Frick, BBC Research and Consulting, Denver, CO, 1997, An 
Analysis of Economic Trends in the White River Forest Region, “The United States 
Forest Service’s ability to influence local economic growth and development activity off 
site of the forest through management of the forest uses is and will remain very limited.” 
However, the role of ski areas and potential expansion in local economic and social 
conditions is analyzed and considered in the FEIS, Chapter 3- Communities. 

S9 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the bias to expand in the 
Ski-Based Resorts found in DEIS analyses. 

Response: The DEIS analysis was re-evaluated for the FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan to 
identify and remove any suggestion of bias. It is important to note that the range of 
alternatives presented in the DEIS (and carried forward into the FEIS) include 
alternatives that allow for expansion as well as alternatives that do not. 

S10 Public Concern: The Forest Service should modify the criteria used to 
determine the need for expansion. 

Response: For the FEIS, a revised skier visit forecast was developed using updated 
information on skier visitation trends and demographic data. Demographic trends are a 
major determinant for estimating skier days at the local and national level. National 
demographic statistics do explain a recent lack of growth in the national skier market and 
provide a strong indicator of future trends in the ski industry.  The criteria used to 
determine the need for expansion is outlined in the FEIS, Chapter 3, Topic 3, Part 2, Ski 
Areas, and Environmental Consequences, Future Needs section.  

S11 Public Concern: The Forest Service should evaluate proposed ski area 
development through a National Environmental Policy Act and Endangered 
Species Act review process. 

Response: Congress authorizes and directs that, to the fullest extent possible, the 
policies, regulations, and public laws of the United States shall be interpreted and 
administered in accordance with the policies set forth in the National Environmental 
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Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. All new developments proposed for construction on 
National Forest System lands are analyzed by the Forest Service according to the terms of 
NEPA, as amended by Public Law 91-190, 42 U.S.C. 4321-4347, January 1, 1970. One 
requirement of all formal environmental reviews that occur within the NEPA process is 
to consider the effects of all proposed actions on threatened and endangered species, and 
provide for the conservation of such species. These considerations are conducted in 
accord with the provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 1973.  

S12 Public Concern: The Forest Service should tier ski area expansion to skier-day 
growth since 1999-2000. 

Response: The method used by the White River National Forest to estimate future use is 
based on Census 2000 data and the State Demographer’s population predictions for 2010. 
From a statistical standpoint, one year of ski area use does not provide enough numerical 
data to make long-range assumptions on skier use trends. Ephemeral factors such as 
weather, economic trends, changes in user demographics, and world events, to name a 
few, all have potential to create measurable effects on annual skier visits.  

S13 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide assurances that the 
Intermix Prescription is not for the near exclusive benefit of the ski 
industry. 

Response: The 7.1 Intermix management prescription encourages cooperative relations 
with other agencies and adjacent landowners. The guideline for real estate management 
with areas allocated the 7.1 management prescriptions in the 2002 Forest Plan is to 
develop land adjustment patterns in cooperation with local governments, private 
landowners, forest users, and the general public. The management theme for 7.1 
management areas is to pursue consolidation of landownership patterns. These lands are 
generally undergoing pressure from urban and private residential development. Not all of 
these areas are adjacent to ski areas. For example, under Alternative K the Golden 
Horseshoe area north of the Town of Breckenridge was allocated to the 7.1 management 
prescription. This is a high use recreation area with a mix of private and public lands, but 
not adjacent to a ski area.    

S14 Public Concern: The FEIS should clarify the meaning of “do not allow any 
expansion of existing ski -based resorts.” 

Response: Increases in capacity that may occur within existing ski area boundaries in the 
future are not considered to be “expansions” within the context of forest planning. 
Expansion areas are defined as areas outside an existing ski area boundary. When a ski 
area is increased in size a ski area is consider to be expanded. Alternatives D and I do not 
allow any of the existing ski areas administered by the White River National Forest to be 
expanded beyond their existing ski area boundaries, and, consequently, do not allow any 
expansions. Alternatives B, C, E, F, and K allow some existing ski areas to expand 
outside their existing ski area boundaries. This results in a change in the number of acres 
of National Forest System lands where opportunities to provide developed skiing and 
snowboarding are allowed.  
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S15 Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow ski area expansion. 

S15.1 To Accommodate An Aging Clientele 

S15.2 Expansion For Safety Reasons 

S15.3 Additional Ski Area Development Where There Is Demonstrable Need 

S15.4 Current Ski Area Expansion While Discouraging New Ski Areas  

S15.5 By Adopting Modified Alternative C 
Response: Ski area expansions were considered within the range of alternatives 
evaluated in the FEIS. The revised skier visit forecast was also developed in response to 
public comments generated by the Draft EIS and Proposed 2002 Forest Plan (November 
1999). Alternative K was developed using this revised skier visit forecast. This 
alternative would not allow the ski area in Garfield County to expand beyond its current 
boundary, but would make boundary adjustments for the ski areas in Pitkin and Eagle 
County in response to some of these other needs. Alternative K also would allow for 
expansion of some ski areas, primarily in Summit County.  

S16 Ski area expansion should be allowed in areas of high-elevation terrain 
requiring no snowmaking. 

Response: There may or may not be a correlation between high elevations and the 
number of snowmaking proposals received in the future. Proposals for snowmaking are 
evaluated based on site-specific environmental analysis when they are received. Most of 
the high elevation terrain with potential skiing that was evaluated in the FEIS is located 
in Summit County. Potential ski area expansion is evaluated within the range of 
alternatives in the FEIS, Chapter 3 – Ski Areas, Affected Environment- Future 
Expansion.  

S17 Ski areas should be limited to current boundaries until the existing socio-
economic effects are mitigated and a clear future vision established 

Response: Social and economic effects associated with each of the alternatives included 
in the 2002 Forest Plan are discussed in the FEIS, Chapter 3- Economics section. The 
master development plan for each ski area contains a clear future vision describing how 
each ski area will appear after full-build out. The social and economic effects of ski areas 
are taken into consideration and analyzed when specific proposals are received. Since 
most ski areas are part of an integrated operation that occurs on both public and private 
lands local governments also play a key role in the Forest Service approval process. 
Elected representatives from affected towns, counties, and citizen groups are encouraged 
to participate in the evaluation of all development proposals on National Forest System 
lands that have social and economic effects. Because the Forest Service has no control or 
jurisdiction over important issues such as population growth and private land 
development it is generally not possible for the Forest Service to exercise federal controls 
over private lands under the jurisdictions of counties or other municipalities.  

S18 Ski area expansion should be allowed only if ski accessible backcountry is 
closed to snowmobiles 

Response: Transportation issues, such as snowmobile access, will be addressed in the 
Travel Management Plan – to be initiated after approval of the 2002 Forest Plan. 2002 
Forest Plan alternatives were based on a variety of issues including access to the 
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backcountry. Ski area expansion was analyzed at varying levels across the forest. 
Additional backcountry non-motorized access was looked at and several areas that were 
previously motorized were added in Alternative K. Some new areas are located in areas 
where the ski huts are located and the primary access and egress routes leading to and 
from those sites.  

S19 Alternative Methods Of Expansion And Improvement 
Response: A brief evaluation of potential expansion areas is included in the FEIS, 
Chapter 3 – Ski Areas, Future Expansion. One of the categories evaluated included 
National Forest System lands adjacent to existing ski areas where avalanche danger is 
high and in which an increasing amount of use from skiers/riders that access the 
backcountry from ski areas occurs. While the intent of the Forest Plan Revision process is 
to decide which of these lands should be allocated for potential ski area development, the 
actual management methods would be subject to future environmental analysis where 
alternatives could be analyzed. 

S20 Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow ski area expansion above tree 
line in low impact areas. 

Response: The Forest Plan analyzed a variety of locations that have potential for skiing 
above timberline in Alternatives B, C, E, F and K. The environmental effects of ski area 
construction and operation vary by location depending on conditions specific to each 
area. Potential expansion areas are discussed in the FEIS, Chapter 3 – Ski Areas, 
Affected Environment, and Future Expansion. There are some locations above timberline 
within and adjacent to existing ski areas where some additional high quality lift-served 
skiing could be provided.  

S21 Public Concern: Any mitigation for Threatened and Endangered species 
resulting from ski area expansion should be limited to the permit areas. 

Response: Mitigation for any Ski Area Development project will be decided in a site-
specific analysis in consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service. This process will 
continue to follow the direction contained in the Endangered Species Act.  

S22 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should provide conclusive 
evidence that ski areas and wildlife are incompatible. 

Response: The planning process for ski areas is tiered to site-specific analyses. The 
Forest Service conducts detailed analyses related to wildlife issues when evaluating all 
new facility proposals. Many local and non-local studies (Alldredge , 2001, “Upper Eagle 
River Valley Elk Study”, Colorado State University, Fort Collins, CO.; Ruggiero et al, 
1999, “Ecology and Conservation of Lynx in the United States”, USDA Forest Service; 
Ruediger et al, 2000, “Canada Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy”, 2nd edition. 
USDA Forest Service) were completed in recent years documenting various levels of 
impacts from ski areas and other similar developments to a wide range of wildlife 
species. The Forest Service used these studies in assessing wildlife habitat compatibility 
through potential impacts and from existing and future facilities. Allocation of an area of 
National Forest System land to the 8.25 management prescription does not result in 
automatic approval of development. Through the tiered planning process, detailed 
information is gathered at the site-specific level to adequately assess the compatibility of 
wildlife habitat issues and ski area development. 
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S23 Public Concern: Forest Service ski area expansions should accommodate 
wolverine and lynx migrations. 

Response: The White River National Forest will follow direction contained in the Rocky 
Mountain lynx strategy and the 2002 Forest Plan to determine appropriate management 
of ski area operations regarding accommodation of wolverine and Canada lynx migration.  

S24 Public Concern: Permitted ski areas of the White River National Forest should 
pay for the right to expand by funding Forest improvements. 

Response: This concern is outside the scope of the forest plan. Congressional direction to 
the Forest Service regarding fees owed the government by ski areas is contained in the 
Omnibus Parks and Public Lands Management Act of 1996, 16 U.S.C. 497c, Ski Fee Bill 
(Reference: FSH 2709.11-99-2 Washington Office Amendment). Fees owed the 
government under this bill are considered a rental charge for use of National Forest 
System lands. These rental charge fees go directly to the U.S. Treasury Department. In a 
separate process, Congress annually provides the Forest Service with a level of funding 
they determine to be appropriate for management of National Forest resources.  

S25 Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow ski areas the option to 
propose additional 8.25 management area prescriptions with approval of the 
District Ranger. 

Response: This concern is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. Please refer to the Forest 
Service Manual 2704.3 – Delegation of Authority for Issuance and Approval of Special 
Uses Authorizations. The Regional Forester has land allocation authority to designate ski 
areas under the forest planning process, as well as, approve and issue special use 
authorizations. Forest Supervisors may approve and issue special-use authorizations for 
sites previously designated as winter sports sites by the Regional Forester. District 
Ranger authority with respect to ski area permits, is limited to ensuring on-the-ground 
administration of the permit and compliance with the forest plan. District Rangers do not 
have the authority to amend a forest plan by approving additional 8.25 management 
areas. 

S26 Public Concern: The Forest Service should limit the amount of forest under the 
8.25 management area prescription in order to meet goal #1. 

Response: Goal 1 is to ensure sustainable ecosystems. All of the alternatives analyzed in 
the FEIS limit the amount of National Forest System lands under the 8.25 management 
prescription. As an example, Alternative B would allocate the most acreage to 8.25. 
Under this Alternative, the land allocated to 8.25 would be less than 4 percent of the total 
forest land base. 

S27 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that the McInnis Plan for 
ski area expansion is based upon ski area desires and not their need. 

Response: Please refer to the www.house.gov/mcinnis website for a description of 
the McInnis Plan. All of the expansion sites included in the McInnis plan were analyzed 
within the range of alternatives for the DEIS, except the eastern portion of Rifle ski area. 
Through this analysis the Forest Service has identified a variety of factors that may 
provide justification for expansion such as: public safety, mix of terrain types, improved 
circulation, redistribution of skiers to lower densities and a variety of other concerns 
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other than demand (need). Each area considered for expansion is analyzed in detail at the 
site-specific level of the tiered NEPA planning process. 

S28 Public Concern: The Forest Service should restrict “excessive spending on new 
development” at the expense of other resources. 

Response: This concern is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. When improvement 
projects are proposed by the private sector for ski area facilities on National Forest 
System lands, the private applicant (not the Forest Service) pays for the cost of preparing 
all environmental analyses and NEPA documents. The Forest Service does not regulate 
the amount of money spent on privately owned facilities located on National Forest 
System lands.  

S29 Public Concern: The Proposed Forest Plan should follow more stringent 
standards and guidelines to the extent that they do not preclude the primary 
management area prescription. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan, Introduction to Forest wide Standards and Guidelines 
states that, "When forest wide standards and guidelines conflict with management area 
standards and guidelines, those that are more stringent or restrictive are applied."  

S30 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify wording found in Forest 
wide Special Use Guideline #1. 

Response: NEPA is the preferred source for defining “reasonableness” in environmental 
analysis documents. There is a vast array of local conditions that may be associated with 
site-specific proposals. Therefore, “reasonableness” will continue to be evaluated on a 
case-by-case basis throughout the tiered NEPA process. 

Ski Area Expansion, Existing Resorts 

S31 Public Concern: The Forest Service should correct the misperception that a 
significant reserve of useable undeveloped terrain remains within existing 
White River ski area permit boundaries. 

Response: This concern is considered in the FEIS analysis. There is a finite number of 
acres on public and private lands within the boundaries of the White River National 
Forest that have physical characteristics suitable for skiing. Table 3-87 of the FEIS 
indicates that 46.3 percent of the acreage within existing ski area boundaries in year 2000 
is skiable acres. Table 87 indicates that up to 66 percent of the acres inside some ski area 
boundaries are currently skiable, while others are as low as 22 percent. Some of the 
existing ski areas with a high existing percentage of skiable terrain may be approaching 
full build-out due to limiting environmental constraints. These areas will have little 
opportunity to provide additional developed skiing and snowboarding inside their 
existing ski area boundaries in the future. When projecting future acreage needs for 
skiing, it was estimated that approximately 45 percent of available acres allocated to each 
ski area could be developed for skiing. This is explained in the FEIS, Chapter 3 – Ski 
Areas, Environmental Consequences, Total acres needed. Until an area is analyzed in 
detail at the site-specific level, the exact capacity cannot be known. The purpose of the 
forest plan is allocation of management prescriptions as a form of zoning; it is not 
intended to make specific decisions regarding detailed elements of individual ski areas. 
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S32 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should allow expansion of 
ski areas. 

S32.1 Arapahoe Basin Ski Area - Montezuma Bowl and the Beavers 

S32.2 Beaver Creek Ski Area 

S32.3 Beaver Creek Ski Area - Upper Stone Creek 

S32.4 Breckenridge 

S32.5 Copper Mountain Ski Area 

S32.6 Copper Mountain In Exchange For Other Permitted Lands 

S32.7 Independence Mountain, The Exit Route, Keystone Gulch Road 

S32.8 Sunlight Mountain Resort Ski Area 

S32.9 South Game Creek 

S32.10 Aspen Ski Area 

S32.11 Burnt Mountain Traverse 
Response: A revised skier visit forecast was developed for the FEIS and used in the 
analysis of alternatives. This is documented in the FEIS, Chapter 3, Part 2 – Ski Areas, 
Skier Visit Forecast. Most of the expansion sites referred to in this concern (and sub 
concerns) are also discussed in the FEIS, Chapter 3, Part 2 – Ski Areas, Future 
Expansion, and incorporated into the various alternatives that were analyzed. 

S33 Public Concern: The Forest Service should confine Vail Resort to its existing 
boundary. 

Response: This concern is considered within the range of alternatives evaluated in the 
FEIS. Alternatives D and I confine Vail ski area to its existing boundary. Alternative K 
reduces by 2,000 acres the number of acres allocated to Vail ski area for skiing and 
snowboarding. In this alternative Commando, Mushroom and Benchmark Bowls are 
removed from within the ski area boundary, allocated to wildlife management 
prescriptions, and consequently, eliminated from future consideration as developed ski 
sites. 

S34 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should continue to permit 
Chicago Ridge as part of the Ski Cooper ski area. 

Response: This concern is considered within the range of alternatives analyzed in the 
FEIS. Alternatives B, C, E and F would allow continued operation of Chicago Ridge as 
part of the Ski Cooper ski area, as well as allow opportunities for developed skiing. 
Under Alternative D, Chicago Ridge is allocated to 5.4 (Forested flora and fauna 
habitats), which allows continued operation of the snowcat skiing operation but precludes 
future opportunities for developed skiing. Under Alternatives K and I Chicago Ridge is 
allocated to the 1.32 (Backcountry recreation, limited winter motorized) management 
prescription. These alternatives also allow the snowcat operation to continue, but do not 
allow the construction of facilities that support developed skiing.  
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S35 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the use of buffer zones 
within ski area permit boundaries to stem real estate development on 
adjacent private land. 

Response: The Forest Service does not allow private real estate development on National 
Forest Systems lands. There are many factors other than skiing that also contribute to the 
desirability of certain parcels of land for private development. Zoning laws promulgated 
by state, county, or local governments more commonly regulate private land 
development. 

S36 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the permit plans for the 
McCoy Park area. 

Response: The 1984 Forest Plan allocated the McCoy Park area for alpine and Nordic 
skiing and snowboarding. Beaver Creek is currently permitted to provide a managed 
skiing operation in McCoy Park with designated trails, signs, ski instruction, mountain 
rescue, trail grooming and packing, ski patrol services, and boundary management. There 
is a warming hut and emergency telephone near the western summit. Restrooms are 
available. The 2002 Forest Plan analyzed a variety of alternatives for the McCoy Park 
area, including skiing. Alternatives B, E, F and K would continue to allocate these areas 
to the 8.25 management prescription the same as the existing 1984 Forest Plan. All of 
these alternatives allow managed alpine and Nordic skiing. Alternative C allocates 
McCoy Park to the 5.43 management prescription (Elk habitat). Under this Alternative 
the existing Nordic operation could continue but alpine skiing facilities would not be 
considered. Under alternative D, McCoy Park would be allocated to 5.4 (Forested flora 
and fauna) where, similar to alternative C, the existing Nordic operation could continue 
but alpine skiing facilities would not be considered. Alternative I would allocate McCoy 
Park to 1.31 (Backcountry recreation, non-motorized) and 1.2 (Recommended 
wilderness). Under this Alternative, the existing Nordic operation would cease and no 
further development would be considered. The extent to which McCoy Park and Mud 
Springs are used for skiing in the future will be determined based on the alternative 
selected in the 2002 Forest Plan and a tiered analysis of site-specific proposals submitted 
to the Forest Service for approval. 

S37 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should retain Mushroom 
Bowl and Benchmark for Nordic skiing in the ski area permit. 

Response: (Please also see the response to concern S9) Under all of the alternatives 
analyzed in the DEIS (Alternatives B, C, D, E, F and I), Mushroom and Benchmark 
Bowls would be retained in the Vail Ski Area Permit. Under Alternative K of the FEIS, 
Mushroom Bowl and Benchmark would be removed from Vail Ski Area and allocated to 
1.31 (Backcountry recreation, non-motorized) and 4.3 (Dispersed recreation). These 
prescriptions would allow Nordic skiing, but not under a developed setting. 

S38 The White River National Forest should allow expansion of the Arapahoe 
Basin ski area. 

Response: Under Alternatives B, C, E, F and K of the FEIS, Arapahoe Basin ski area 
would be allowed to expand. 
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S39 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect Guller Gulch, Jones Gulch, 
and Independence Mountain from ski area development. 

Response: This comment is within the range of alternatives considered in the 2002 
Forest Plan. Alternatives D and I do not allow developed skiing and snowboarding in 
Guller Creek, Jones Gulch, or Independence Mountain. Both of these alternatives were 
analyzed in the FEIS. 

S40 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should retain certain 8.25 
Management Areas. 

S40.1 Mud Spring 
Response: Under Alternatives B, E and F, Mud Springs would remain within the 8.25 
management prescription. Under Alternatives C and K, Mud Springs would be allocated 
to the 5.43 (Elk habitat) prescription. 

S40.2 Proposed Rifle Ski Area  
Response: Under Alternatives B and E, the proposed Rifle Ski Area would be allocated 
to 8.25. Under Alternatives D and K, the proposed Rifle Ski Area would be allocated 
primarily to 5.43. 

S40.3 McCoy Park 
Response: Please see the response to concern S36. 

S41 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should extend Management 
Area 8.25 to include Independence Mountain. 

Response: Alternatives B, C, E, F and K would allocate a portion of Independence 
Mountain, which lies immediately east of Keystone Mountain, to the 8.25 management 
prescription. 

S42 Public Concern: The Forest Service should change the prescription for the 
Pandora’s area on Aspen Mountain from 7.1 to 8.25 to accommodate the 
lift proposed in the Master Plan.  

Response: Alternatives B, E and K of the FEIS would allow Aspen Ski Company to 
develop Pandora’s for alpine skiing.  

S43 Public Concern: The Forest Service should amend the management area 
prescription for the Buttermilk Ski Area boundary to allow construction of a 
Tiehack trail. 

Response: In 1994, the Forest Service decided to allow construction of a new ski trail in 
the Buttermilk ski area to reduce congestion on the Homestake Road. The management 
prescription for this area would be 8.25 under Alternatives B, C, E, F and K. 

S44 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should allow expansion of 
ski resorts in Summit County. 

Response: Expansion of ski resorts in Summit County would be allowed under 
Alternatives B, C, E, F and K of the FEIS. 
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S45 Public Concern: The Forest Service should encourage Breckenridge to improve 
its existing ski area. 

Response: This comment is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. The amount and rate of 
spending needed to improve existing facilities is at the discretion of the ski area operator. 
When compared with other ski areas administered by the White River National Forest 
Breckenridge has the highest amount of use per acre per year as shown in the FEIS, 
Chapter 3, Ski Areas, Table 87 Percentage of ski areas that are skiable, and Table 88 
Skiers per acre. 

S46 Public Concern: The Forest Service should designate portions of Peaks 5, 6, 8, 
9 and 10 as management area 8.25. 

Response: Portions of Peaks 5-10 along the Ten Mile Range west of Breckenridge would 
be allocated as 8.25 under Alternatives B, C, E, F and K. If Breckenridge Ski Area 
proposes new facilities within the area allocated to the 8.25 management prescription, the 
Forest Service will analyze such proposals at the site-specific level under National 
Environmental Policy Act procedures. 

S47 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reduce Management Area 8.25 
acreages. 

S47.1 Arapahoe Basin 
Response: Under the 1984 Forest Plan, 2,479 acres around the Arapahoe Basin ski area 
was allocated to the 1B (now 8.25) management prescription. Under Alternative K of the 
FEIS, this allocation would be reduced to 1,913 acres. Although the total acreage 
allocated to the 8.25 management prescription has been reduced, Alternative K would 
allow both Montezuma Bowl and the Beavers to be added into the Arapahoe Basin Ski 
area. 

S47.2 Aspen 
Response: Carefully managed growth is a key community value in Aspen and Pitkin 
County. Several undeveloped areas adjacent to existing ski areas with good potential for 
skiing in the Aspen area (such as Little Annie Basin, Owl Creek area and Maroon Bowl) 
have never been developed primarily due to a lack of public support. The Forest Service 
acknowledges the opinions of elected officials and local communities and their general 
lack of support to provide new opportunities for developed skiing in Pitkin County. The 
Forest Service also acknowledges Aspen Skiing Company’s desire to respect local values 
and management intentions regarding the most appropriate land uses for selected 
National Forest System lands. 

S47.3 Beaver Creek 
Response: Under the 1984 Forest Plan, 4,809 acres around the Beaver Creek Ski Resort 
were allocated to the 1B (now 8.25) management prescription. Under Alternative K, this 
would be reduced to 3,801 acres (primarily by removing Mud Springs from the 8.25 
prescription). 

S47.4 Breckenridge 
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Response: Under the 1984 Forest Plan for the White River National Forest, 6,967 acres 
around the Breckenridge Ski Resort were allocated to the 1B (now 8.25) management 
prescription. Under alternative K, this would be reduced to 5,553 acres. 

 S47.5 Copper Mountain 
Response: Under the 1984 Forest Plan for the White River National Forest, 6,525 acres 
around Copper Mountain were allocated to the 1B (now 8.25) management prescription. 
Under alternative K, this would be increased to 7,551 acres. 

S47.6 Keystone 
Response: Under the 1984 Forest Plan, 8,367 acres around the Keystone Ski Resort were 
allocated to the 1B (now 8.25) management prescription. Under Alternative K, this would 
be increased slightly to 8,376 acres. 

S47.7 Sunlight Mountain Resort – and – 

S47.8 Ski Sunlight 
Response: Under the 1984 Forest Plan for the White River National Forest, 6,419 acres 
around Ski Sunlight were allocated to the 1B (now 8.25) management prescription. Under 
alternative K, this would be reduced to 2,390 acres. 

S48 Public Concern: The Forest Service should remove the existing 8.25 
prescription covering the area of Parkville and the upper drainage of the 
South Fork Swan River. 

Response: This concern is considered within the range of alternatives analyzed in the 
FEIS. Only under Alternative B would this area remain within the 8.25 (Ski-based 
resorts) management prescription. All other alternatives would preclude developed 
skiing. Under Alternatives C, D and E, this area would be allocated to 4.32 (Dispersed 
recreation, high use). Under Alternative F, this area would be allocated to 7.1 (Intermix). 
Under Alternative K, the Parkville area would be allocated to 5.41 (Deer and elk winter 
range) and the upper drainage of the South Fork Swan River would be allocated to 5.45 
(Forest carnivores).  

S49 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should allocate the Tucker 
Creek drainage to management area 4.3. 

Response: This concern was considered in the analysis and formulation of the 
Alternatives. Tucker Creek was allocated the 4.3 management prescription and analyzed 
in the FEIS in Alternatives D and I. The 4.3 management prescription allows dispersed 
motorized and non-motorized recreation. Private lands adjacent to Tucker Creek are 
closed to public entry thus restricting access to the Tucker Creek drainage for dispersed 
recreation.  

Facilities and Improvements 

S50 Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop standards and guidelines 
for snowmaking. 

Response: Standards and Guidelines for snowmaking are in the 2002 Forest Plan. Most 
snowmaking issues are operational concerns that are decided at the project level and not 
the Forest Plan level.  
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S51 Public Concern: The Forest Service should limit snowmaking. 
Response: This concern is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. Snowmaking is an 
operational issue that is decided at the project level not the Forest Plan level. 
Snowmaking decisions are addressed in relation to specific proposals and are evaluated 
through standard NEPA required environmental analyses. 

S52 Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow ski lifts in non-permitted 
areas. 

Response: Special use permits issued under the 1986 Ski area act are only issued for 
National Forest System lands allocated to the 8.25 management prescription. This is the 
authorization given to the Forest Service by Congress. Without this authorization the 
Forest Service has no authority to allow opportunities for developed skiing. Permits are 
needed to assure that safety, liability, and resource protection needs are addressed prior to 
construction. 

S53 Public Concern: The ski area improvement review process should include 
representatives from federal and local governments and the private sector. 

Response: Forest Service policies that relate to ski area planning are available in Forest 
Service Manual (FSM) 2342 and Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 2309.23. Chapter 30 
outlines the Joint Review Process for Winter Sports Complex Planning that requires the 
Forest Service to participate in coordinated planning and review with all levels of 
government and the private developer. All affected federal, state, and local agencies and 
jurisdictions, special interest groups, and the public, are encouraged by the Forest Service 
to participate in the NEPA process during site-specific reviews for each ski area.  

S54 The Forest Service should allow expansion of ski areas to include dispersed 
recreation areas with ski patrol services but no infrastructure. 

Response: The Forest Service allows ski areas to manage National Forest System lands 
for skiing and snowboarding when there are no facilities evident as long as the area meets 
the terms of the Colorado Skier Safety Act. Highlands Bowl at Aspen Highlands and 
Hanging Valley at Snowmass are two examples of popular bowls within existing ski 
areas where developed skiing is provided by the ski area, but without providing uphill 
access. The types and level of use and capacities of facilities provided in each portion of 
a ski area are subject to detailed NEPA analysis. Limited development that allows 
dispersed recreation or a backcountry experience may be appropriate for some portions of 
some ski areas.  

S55 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should provide assurance 
that backcountry access to South Game Creek Bowl will not be restricted. 

Response: The South Game Creek area is analyzed as a potential future expansion area 
in the FEIS, Chapter 3 – Ski Areas, Future Expansion section.  Within the range of 
alternatives analyzed in the FEIS, South Game Creek could be added into the Vail Ski 
Area under Alternative K. Prior to any access changes, development or construction of 
facilities in this area, site-specific environmental analysis would be conducted and 
subjected to public review.  



  Final Environmental Impact Statement Volume 2 

 A3-189 Appendix A 

S56 Public Concern: The Forest Service should require ski areas to provide low-
income housing for their employees. 

Response: This concern is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. Employee housing is 
generally within the purview of local governmental entities because it most often deals 
with zoning decisions for private lands. 

S57 Public Concern: The Forest Service should prohibit ski area staff housing on 
public land. 

Response: This concern is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. Congress is responsible 
for establishing direction, laws, and policies that guide the Forest Service in regards to 
this issue. Currently, the Forest Service only has the authority to allow limited staff 
housing on public lands. These housing decisions can only be justified on the basis of 
security needs, protection of financial investment, public safety concerns, lack of other 
opportunities on private lands, or protection of natural resources (FSM 2341.5).  

S58 Public Concern: Vail should expand its parking facilities. 
Response: Parking availability for individual ski resorts is addressed at the project level 
through the master planning process and, therefore, is outside the scope of the Forest 
Plan. 

S59 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should confirm that the new 
Guidelines do not affect ski trail brush cutting. 

Response: As a programmatic land allocation and land management document the 2002 
Forest Plan does not confirm that new guidelines will not affect ski trail brush cutting. 
The effects of ski trail brush cutting can only be determined by site-specific analysis of 
the vegetative material being cut, its relationship to its immediate environment, and its 
specific role in adhering to the Forest wide Goals and Objectives (Chapter 1, FEIS, and 
Forest wide and Management Area Prescription Standards and Guidelines listed in 
Chapters 2 and 3).  

S60 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should amend the language 
of Standard 3 for Management Area 8.25. 

Response: Not all roads within individual ski areas are designed to be ski-ways during 
the winter season. A guideline to make all roads “skiable” may preclude appropriate 
summer road locations that are designed to best fit into the existing terrain. The intent of 
this guideline is to avoid unnecessary impacts to natural resources, such as scenery and 
water quality. The intent does not include making the centerline of all roads skiable. By 
avoiding steep cuts and fills in areas that cross fall-line skier routes, this guideline should 
make it easier for skiers or boarders to traverse roads while maintaining control. 

S61 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify how the proposed Forest 
wide Biodiversity Standard #2 would apply within the 8.25 management 
area prescription. 

Response: Forest-wide standards are applied uniformly to all acres of National Forest 
System lands regardless of management prescription. Management area standards and 
guidelines only apply to specific management areas. When conflicting standards exist the 
more stringent standard is applied. 
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Proposed New Ski Resorts 

S62 Public Concern: The Forest Service should confine ski area development by 
denying any new ski area development, while permitting maximum 
expansion of existing ski areas. 

Response: Under Alternatives C, D, F, I and K of the FEIS, no new ski areas would be 
allocated. Current direction in the Forest Service is that expansion of existing sites is 
given priority over new sites. This directive is articulated in the Rocky Mountain 
Regional Guide, Appendix B, Inventory of Potential Ski Area Sites, pages 1-4, May 
1992.  

S63 Public Concern: The Forest Service should remove management area 
prescription 8.25 from the proposed Rifle Ski Area. 

Response: Development of the Rifle Ski Area is considered within the range of 
alternatives.   

S64 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure public access to Coal Basin. 
Response: All the Alternatives presented in the FEIS would allow public access to Coal 
Basin. The majority of Coal Basin would be allocated to 1.32 (Backcountry recreation, 
limited winter motorized) under Alternative K. This management prescription allows 
non-motorized recreation with limited winter motorized use. Alternative B would allocate 
the Coal Basin area to 8.25 (Ski-based resorts); Alternative C would allocate it to 4.3 
(Dispersed recreation), Alternative D would allocate it to 3.32 (Backcountry recreation, 
non-motorized with winter motorized). Alternative E would allocate Coal Basin to 3.1 
(Special interest area, emphasis on use or interpretation); Alternative F would allocate it 
to 5.12 (General forest and rangelands, range vegetation emphasis), and Alternative I 
would allocate it to 2.1 (Special interest area, minimal use and interpretation).  

S65 Public Concern: The Redstone Inn should be granted a winter recreation 
permit for snow shoeing, cross-country skiing, and backcountry skiing in 
Coal Basin. 

Response: This concern is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. The Forest Plan does not 
establish site-specific decisions on permit issuance. 

S66 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should prohibit commercial 
winter recreation in Coal Basin. 

Response: Please also see the response to concern S31. The 1984 Forest Plan allocated 
this area for developed skiing and assumed Coal Basin would become a commercial ski 
area. A variety of alternatives were considered for this area in the 2002 Forest Plan, 
including no commercial development. Under Alternative K the majority of Coal Basin 
would be allocated to 1.32 (Backcountry recreation, limited winter motorized). This 
management prescription would allow non-motorized recreation with limited winter 
motorized use. A small commercial winter recreation operation could be allowed under 
this prescription. 
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S67 Public Concern: The Forest Service should permit currently closed ski resorts 
to reopen rather than allocating additional Forest Service lands for ski area 
expansion. 

Response: The Forest Service is not aware of any closed ski areas on the White River 
National Forest that meet the necessary criteria. A few small ski tows were operated more 
than 50 years ago in several locations that are no longer open. None of these sites are 
equivalent to today’s modern ski areas. A few historic sites including Red Mountain, 
Glenwood Springs; Camp Hale Military Base, Pando; Redstone, Town of Redstone; Mt. 
Daly, Town of Marble ; Montezuma Basin; Ashcroft; and Meadow Mountain, Minturn 
operated ski tows in the past. Historic ski jumps were also located on several sites in 
Summit and Eagle Counties. All of these sites have been closed for many years because 
they were not economically viable, lacked public support, or had poor snow conditions. 
No proposals have been received by the Forest Service to reopen any of these former 
sites. 

S68 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should consider permitting 
an exclusively Nordic ski area. 

Response: Several Nordic ski areas currently operate on the White River National Forest, 
including: Frisco Nordic Center, Breckenridge Nordic Center, Ashcroft Ski Touring, 
Copper Mountain, McCoy Park, and Sunlight Mountain Resort. All of these areas 
provide groomed trails and base area facilities for Nordic skiing. The Spring Gulch 
Nordic operation on private land near Carbondale provides cross-country skiing 
opportunities on the west half of the Forest. 

Ski-based Resort Planning and Permits 

S69 Public Concern: Vail Resorts should disclose all development plans and 
mitigation measures for the Gilman tract. 

Response: This concern is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. The Forest Service has 
no jurisdiction over private property. The Commissioners of Eagle County have authority 
to regulate developments on pr ivate lands, such as the Gilman tract.  

S70 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should explain why Vail’s 
Management Area Prescription for Commando Bowl remains 8.25 in all 
Alternatives. 

Response:  The FEIS was revised to include a new alternative, Alternative K. Under this 
new alternative Commando Bowl is allocated to the 5.5 Forest Carnivore Habitat 
Management Prescription. Opportunities to provide developed skiing would not be 
allowed in Alternative K and this area would no longer be included within Vail’s ski area 
boundary. 

S71 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should re-categorize 
Arapahoe Basin. 

Response: The White River National Forest does not have a classification system for ski 
areas. It is not within the scope of the Forest Plan revision analysis to evaluate whether or 
not Arapahoe Basin has the resources to promote tourism outside the state of Colorado. 
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S72 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the status of the Aspen 
Skiing Company’s Resource Management Plans as a Forest Plan compliant 
document. 

Response: The resource management plans prepared for the Aspen Skiing Company are 
required to comply with Forest Plan direction (DEIS, 3-299-301). If conflicts exist 
between the White River Forest Plan and ski area resource management plans, the Forest 
Plan will take precedence. For example, new management direction pertaining to lynx 
habitat must now be incorporated into all existing planning documents.  

S73 Public Concern: The Forest Service should approve the proposed 
Buttermilk/Aspen Highlands Master Plan. 

Response: This concern is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. Modifications or 
revisions to the Aspen Highlands Buttermilk master development plan would require a 
separate, site-specific planning process. 

S74 Public Concern: The Forest Service should increase ski area permit fees and 
use the funds for projects that protect the forest. 

Response: This concern is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. Congress established the 
parameters for calculating ski area permit fees owed to the government. This 
Congressional direction can be found in the Omnibus Parks and Public Lands 
Management Act of 1996 (16 U.S.C. 497c, Ski Fee Bill, also FSH 2709.11-99-2 
Washington Office Amendment. 

S75 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should continue the 
outfitter/guide cross-country permit for McCoy Park. 

Response: This concern is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. Permit approval is 
addressed at the site-specific NEPA analysis process. However, Alternative K of the 
FEIS would allocate the 8.25 management prescription to McCoy Park. This prescription 
allows both Nordic and alpine facilities. 

Skier Recreation Use/Demand Trends 

S76 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should clarify the methods 
and sources used to forecast skiing trends. 

Response: Skiing forecasts for the White River National Forest in the DEIS were based 
on historic use levels projected into the future. Forecasts have been revised based on new 
information presented in the FEIS, Chapter 3, Part 2 – Ski Areas, Skier Visit Forecast 
Section. Skier trends, demographic trends and the contribution of skiing and tourism to 
the local economy are documented in the FEIS. The National Ski Areas Association 
provided data on skier market trends and information was also incorporated from the 
Colorado Ski Country USA 1997/98 Profile of Colorado Skiing. Census 2000 and the 
Colorado State Demographers Office provided data on population projections for the 
White River National Forest and the Denver Metro area. 

S77 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt a plan to accommodate a 
doubling of the recreational population. 

Response: This is within the range of alternatives considered. Alternative E was 
designed to address a doubling of current recreational use. On the other hand, Alternative 
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K was designed based on demographic projections out to year 2010. Recreational use was 
not anticipated to double during this time frame based on these projections.  

S78 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider current and future 
projections of user growth and demands prior to expansion of ski area 
decisions.  

Response: Population growth forecasts for 2010 prepared by the Colorado State 
Demographer based on the 2000 Census were used as the basis for determining future 
needs. Current statutes require the Forest Service evaluate a range of alternatives in 
response to future needs. User demand is only one of the factors used to develop the 
range of alternatives.  

S79 Public Concern: Table 3-89 in the Draft EIS should be amended to reflect 
actual use at Aspen Mountain and Snowmass. 

Response: Table 3-89 from the Draft EIS has been removed for the Final EIS. Area 
capacities are discussed in the FEIS, Chapter 3 Part 2 – Ski Areas, Table 89, Annual Use 
and Capacity in 2001.  

S80 Public Concern: In ski area planning, the Forest Service should take into 
consideration both summer and winter recreational demand trends. 

Response: The Forest Service encourages public use of ski area facilities during all 
seasons of the year, especially when the proposed uses enhance natural resource-based 
recreation opportunities. Riding ski lifts for scenic viewing, mountain biking, horseback 
riding, nature interpretive programs, and walking are examples of natural resource-based 
recreation activities that are appropriate on National Forest System land because they do 
not require the construction of additional facilities.  

S81 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should not restrict summer 
use of ski slopes. 

Response: Constraints to summer uses of ski slopes are typically discussed in site-
specific environmental analysis documents, area master development plans, and summer 
operating plans for individual ski areas. The programmatic context of a forest plan 
generally is limited to setting broad guidelines for making decisions through the site-
specific process. The 2002 Forest Plan states: “Facilities may be intensively used 
throughout the year to satisfy a variety of seasonal recreational demands”. Project level 
planning may restrict uses in specific areas at each ski resort if there are limiting factors 
that necessitate use restrictions. Resource concerns, such as soil, water, and wildlife may 
result in some restrictions at the site-specific level. 

S82 Public Concern: the White River national Forest should permit ski areas to 
extend their seasons depending on traffic and snow levels. 

Response: The ski area operator selects the length of the operating season. It is typically 
based on historic weather patterns, skier use levels, and availability of seasonal 
employees. If there are limiting environmental factors to the use season such as the 
availability of water for snowmaking or wildlife constraints, they are addressed in site-
specific NEPA analysis.  



White River National Forest 

Response to Public Comment A3-194 

 

S83 Public Concern: The ski areas should institute a reservation system to limit 
skier density. 

Response: The Forest Plan is a programmatic document primarily designed to make land 
allocation decisions. If implemented these are operational considerations that are 
addressed in individual safety and operating plans. If a ski area proposes to institute a 
reservation system to limit skier densities on National Forest System lands the Forest 
Service would analyze the proposal using the site-specific NEPA process. If a reservation 
system were allowed in the future it would have to be implemented in a manner that 
would assure that it was in compliance with Forest Service discrimination policies based 
on place of origin and other factors. The Forest Service has no policies that give direction 
on skier densities, reservation systems, or limits on use.  

S84 Public Concern: The Forest Service should conduct an analysis of the need for 
certain types of ski terrain based on regional availability. 

Response: The revised skier visit forecast outlined in the FEIS, Chapter 3 Part 2 Ski 
Areas, Skier visit Forecast Section, analyzed skier visit growth on a regional basis based 
on statewide demographic trends.  The Forest Service analyzed skiable acres available on 
the White River National Forest Ski areas and projected additional skiable acres needed 
by 2010 in the FEIS, Chapter 3 – Ski Areas, Environmental Consequences, Future Needs 
section.  The Forest Service did not analyze trends in demand for specific types of terrain 
in the FEIS. Over time there has been an evolution in the types of terrain desired by 
various market segments. Changes in lift technology, grooming equipment, shapes and 
lengths of skis, increased popularity of snowboarding, and improved snowmaking are 
some of the examples of technology and equipment changes that have taken place in 
recent years that have also resulted in the need to revise estimates pertaining to the need 
for certain types of ski terrain based on regional availability. Because the types of ski 
terrain that are considered to be desirable continue to evolve in the marketplace the Forest 
Service did not analyze regional trends in demand for specific types of terrain. It is 
assumed ski areas that retain some flexibility in the types of opportunities they can 
provide in the future will be more responsive to changing market conditions.  

S85 Public Concern: The Forest Service should review the connection between skier 
density and lift ticket prices.  

Response: The Forest Service has not taken a direct role in the area of ticket pricing, and 
as such, this issue is outside the scope of the Purpose and Need of this Environmental 
Impact Statement. In the FEIS, Chapter 3– Ski Areas, Skier Density, Table 88 displays 
skier densities for the 2000-2001-ski season. This table is used for estimating crowding at 
ski areas based on the number of acres developed for skiing and number of annual visits. 
Skier densities vary within ski area boundaries based on the time of day and location of 
ski lifts and other ancillary facilities. Skier densities are generally highest at primary 
portal areas that provide access and egress during early morning and late afternoon hours. 
On other portions of most mountains mid-day concentrations of users are more obvious 
near restaurants. Skier densities on specific ski trails vary by time of day, lay-of-the-land, 
and level of difficulty. The United States Congress encourages competition between 
businesses (ski areas) by allowing competition to adjust ski ticket prices in response to 
market conditions based on the principles of free enterprise. Although, under the 
Colorado Overview section, there is mention of heavily discounted season passes that 
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were introduced during the 1998-1999-ski season, no analysis was done in the FEIS to 
identify the relationship between skier density and lift ticket prices or the economic 
effects that might result from placing centralized federal controls on pricing. The Forest 
Service recognizes there is a relationship between pricing and a ski area’s incentives to 
increase or decrease skier visits to maintain use at appropriate customer service and 
management efficiency levels (DEIS 3-305). It appears the relationship between skier 
density and lift ticket prices is based on the amount skiers and snowboarders are willing 
to pay for a daily skiing experience within a free market economy. It is also generally 
assumed most skiers are willing to accept higher skier densities in exchange for reduced 
prices. 

S86 Public Concern: The Forest Service should incorporate regional and national 
demographic trends into the prediction model for skier visitation. 

Response: A revised skier visit forecast based on national and regional demographic 
trends was developed for the FEIS and is found in Chapter 3, Part 2 – Ski Areas, 
Environmental Consequences and Future Needs sections. Census 2000 data provided 
information on national demographic trends. The Colorado State Demographer’s Office 
provided data on Regional Demographic Trends and future projections.  

S87 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide data supporting their 
statements regarding changes in the age demographics of the skiing public. 

Response: Please refer to “Colorado Ski Country USA 1997/98 Profile of Colorado 
Skiing (June 1998)” and the “National Ski Areas Association Demographic Study, Final 
Report 1998/99 (September 1999)”. Ski Area Management magazine published an article 
by Jim Spr ing entitled, “Older, Richer and Skiing More Often (July 1997)”, which 
documents trends of older skiers as well. The Colorado State Demographer’s Office 
provided demographic projection data for the state of Colorado. Information contained in 
these documents was considered during the analysis of both the Draft EIS and Final EIS 
and are included in the Administrative Record. 

S88 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt Alternative D as a reasonable 
means to address public skiing needs. 

Response:  Alternative D was one of the alternatives considered  in the FEIS. A variety 
of other alternatives were also analyzed. Alternative K addresses public skiing needs by 
being responsive to increases in population as forecast by the Colorado State 
Demographer based on the 2000 Census. 

S89 Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain how the skiing restrictions 
of Alternative D conform to the MUSYA, NFMA, and implementing 
regulations. 

Response: The Forest Service is required to evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives 
under NEPA.  Alternative D was one of several alternatives considered in the FEIS. 

S90 Public Concern: The WRNF should ensure that the public demand for the full 
spectrum of skiing experiences is met regionally, rather than at each resort. 

Response: The revised skier visit forecast outlined in the FEIS, Chapter 3 Part 2 Ski 
Areas, Skier visit Forecast Section, analyzed skier visit growth on a regional basis based 
on statewide demographic trends. The White River National Forest analyzes ski area 
development proposals on an individual basis while considering these regional trends. 
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S91 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reconsider their claim that 
snowmaking boosts skier visitation. 

Response: The commenter is referring to a statement in the Beaver Creek Snowmaking 
Environmental Assessment Report. This project was subject to a site-specific 
environmental analysis and approved in a Decision Notice signed in 1998. Therefore, this 
concern is outside the scope of this Forest Plan Revision process.   

S92 Public Concern: The Forest Service should prohibit discrimination against 
snowboarding on Aspen Mountain. 

Response: Snowboarding is allowed on Aspen Mountain.  

Adequacy of Analysis 

S93 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should generate an accurate 
winter sports analysis. 

Response:  The White River National Forest revised the FEIS, Chapter 3- Ski Area 
analysis in response to this comment. Data from the ski areas was updated from the 
1996/1997-ski season to the 2000/2001-ski season to reflect changes in skier visits, 
skiable acres, capacity, and skier densities. A new alternative (Alternative K) was 
developed and analyzed for the FEIS. In addition, a revised skier visit forecast was 
developed using Census 2000 data and demographic projects from the Colorado State 
Demographer’s Office.  

S94 Public Concern: The Forest Service should evaluate whether ski area 
expansion results in irreversible commitment of resources on a site-specific 
basis. 

Response: This concern is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. The Forest Service uses a 
tiered planning approach to ski area planning. The Forest Service does analyze site-
specific proposals for each area allocated to the 8.25 Management Prescription using the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) planning process before 
development is approved. It is during this site-specific analysis phase that a determination 
is made regarding irreversible commitments of resources.  

S95 Public Concern: The Forest Service should correct inaccuracies in the DEIS. 
Response: The DEIS analysis was re-evaluated in completing the FEIS (see Chapter 3, 
Part 2 – Ski Areas section) and the 2002 Forest Plan in response to this concern. A new 
alternative K was created and new skier forecast based on population growth was 
analyzed. 

S96 Public Concern: The FEIS should include language clarifying the distinction 
between Management Areas 8.21 and 8.25. 

Response: Descriptions of the 8.21 and 8.25 management prescriptions are contained in 
the 2002 Forest Plan (Chapter 3, Management Area Direction, Management Areas 8.21- 
Recreation Complexes and 8.25- Ski Areas). The 8.21 Management Prescription allows 
for a variety of recreation opportunities in highly developed recreation complexes that 
typically include campgrounds, day-use areas, marinas, trailhead parking areas, winter or 
summer trails, and other intensively developed recreation facilities. The 8.25 
Management Prescription allows the private sector to provide opportunities for developed 
skiing and snowboarding on National Forest System lands for large numbers of visitors in 
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highly developed settings. Ski lifts, restaurants, and other ancillary facilities owned by 
the ski area operator that were developed for skiing may also be used during other 
seasons of the year. 

S97 Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain how limited skiing terrain 
leads to generic ski trail design. 

Response: When terrain is limited there may be less incentive for resorts to satisfy small 
niches or special interest groups within the broader market base because the available 
capacity is more likely to be filled. There is less competition, less need for marketing, and 
less opportunity for segregation of user types because the primary incentive for most 
resorts would be to meet the needs of the most profitable segments of the market. There 
may be less incentive to satisfy lower paying customers and smaller segments of the 
overall skier and snowboarder market and less incentive to retain some areas as open 
space or forested areas that are closed to skiing. If a surplus of terrain is available there 
may be more opportunity to experiment with different types of trail design or silvicultural 
treatments, meet the needs of special interest groups, provide more variety of the 
products offered (ski trails), provide loss-leaders, and allow for a greater variety in the 
spacing and design of ski trail interstices. 

S98 Public Concern: The Forest Service should conduct a site-specific analysis of 
each expansion request. 

Response: The Forest Service conducts a site-specific analysis of each expansion request 
based on the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) 
prior to granting approval of new facilities. The NEPA planning process requires public 
involvement throughout the planning process. It also requires the Forest Service consider 
a range of alternatives in addition to the proposed action.  

S99 Public Concern: The Forest Service should acknowledge that ski area 
expansion attracts, rather than accommodates, more skiers. 

Response: Free enterprise encourages competition between resorts and allows for 
changes in market conditions based on economic opportunity and freedom of choice. The 
addition of new terrain or improved facilities by one resort in Colorado may indeed result 
in a change in visitor preferences at the local, regional, national, or international level by 
attracting either new or existing skiers. The Forest Service evaluates opportunities for 
developed skiing and snowboarding on National Forest System lands based on the 
evaluation of specific proposals submitted to the Forest Service for approval. Each 
proposal is analyzed based on natural resource conditions and the carrying capacity of 
individual land units. As long as permit holders operate within the parameters of their 
resource management plans the Forest Service allows the free market to determine 
attractiveness based on appropriate levels of use, pricing, and skier densities.  

S100 Public Concern: The Forest Service should expand its cumulative effects 
analysis for winter recreation. 

Response: The winter recreation cumulative effects analysis for the FEIS was revised in 
response to this concern (Chapter 3, Part 2 – Ski Areas, Cumulative Effects section). A 
wide range of alternatives were considered in the DEIS and a new Alternative K was 
analyzed in the FEIS. A new skier forecast was also added in the FEIS in response to the 
findings of the 2000 Census. The FEIS looked at user experience, access to huts, future 
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growth in skiing verses snowmobiles by category, and winter access points as issues. The 
ten predominant recreation uses on the White River National Forest are shown in Chapter 
3, Recreation Section of the FEIS. 

S101 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the indirect and 
cumulative effects of ski area expansion. 

Response: Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts are all addressed within each 
resource topic area. Additionally, Chapter 2 in the DEIS displays numerous tables which 
comparatively display the effects of all of the alternatives, in which different levels of ski 
area expansion are represented.  

S102 Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain the purpose of table 3-89. 
Response: Table 3-89 of the DEIS has been removed from the FEIS. 

S103 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should reevaluate the future 
growth potential of Arapahoe Basin Ski Area. 

Response: The future growth potential for an individual ski area, like Arapahoe Basin, is 
addressed in site-specific plans after a development proposal is received. A new analysis 
was completed for the FEIS that forecasts future skier visits based on increases in 
population. This information is based on data obtained from Census 2000. 

S104 Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop a framework with master 
guidelines and principles against which pressures for expansion are 
analyzed relative to ecosystem goals. 

Response: Pressures for expansion are most likely to come from an increase in 
population. Colorado was the third fastest growing state in the country between 1990 and 
2000 and is expected to continue to grow rapidly through 2010. The 2002 Forest Plan 
will provide the framework for future ski area expansions by identifying acres of 
National Forest System lands suitable for skiing through allocation of the 8.25 
management prescription. Master guidelines are identified as forest-wide and 
management area standards and guidelines, as well as, forest-wide goals and objectives. 
Proposals submitted to the Forest Service are analyzed using the NEPA planning process 
to determine their relevance to ecosystem goals.  

S105 Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain how ski areas expand 
without increasing capacity. 

Response: It is not unusual for the Forest Service to allow an increase in skiing terrain 
without creating a corresponding increase in daily capacity. For example, Category III, 
Blue Sky Basin, allowed Vail to add 4,100 acres to the ski area with approximately 1,000 
acres of new skiable terrain without adding additional daily capacity to the ski area. 
Highlands Bowl at Aspen Highlands is another area that added a significant amount of 
terrain without a corresponding increase in capacity. The daily capacity for Vail and 
Aspen Highlands and most other ski areas is restricted based on parking, delivery 
constraints, ski lift capacities, and other out-of-base limitations. When additional lifts or 
terrain are added to sections of the upper mountain or back bowls of some ski areas this 
allows the same number of skiers to disperse in lower densit ies over a higher number of 
acres without increasing daily capacity. 
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S106 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the discussion of capacity 
and operating season days for the ski resorts of the White River National 
Forest. 

Reponses: The Forest Service selected the most current data available at the time the 
environmental impact analyses was prepared. The FEIS reflects all changes deemed 
necessary as they relate to ski area capacities and operating season days. 

S107 Public Concern: The Forest Service should i dentify the environmental resource 
data justifying the proposed ski area restrictions in Alternative D. 

Response: A range of alternatives was considered in the DEIS. Wildlife and the 
protection of wildlife habitat would be assigned a higher priority than recreation in 
Alternative D. Conflicts between humans and wildlife would be resolved in favor of 
wildlife. In Alternative D recreation use and skiing were not considered to be desirable 
activities because they were perceived to have negative effects on wildlife and wildlife 
habitat. Reference Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, 
Air, Water, Wildlife, Soil sections of the FEIS to view the environmental resource data 
and potential environmental effects resulting from implementation of Alternative D. 

Market 

S108 Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop a programmatic EIS to 
address the interconnectedness of the regional and national ski market. 

Response: The Regional Guide, Rocky Mountain Region (Region 2), was prepared as a 
programmatic regional document that established priorities for Winter Sports Sites in 
Colorado and Wyoming. This document was updated in 1992. It prioritizes a list of 
potential expansion sites for skiing. If the Regional Forester updates the Regional Guide, 
national and international interconnectedness could be evaluated within that process. This 
information is in the administrative record. 

S109 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should reconsider their 
statement that Denver International Airport is “contributing to an increased 
demand for skiing in Colorado.” 

Response: A high percentage of visitors to Colorado resorts arrive via airplanes. Changes 
in pricing and flight opportunities do influence skiing and overall tourism participation. 
Support for this assertion can be found in Frick (1997) An Analysis of Economic Trends 
in the White River National Forest Region, BBC Research and Consulting, Denver, CO. 
“The White River National Forest region and the Western Slope of Colorado has 
experienced rapid economic growth as a result of many factors, including electronic 
technology, improved access, notably Denver International Airport”. Also refer to the 
Vail Daily (1/5/98) Inaugural German flight carries hundred(s) of skiers to Colorado. 
“The first non-stop flight from Germany to Denver International Airport delivered nearly 
200 passengers to Colorado’s ski slopes Saturday.” This information is contained in the 
administrative record. 

S110 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide marketing surveys on 
which statements regarding ski resort selections are based. 

Response: Reference: Rosall, 1998. NSAA End of Season Survey, 1997/98.  RRC 
Associates, Boulder, CO; 1998 Ski Magazine Reader Survey; Spring, 1999, “Why the Ski 



White River National Forest 

Response to Public Comment A3-200 

Industry is Treading Water”, Ski Area Management magazine; Spring 1998, “Subtle but 
Important Shift in Customers”, Research from the National Skier/Boarder Opinion 
Survey, Ski Area Management magazine, Jim Spring, President, National Skier/Boarder 
Opinion Survey. This information is in the administrative record. 

Skier Visitation Days 

S111 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should clarify the basis for 
its projections of future skier recreation visitor days. 

Response: This concern was taken into consideration in the FEIS. Skiing forecasts for 
the White River National Forest in the DEIS were based on historic use levels projected 
into the future. However, a revised forecast was developed for the FEIS by using: skier 
use trends, demographic trends, and the contributions of skiing and tourism to the local 
economy. The National Ski Areas Association and Colorado Ski Country USA 1997/98 
Profile of Colorado Skiing provided data on skier market, Census 2000 and the State 
Demographers Office provided data on population projections for the White River 
National Forest and the Denver Metro area. This information is in the administrative 
record.  

S112 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the effects of a changing 
environment on skier visitation. 

Response: Weather trends indicating a warming of the earth’s climate is acknowledged 
in the FEIS (Chapter 3, Part 2 – Ski Areas, Climate Change section). These weather 
trends are a factor considered in the projections of future skier visitation. 

S113 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should develop an accurate 
measure for daily skiers at one time (SAOT). 

Response: This concern is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. Daily use capacities are 
determined when the master development plans for specific areas are updated. The Forest 
Service utilizes the best available information at the time of analysis. Daily capacity is 
used as a financial and land-use-planning tool. The daily capacity for each area is 
calculated individually based on its own unique characteristics. A one-size-fits-all 
formula for calcula ting daily capacity would be difficult if not impossible to impose on 
all ski area operators. The Forest Service documents the approved daily capacity in a site-
specific analysis. This figure is generally included in the master development plan 
prepared by each ski area. Night skiing and other factors do need to be considered when 
calculating daily or seasonal use.  

S114 Public Concern: The Forest Service should distinguish between estimated and 
actual skier numbers. 

Response: Actual skier use numbers from past years are shown in the FEIS Chapter 3, 
Part 2- Ski Areas. Each ski area is required to provide the Forest Service with actual ski 
use data and associated revenues. The Forest Service audits this information for accuracy 
and completeness and calculates the effect of season passes, complementary tickets, and 
night skiing to assure accuracy in reporting. This information is also subject to review by 
the Internal Revenue Service. The audited skier use numbers are public information that 
is released by Colorado Ski County at the end of each ski season. Estimated skier use 
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figures used to forecast (estimate) future use for 2010 are based on the Colorado State 
Demographers population predictions. 

S115 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should recalculate annual 
skier days to take into account the number of days attributable to 
snowmaking. 

Response: The White River National Forest did not calculate skier days attributable to 
snowmaking since reliable data is not available. Skier visits at individual resorts vary 
annually due to differences in natural snow, marketing trends, or factors other than 
snowmaking. To distinguish the number of skier days attributable to snowmaking would 
be questionable at best. Many ski areas choose to close at the end of the end season due 
to lack of customers, and not a lack of snow.  

Skier Densities and Ski Area Capacity 

S116 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should disclose the changes 
in skier densities between 1987 and 1996. 

Response: In the FEIS, Chapter 3 – Ski Areas, Skier Density section, Table 88 displays 
skier densities for ski areas on the White River National Forest for the 2000-2001 ski 
season. This is information is displayed as skiers per acre per year. This information is an 
indication of crowding and a measure of current skiing quality. Installation of high speed 
express detachable chairlifts at most ski areas changes the relationships between the 
number of skiers waiting in lift lines, skiers riding on lifts, and skiers on the slopes at one 
time. If comparisons are needed to disclose changes in density between 1987 and 1996 
they will be analyzed for individual ski areas based on site-specific proposals.   

S117 Public Concern: Because of improved lift technology since 1997, the WRNF 
should disclose changes in daily capacity up to the year 2000. 

Response: In the FEIS, Chapter 3 – Ski Areas, Capacity section, table 86 displays the 
capacity of ski areas on the White River National Forest between 1987 and 2000. These 
capacity figures were taken from existing master development plans and winter operating 
plans for the 2000-2001-ski season.   

S118 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the definition of “practical 
carrying capacity.” 

Response: This concern was taken into consideration in the FEIS. All reference to 
“practical carrying capacity” has been eliminated as this was considered confusing to 
most readers.  

S119 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify whether it is discussing 
annual or practical annual capacity in table 3-85. 

Response: This concern was taken into consideration in the FEIS. Table 3-85 in the 
DEIS displays the “Practical Annual Capacity” in relation to the number of tickets sold 
during the 1996-97 ski season. This has been modified in the FEIS to show annual 
capacity for the 2000-01 season and all reference to “practical annual capacity” has been 
eliminated since the concept was confusing to some readers. 
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S120 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not limit practical annual capacity 
at the White River National Forest ski areas -and- 

S121 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use practical annual capacity only 
as a planning tool. 

Response: In the FEIS, all reference to “Practical Annual Capacity” has been eliminated 
since this concept proved confusing to some readers. The DEIS does not suggest that the 
ski areas are limited to the referenced “Practical Annual Capacities,” nor does it provide 
any direction on any procedures that would limit ski areas to their stated daily or annual 
SAOT capacities. The Forest Service uses practical annual capacity calculations only as a 
planning tool to make comparisons between resorts.  

S122 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should reevaluate the 
available capacity of Arapahoe Basin. 

Response: The Skier visit forecast for the White River National Forest was re-evaluated 
in the FEIS. As shown in the analysis (Chapter 3, Part 2 – Ski Areas, Skier Visit 
Forecast) most of the growth in skier visits on the White River National Forest is 
anticipated to occur within Summit County between 2000 and 2010 based on the 
Colorado State Demographer’s population forecast. The Forest Service allocated 
additional acres of skiable terrain to Arapahoe Basin ski area in the FEIS based on this 
forecast. If a proposal to provide additional opportunities for developed skiing and 
snowboarding is submitted to the Forest Service for approval in the future it will be 
addressed in a site-specific NEPA analysis before approval is given. 

S123 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should develop an accurate 
and consistent measure for ski area capacity. 

Response: The master development plan for each ski area is the guiding document for 
describing which lands are suitable and their capacities (DEIS 3-307). Master 
development plans typically go through an intensive public scoping and NEPA process, 
including interdisciplinary review, and local governmental review. Capacities for each ski 
area frequently have different variables acting as capacity determinants. Examples 
include initial lift out-of-base delivery capacity, transportation to the site, parking, 
physical characteristics of terrain, catwalks and bottlenecks, predominant personal 
equipment types and skill levels, and terrain accessibility, to name a few. These are just 
some of the variables that may dictate different capacity calculations for any given ski 
area. The Forest Service does not intend to impose uniform federal standards on 
individual ski areas for calculating ski area capacity. Methods for calculating capacity 
have evolved over the years in response to changes in lift and personal equipment 
technologies and site-specific management objectives. In most locations the installation 
of high-speed express detachable chairlifts over the last decade influenced skier use 
patterns and altered the relationships between the times each skiers spends riding lifts, 
sliding downhill, and waiting in lift lines, that were previously used to calculate ski area 
capacity. Snowboarding is another relatively new phenomenon that significantly changes 
skier use patterns, circulation, and terrain type preferences on most mountains. In recent 
years changes to skiing equipment has also allowed many skiers to seek out different 
types of physical terrain, more difficult terrain, and powder snow that were previously 
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not considered difficult to ski. In combination, all of these factors have caused ski areas 
to reconsider previous methods for estimating capacity. Ski area capacity is determined 
for each site through detailed analysis at the project level and disclosed to the public in 
individual NEPA analysis documents. The Forest Service is willing to consider a variety 
of methods for calculating ski area capacity as long as they are easily understood and 
provide reasonable estimates of proposed use.  

S124 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reconcile its conflicting statements 
regarding calculation of practical annual capacity. 

Response: This concern was taken into consideration in the FEIS. All reference to 
“practical carrying capacity” has been eliminated as this was considered confusing to 
most readers.  

S125 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should establish a 
management goal for lift line length. 

Response: This concern is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. Management goals 
regarding lift line length are unique to each ski area. They are determined at the 
discretion of individual resort owners and administrative representatives based on site-
specific circumstances. They are subject to changes in the ski industry as new technology 
and market conditions evolve. Because weather conditions are ephemeral on ski areas 
some lifts may be more attractive during short periods of sunshine, powder snow, high 
winds, or extreme weather temperatures. Lift line length is one of many concerns and 
elements of the ski area planning process. The Forest Service allows flexibility in lift-line 
lengths in response to planning and management considerations, special terrain features, 
lift types, and experiential effects that are unique to individual ski areas. The Forest 
Service has not dictated that all ski areas adopt a uniform federal standard for this 
detailed planning element. 

Part 3—Aerial Transportation Corridors 

S126 Public Concern: The Forest Service should prohibit construction of aerial 
trams connecting ski areas. 

 
Response: Numerous opportunities were identified and analyzed in Alternatives E and 
F. Although no aerial transportation corridors were allocated in Alternative B, C, D, I and 
K, they are not prohibited from being analyzed in the future. If an aerial transportation 
corridor is proposed in the future the Forest Service will analyze the purpose and need for 
the action, alternatives to the proposed action, and consider potential environmental, 
social, and economic effects that may result from development. The purpose of the 8.31 
management prescription is to identify locations where it may be desirable to transport 
pedestrians to, from, or between locations that require the use of National Forest System 
lands. As transportation and parking issues become more important in the future some 
resort communities may decide to more fully explore alternative transportation systems 
such as aerial trams. It is anticipated the analysis of the I-70 corridor by CDOT that is 
currently taking place will stimulate some public interest in this topic by identifying a 
variety of possible new locations for internodal transportation centers where traditional 
asphalt roadways, fixed rail systems, monorails, ski lifts, and parking can be integrated 
and concentrated in the same locations. The 2002 Forest Plan would have to be amended 
to assign the 8.31 management prescription to the area affected by the proposal prior to 
allowing construction.   
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S127 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should permit construction 
of aerial trams connecting ski areas. 

Response: The Forest Service analyzed the effects of aerial transportation corridors on 
National Forest System lands in Alternatives E and F in the FEIS. If a new proposal to 
construct an aerial tram on National Forest System lands is received by the Forest Service 
in the future it will be analyzed using the NEPA planning process at the site-specific 
level. The Forest Service will consider the purpose and need, alternatives to the proposed 
action, and analyze the environmental, social, and economic effects of the proposal. If the 
proposed action were approved, the 2002 Forest Plan would have to be amended before 
the facility could be constructed. If the proposed aerial tram is owned, operated, or 
proposed for development by an entity other than a ski area to be used as an alternative 
form of transportation for pedestrians in place of a paved road, the 8.31 management 
prescription would be assigned. If the purpose and need for the proposal were to improve 
skier circulation or provide increased access to more skiing terrain for skiers and 
snowboarders, the 8.25 management prescription would be assigned. A variety of ski lift 
types including trams and gondolas are appropriate in the 8.25 management prescription. 
Aerial trams, gondolas, cabriolets, and ski lifts that are owned and operated by a ski area 
as part of an integrated skiing operation on public and private lands are assigned the 8.25 
management prescription.  

S128 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should consider permitting 
aerial tramways in a broader transportation context. 

Response: Aerial tramways were not considered in a broader transportation context for 
the FEIS. A transportation plan for the Forest will be completed after release of the 2002 
Forest Plan. The Colorado Department of Transportation, in conjunction with the Federal 
Highway Administration, is working on an I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS to address 
alternative systems in a broader transportation context. This programmatic EIS will 
analyze transportation needs along the I-70 corridor in a broader context. The corridor 
plan will identify potential interchanges and linkages with other transportation routes and 
systems. The Forest Service is a consulting participant in this process. Please refer to 
www.i70mtncorridor.com. 

S129 Public Concern: Aerial tramways should be allowed only where they are 
consistent with the management area prescriptions they traverse. 

Response: Several aerial transportation corridors are identified in Alternatives E and F. If 
the Forest Service accepts a proposal for review it will be analyzed in detail in a site-
specific NEPA document to determine if the proposal is consistent with the adjacent 
management prescriptions. If considerations unique to a specific proposal require 
changes to the 2002 Forest Plan standards and guidelines or unique mitigation measures 
to reduce impacts to adjacent land areas they can be addressed in the site-specific NEPA 
analysis. 

S130 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider alternative routing for the 
gondola between Aspen Highlands and Buttermilk. 

Response: Alternative F of the FEIS analyzed a gondola alignment between Aspen 
Highlands and Buttermilk. Other corridors that may be suitably located on private lands 
are not included in the Forest Plan analysis. The Commissioners of Pitkin County have 
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jurisdiction over private lands between Aspen Highlands and Buttermilk that may be 
affected by other alternative corridors. 

S131 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should confer a 
Management Area designation of 5.43 between Buttermilk and Snowmass. 

Response: The Owl Creek area between Buttermilk and Snowmass is allocated to the 
8.25 management prescription (alpine and Nordic skiing) in the 1984 Forest Plan. The 
management prescription for this area under Alternatives C, D, I, F, K is 5.43 (Elk 
habitat) in the 2002 Forest Plan. The intent of the 5.43 management prescription is to 
manage elk habitat. Management areas with this prescription are characterized by low 
road densities and optimum forage and cover ratios. The Owl Creek area has been 
extensively studied in the past and has characteristics that make the area ideally suited for 
elk. Most human uses are limited and some travel closures may exist based on elk habitat 
objectives. Winter use by elk between December 1 and April 14 results in human use 
restrictions for the entire ski season. 

S132 Public Concern: The White River National Forest Plan amendment should 
comply with the management area prescription for Burnt Mountain 
designated in the Snowmass Ski Area Record of Decision, including 
consideration of an aerial tramway. 

Response: The 1994 Record of Decision for the Snowmass Ski Area states, “Based on 
the analysis disclosed in the FEIS, Burnt Mountain, Snowmass 1994, I believe the more 
appropriate Forest Plan management area prescription for this land (Burnt Mountain) is 
4B - management emphasizing the habitat needs of the one of more management 
indicator species. Formal adoption of this management area prescription will not occur 
until completion of the Forest Plan revision (pg. 20, 1994 Snowmass ROD)”. The 
management prescription for this area is 5.43- Elk habitat under Alternatives D, F, I and 
K. Alternatives D, F and I in the DEIS do in fact take into consideration, and fully 
analyze the Burnt Mountain terrain as a 5.43 management prescription area (Elk Habitat). 
Motorized and mechanized travel is not allowed outside of designated routes during 
snow-free periods in this management prescription, except when authorized for 
administrative or emergency purposes. Human activities are restricted to avoid 
disturbances to elk during the following time periods: May 15 to June 20; October 15 to 
November 30; December 1 to April 14; and June 16 to October 14. Operation of a 
gondola during these time periods may be inconsistent with the standards and guidelines 
for the 5.43 management prescription. Developed skiing and ski area facilities are not 
allowed in a 5.43 management area. If a proposal to develop this area for skiing were 
submitted to the Forest Service for skiing, the proposal would be analyzed in a site-
specific NEPA analysis and the 2002 Forest Plan amended to identify the area to be 
included within the 8.25 management prescription before construction could be allowed. 
The purpose and need for a skiing proposal and evidence of strong public support are 
important considerations for allowing these types of facilities on National Forest System 
lands. Both the 8.25 and 8.31 management prescriptions can be allocated as narrow 
rights-of-way or as a replacement for the area allocated to the 5.43 management 
prescription in Alternative K.  
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S133 Public Concern: The purpose and need for aerial transportation corridors 
should be determined through the EIS process. 

Response: The Forest Plan revision has been conducted through an EIS process that 
included analysis of aerial transportation corridor possibilities. Many of the aerial 
transportation corridors proposed in the DEIS were discussed previously in community 
forums or were documented in ski area plans. All of the alternatives have some historical 
basis. Reference: Town of Minturn Community Plan (1998), Town of Avon 
Transportation Plan Update (1996). Burnt Mountain FEIS, Snowmass Ski Area (1994) 
(DEIS pg. 3-351-360). 

S134 Public Concern: The Forest Service should resolve conflicts between the 
proposed ski area and aerial transportation corridor prescriptions and past 
Forest decisions and agreements. 

Response: The Forest Service analyzed the effects of aerial transportation corridors in 
Alternatives E and F. Potential conflicts that may result from construction of aerial trams 
on National Forest System lands in Alternatives E and F are disclosed in the Wildlife, 
Water, and Soil Sections of the FEIS, Chapter 3- Environmental Consequences. No 
conflicts were identified in Alternatives B, C, D, K, and I because no acres are allocated 
to the 8.31 management prescription. 

S135 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reassess the effects of aerial 
transportation on traffic, air pollution and infrastructure. 

Response: Aerial transportation systems appear to have potential to reduce air emissions, 
improve pedestrian circulation, and reduce vehicular traffic when compared with private 
automobiles with internal combustion engines using traditional asphalt roads. If the 
Forest receives a proposal for an aerial transportation corridor on National Forest System 
lands in the future the environmental effects would be analyzed using a site-specific 
NEPA process.  

S136 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should clarify the 
comparison of effects to wildlife between traditional roadway systems and 
aerial transportation corridors. 

Response: The use of railroads was not analyzed in the FEIS. None of the alternatives 
analyzed in the 2002 Forest Plan identified new corridors for railroads on National Forest 
System lands. If the White River National Forest receives a proposal for a new railroad 
corridor on National Forest System lands it would be analyzed at the site-specific level. 
Railroads in Colorado are generally located on private lands on flatter terrain in valley 
bottoms at lower elevations where they are outside the jurisdiction of the Forest Service. 

S137 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should establish standards 
and guidelines for wildlife under Management Area 8.31 – Aerial 
Transportation Corridors. 

Response: Each of the corridors identified in the FEIS has a unique set of physical and 
biological characteristics. If a proposal for an aerial transportation corridor is submitted 
to the Forest Service in the future it will be analyzed in detail at the site-specific level to 
determine potential impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat. If it is determined that 
standards and guidelines or special mitigations measures are needed to reduce or avoid 
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harmful effects to wildlife they would be incorporated into the site-specific NEPA 
analysis and record of decision.  

S138 Public Concern: The FEIS should analyze and disclose potential changes in air 
quality resulting from additional aerial transportation corridors. 

Response: There are no existing aerial transportation corridors on the White River 
National Forest. If the Forest Service receives a proposal for an aerial transportation 
corridor in the future it will be analyzed in detail at the site-specific level. The Forest 
Service uses a tiered planning process to analyze, disclose, and compare differences 
between aerial trams and private automobiles on asphalt roads during the site-specific 
NEPA analysis phase. If the Forest Service decides to allow an aerial transportation 
corridor on National Forest System lands in the future, the 2002 Forest Plan must be 
amended to identify the location and effects of the aerial transportation corridor prior to 
construction. The forest wide standards and guidelines are located in the 2002 Forest 
Plan, Section One, physical- air. The Forest analyzed the effects of aerial transportation 
corridors in Alternatives E and F. 

S139 Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop workable Standards and 
Guidelines for the Management Area 8.31 prescription. 

Response: The standards and guidelines that apply to the 8.31 management prescription 
are contained in the 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, Forest wide Standards and Guidelines, 
and Chapter 3, Management Area Direction, 8.31 Aerial Transportation Corridors. The 
Forest wide standards and guidelines are applied uniformly to all National Forest System 
lands while the 8.31 management prescription standards and guidelines apply only to 
areas allocated as aerial transportation corridors. Additional standards and guidelines or 
mitigation measures may be assigned to specific proposals during the site-specific NEPA 
analysis phase.  

S140 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include a standard in the 8.31 
Management Area prescription banning recreational use of aerial 
transportation corridors. 

Response: The majority of acres administered by the White River National Forest are 
open and available for non-motorized dispersed recreation. If there are compelling 
reasons for banning humans from dispersing into specific areas of the National Forest 
they will be addressed in a site-specific NEPA analysis in response to a specific proposal. 
Social, economic, and natural resource concerns that are unique to each proposal will be 
considered in the site-specific analysis to determine whether or not humans should be 
banned from entering all or a portion of areas allocated the 8.31 management 
prescription. The suitability and desirability of designated aerial transportation corridors 
for dispersed recreation is based on a variety of site conditions unique to each site, 
including slope gradients, erodability of soils, sensitivity of watersheds, presence of 
critical wildlife habitat, need to protect cultural resources, public safety, private land 
trespass, and other issues. If the Forest Service decides to accept and analyze a site-
specific proposal for an aerial transportation corridor in the future, the public will be 
given an opportunity to participate in the NEPA planning process. The Forest Service 
will review and make adjustments to the standards, guidelines, and mitigation measures 
as needed to resolve specific issues unique to each proposal during the site-specific 
NEPA analysis phase.   
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S141 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should designate 8.31 
Management Areas. 

Response: The Forest Service may consider allocating aerial transportation corridors in 
the future, if a specific proposal is received. The purpose and need for the proposal 
should be clear and community support evident prior to the initiation of a site-specific 
NEPA analysis. 

S142 Public Concern: The Forest Service should take into consideration the CTSB 
regulations when proposing aerial transportation systems. 

Response: In Colorado CTSB is the organization responsible for inspecting, regulating, 
and enforcing engineering and safety standards for ski lifts. The Forest Service 
recognizes the authority of this organization and works cooperatively with CTSB to 
enforce the standards and operating procedures.   

S143 Public Concern: The Forest Service should follow the existing mitigation plans 
for Beaver Creek in the alternative recommendations regarding aerial 
transportation corridors. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan contains forest-wide standards and guidelines and 
management prescription area standards and guidelines. If both standards apply to an 
area, the Forest Service would apply those standards that are most stringent. All existing 
previously approved plans for Beaver Creek must be amended to comply with the new 
2002 Forest Plan standards. 

S144 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should conditionally allow 
construction of aerial trams. 

Response: If a proposal is planned to cross National Forest System lands in the future the 
Forest Service may consider doing a site-specific analysis, if the purpose and need for the 
proposal was clearly defined and public support was evident. If a proposal to construct an 
aerial tram on National Forest System lands were approved by the Forest Service in a 
specific NEPA document in the future, the corridor would have to be assigned the 8.31 
management prescription in an amendment to the 2002 Forest Plan prior to construction.  

S145 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use railways rather than aerial 
transportation to mitigate traffic volume. 

Response: Railroads were not addressed as a topic issue in the 2002 Forest Plan. The 
Forest Service would become involved in the analysis of a railroad corridor if a specific 
proposal was planned to traverse or border National Forest System lands. The Forest 
Service would have to amend the 2002 Forest Plan to recognize the proposed use prior to 
allowing construction of a new railroad on National Forest System lands.  

S146 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should reconsider the 
proposed Aerial Transportation Corridor east of Vail which conflicts with 
the USFWS Conference Opinion on Vail’s Category III Decision. 

Response: The Forest Service would take into consideration the USFWS Conference 
Opinion on Vail’s Category III decision if a proposal for an aerial transportation corridor 
east of Vail were submitted for analysis. Several aerial transportation corridors were 
analyzed in the FEIS (Alternatives E and F). The idea to access Vail ski area from Shrine 
Pass/Vail Pass was conceived over forty years ago prior to the development of Vail ski 
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area, Town of Vail, and construction of Interstate 70. From a landscape and engineering 
standpoint, it would be possible to provide safe public access to Vail ski area from the 
east via an aerial tram, if a new portal were constructed in this location. It was originally 
conceived that direct access via aerial tram could eliminate a large amount of skier traffic 
on Interstate 70 between Vail Pass and the Town of Vail. Now that lynx is listed as a 
threatened species the Forest Service must analyze the effects all development proposals 
would have on this species and its habitat. The Colorado Department of Transportation is 
currently preparing a PEIS to analyze a variety of transportation alternatives for the I-70 
corridor between Denver International Airport and Vail, including monorails, light rail 
and other alternative forms of transportation other than private automobiles.  

S147 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should provide a more 
specific definition of “reasonable efforts” to limit visibility of ski area 
facilities. 

Response: The Forest Service attempts to respond to the question of whether or not the 
array of alternatives that are considered in detail provide a reasonable number of practical 
ways to the meet the stated objectives to some degree while resolving some of the 
environmental problems associated with the proposal. Reasonable alternatives include 
those that are practical or feasible with regard to demonstrable economic, social, and 
ecological needs. The Forest Service uses the NEPA planning process to address the issue 
of reasonableness when analyzing site-specific proposals for development as required by 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. Selection of dark non-reflective earth-
tone colors for the exterior surfaces of buildings and structures that help the facilities 
blend with the National Forest summer environment is an example of a mitigation 
measure that is considered a reasonable solution for limiting visibility of ski area 
facilities.   

Part 4—Scenery 

S148 Public Concern: The Forest Service should preserve the natural beauty of the 
White River National Forest. 

Response: It is the intent of the White River National Forest to manage the natural 
beauty of the Forest. Each of the alternatives has the potential to maintain, alter, or 
enhance the scenic character of Forest landscapes to varying degrees. (FEIS, Chapter 3 
Topic 3, Part 4- Scenery Management) Forest-wide goals, objectives and guidelines 
along with management area guidelines will provide the framework for managing scenic 
resources. Additional guidance for management of scenic is resources is outlined in FSM 
2380, Landscape Aesthetic s, A Handbook for Scenery Management, Agriculture 
Handbook 701:1995 supplemented by the following: 

• National Forest Landscape Management Volume 1. Agriculture Handbook 434: 1973 
• Utilities, Chapter 2, Agriculture Handbook 478: 1975 
• Range, Chapter 3, Agriculture Handbook 484: 1977 
• Roads, Chapter 4, Agriculture Handbook 483: 1977 
• Timber, Chapter 5, Agriculture Handbook 559: 1980 
• Fire, Chapter 6, Agriculture Handbook 608: 1985 
• Ski Areas, Chapter 7, Agriculture Handbook 617: 1984 
• Recreation, Chapter 8, Agriculture Handbook 666: 1987 
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S149 Public Concern: The Forest Service should prohibit commercial timber harvest 
in areas of high scenic value. 

Response: Each management area has a range of scenic integrity objectives (SIO’s). The 
SIO’s defines the degree of visible disruption of the landscape character that is allowed 
when implementing management activities. Scenic Integrity Objectives for any portion of 
Forest lands are used as a guideline to achieve the desired condition of the landscape as 
described for each management area. If a management area allows for timber harvesting 
activities to occur, the potential impacts to scenery must be analyzed and disclosed. The 
associated activities with timber harvesting should be designed and implemented in a 
manner that is consistent with the SIO’s for a specific area. 

A range of scenic integrity objectives has been identified to be compatible with the 
desired condition of each management area. The scenic integrity levels for the selected 
alternative will become the scenic integrity objectives used to implement the new Forest 
Plan. Refer to the FEIS, Chapter 3 Topic 3, Part 4- Scenery Management for a detailed 
description of scenic integrity levels and objectives. Forest wide and management area 
specific guidelines for scenic resources can be found in Chapters 2 and 3 of the forest 
plan. 

Beyond the scenic integrity objectives, the Forest has identified areas of outstanding 
scenic beauty. Management areas 4.2 (scenery) and 4.23 (scenic byways, scenic areas, 
vistas or travel corridors) were developed specifically to reflect the value of forest 
scenery. These management areas have specific standards and guidelines to protect or 
enhance scenic resources that can be found in Chapter 3 of the forest plan.  

S150 Public Concern: Scenic integrity levels in Alternative D should correspond with 
Alternative D’s biological diversity objectives.  

Response: Management areas are each associated with specific desired future conditions 
for scenic integrity. These are captured in the standards and guidelines for future 
allowable activities in specific management areas. (Chapters 2 and 3 of the forest plan)  

Desired future conditions for scenic integrity are explicitly linked to specific management 
area direction regardless of alternative. Alternatives provide an opportunity to assess the 
effects and tradeoffs between resources associated with allocation of different amounts of 
land to specific management areas. 

Alternative D has an arrangement of management areas that reflect the overall theme of 
the alternative. With the exception of Alternative F, Alternative D has more management 
areas that can be managed for low or very low scenic integrity in order to achieve the 
desired condition of each management area than the other alternatives. 

Refer to the Scenery Management System Specialist Report in the administrative record 
for additional information. 
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TOPIC 4 
ROADLESS AREAS AND RECOMMENDED WILDERNESS 

Wilderness Recommendations 

W1 Public Concern: White River National Forest should recommend additional 
roadless areas for wilderness designation.-and- 

W1.1 To Preserve Natural Heritage 

W1.2 To Preserve Native Plant And Animal Populations 

W1.3 To Protect Lower Elevation Ecosystems 

W1.4 To Protect All Ecotypes 

W1.5 To Protect Native American Heritage Resources 

W1.6 To Act As Reference Landscapes 

W1.7 To Alleviate Recreational Pressure On Existing Wilderness 

W2 Public Concern: The Forest Service’s analysis of eligible Wilderness areas is 
inadequate. – and –  

W3 Public Concern: The Forest Service should correct the conflict between 
wilderness recommendations in alternative D and the stated lack of low-to-
mid elevation Wilderness.  

Response: The factors considered in evaluating potential wilderness and determining the 
need to designate roadless areas as wilderness are outlined in Forest Service Handbook 
(FSH) 1909.12 Chapter 7. Need was evaluated in terms of local and national distribution 
of wilderness (geographic distribution of areas), representations of landforms and 
ecosystems, the presence of wildlife expected to be visible in a wilderness environment, 
and the opportunity to provide primitive outdoor recreation opportunities. (FSH 
1909.12.7.23). Additionally, wilderness designation may offer opportunities to preserve 
native plant and animal habitats and populations, the natural heritage of an area, and 
serve as reference landscapes. Research Natural Areas and Wild and Scenic River 
Management Area allocations may offer similar protection opportunities.  Native 
American Heritage Resources are required to be protected under many laws including the 
Native American Graves Protect and Repatriation Act (1990), the Archaeological 
Resources Protection Act (1979) and the National Historic Preservation Act of (1966).  

The number of roadless acres recommended for wilderness ranges from 0 acres in 
Alternatives B and F to 200,000 acres in Alternative I (FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 
4 Roadless Area Management, Environmental Consequences).  Before recommending an 
area for wilderness, the decision-maker must consider the need for new wilderness along 
with a wide-range of multiple use demands on the White River National Forest System 
lands.  The following areas have been found to meet the biological need evaluation and 
are recommended for wilderness in Alternative K:  Dome Peak, Red Dirt, Sweetwater, 
Red Table and Assignation Ridge.   
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See FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 4 Roadless Area Management, Affected 
Environment, FEIS Appendix C, and Administrative Record Needs Assessment (Boyst 
2001) for a complete discussion of the evaluation of and need for new wilderness. 

W4 Public Concern: The FEIS should recommend a greater amount of roadless 
area acreage for wilderness designation. 

Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) considers a range of 
alternatives for wilderness recommendation from the roadless inventory of areas 
considered capable and available for Wilderness designation. Alternatives B and F 
recommend no additional acres, while Alternative I recommends 200,000 acres. (FEIS, 
Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 4 Roadless Area Management, Environmental 
Consequences)  

FSH 1909.12.7.2 directs that for an area to be recommended as Wilderness, it must be 
inventoried roadless and considered capable and available for wilderness designation.  
Capability is defined as “the degree to which that area contains the basic characteristics 
that make it suitable for wilderness designation without regard to its availability for or 
need as wilderness.”  Principle wilderness characteristics include:  environment, 
challenge, outdoor recreation opportunities, special features, and manageability (FSH 
1090.12.7.21).  “The determination of availability is conditioned by the value of and the 
need for the wilderness resource compared to the value of and need for other resources 
(FSH 1909.12.7.22).”  Many of the acres of the White River National Forest are roaded 
or have some other type of development that precludes them from being capable of 
wilderness designation.  Constraints and encumbrances on lands, as well as, a wide range 
of demands for multiple resources may preclude the availability of areas evaluated to be 
capable for wilderness designation. While approximately 300,000 acres are eligible for 
recommendation as Wilderness, the forest plan Interdisciplinary Team considered all of 
the resource needs and recommended that at most 200,000 acres be considered for 
Wilderness in any one alternative. 

W5 Public Concern: The Forest Service should recommend incorporation of 
roadless lands less than 500 acres in size into adjacent Wilderness areas. 

Response: In response to public comments to the DEIS, the roadless inventory process 
was expanded to include review of all roadless areas adjacent to wilderness, regardless of 
size (See FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 4 Roadless, Affected Environment and 
Administrative Record 500 Acre Analysis - Boyst 2001). 

W6 Public Concern: The Forest Service should recommend wilderness designation 
in areas accessible to the public. 

Response: FSH 1909.12.7 outlines the direction for evaluating potential wilderness. Key 
components of this direction are capability (environment, challenge, outdoor recreation 
opportunities, special features, and manageability), availability, and need. Proximity to 
urban or rural areas is not identified as a desirable attribute and in many instances may 
pose conflicts with solitude, challenge, and manageability characteristics. 
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W7 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include specific areas in Wilderness 
recommendations. 

W7.1 Big Ridge to South Fork 

W7.2 Red Dirt/Derby  

W7.3 Acorn Creek  

W7.4 Deep Creek  

W7.5 Woods Lake 

W7.6 Sloan Peak  

W7.7 Hardscrabble, Adam Mountain, and North Woody 

W7.8 Basalt Mountain/Red Table  

W7.9 Meadow Mountain “B,” Tigiwon, Homestake, No Name, Woods Lake, and Mormon Creek 

W7.10 Hunter and North Independence “A”  

W7.11 Areas north and south of the Colorado River in Glenwood Canyon 

W7.12 Thompson Creek 

W7.13 Flat Tops 

W7.14 Eagle’s Nest Wilderness Extension 

W7.15 Southwest Holy Cross 

W7.16 Williams Fork 

W7.17 Black Lake West 

W7.18 Black Lake East 

W7.19 Ute Pass 

W7.20 Red Table Mountain 

W7.21 Treasure Mountain  

W7.22 Assignation Ridge  

W7.23 Meadow Creek 
 

Response: For a specific area to be recommended as wilderness, it must be inventoried 
as “roadless” and be determined to be capable and available for wilderness designation. 
The roadless area inventory and evaluation process resulted in 37 key areas on the Forest 
being found to have the qualities necessary to be recommended wilderness (FEIS, 
Chapter 3, Topic 4, Affected Environment). In the forest planning process, a range of 
alternatives recommending wilderness was considered. The Forest Plan Interdisciplinary 
Team considered all of the resource needs and recommended that at most 30 areas 
(200,000 acres) be considered as recommended wilderness. Other management area 
designations that offer protection of special and unique qualities include the following: 
research natural areas (FEIS, Appendix G), special interest areas (FEIS, Appendix H), 
and wild and scenic rivers (FEIS, Appendix F). 
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W8 Public Concern: White River National Forest should not recommend additional 
Wilderness. 

Response: The consequences of not recommending any additional wilderness were 
analyzed in alternatives B and F. 

W9 Public Concern: White River National Forest should manage the North Woody 
area as 1.31. 

Response: The North Woody roadless area is proposed to be managed as 1.31 
(Backcountry recreation non-motorized management area) in Alternative C and 3.31 
Backcountry recreation year-round motorized) in Alternative B.  

W10 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify criteria used to determine 
suitability of roadless areas for Wilderness recommendation. 

Response: The criteria for roadless areas are listed in the FEIS, Volume 4, Appendix C, 
as well as, in Forest Service Handbook at section 1909.12.  Each inventoried area has its 
own report detailing the findings for each criterion. The reports for the areas evaluated as 
capable and available for potential wilderness are found in  the FEIS, Volume 4, 
Appendix C.  The reports for inventoried roadless that were evaluated as being either 
capable and not available or not capable and not available are found in the Administrative 
Record (Upton 2001) and are available upon request. 

W11 Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain why the list of priority plant 
communities recommended for wilderness protection differs from the 
original need determination. –and-  

W12 Public Concern: The Forest Service should eliminate requirement that a given 
roadless area contain two underrepresented plant communities to qualify as 
having a ‘high biological need” for designation. -and- 

W13 The Forest Service should not use outside sights and sounds as criteria for 
disqualifying an area from Wilderness recommendation. –and- 

W14 The Forest Service should not use the presence of motorized vehicles as a 
criterion to disqualify an area from Wilderness consideration. –and- 

W15 Public Concern: Definable and defensible boundary criteria for manageability 
standards in the DEIS should conform to the Wilderness Act and the 
National Forest Management Act. 

Response: The methodology utilized for the biological need determination and the 
capability and availability analysis is found in the FEIS, Volume 4, Appendix C and 
responds specifically to these concerns.  In response to public comments of the DEIS, the 
Wilderness Needs Assessment (Boyst 2001) citeria for “high biological need” was 
modified to reflect acres of underrepresented plant communitie s, regardless of the 
number of plant communities. 

“Manageability” is one of the wilderness characteristics of capability defined in FSH 
1909.12.7.21.  Factors considered include the wilderness “size, shape, and juxtapositon to 
external influences.”  Boundaries were evaluated in terms of the following:  1) “locations 
that avoid conflict with important existing or potential uses outside the boundary that 
might result in demand to allow nonconforming structures and activities in the wilderness 
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and 2) the ability to “shield to protect the wilderness environment inside the boundary 
from the sights and sounds of civilization outside the wilderness.”  

The Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131-1136) provides general direction in Sec. 2(c) for 
wilderness by defining wilderness and how it is to be managed.  It does not give specific 
direction regarding definable and defensible boundary locations, rather general guidance.  
A wilderness is defined as “an area of undeveloped Federal land retaining its primeval 
character and influence, without permanent improvements or human habitation, which is 
protected and managed so as to preserve its natual condition….” FSH 1909.12.7.21(5) 
provides the specific process for boundary evaluation and adjustmenst (FSH 
1909.12.7.26). 

The National Forest Management Act of 1976 (16 U.S.C. 1600) also provides general 
direction for wilderness planning.  Sec. 6(e)1 directs the Secretary to assure that National 
Forest System planning provide for multiple use and sustained yield of products and 
services, including wilderness and Sec. 6(g)3a requires guidelines for land management 
plans be developed which insure consideration of the economic and environmental 
aspects of various systems of renewable resource management, including wildneress.”  
The policy in FSH 1909.12.7 further defines how to implement the legislation, specific to 
boundary criteria.   

W16 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt wilderness study management 
designations similar to those used by the Bureau of Land Management. 

Response: The Forest Service does not have the authority to designate Wilderness Study 
Areas, a designation sometimes found on lands administered by the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM). Congress designates Wilderness Study Areas in a process similar to 
designating Wilderness. The Forest Service can, like the BLM, manage Wilderness Study 
Areas once they are designated.  

Adequacy of Analysis of Potential Wilderness 

W17 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reevaluate its recommended 
wilderness rating system. –and- 

W18 The Forest Service should clarify the decision-making process between highly 
rated potential wilderness and recommended wilderness. 

Response: The Forest’s inventory and evaluation of potential wilderness is based on FSH 
1909.12.7. The ratings of capability and availability assist the decision-maker in 
evaluating the quality of the potential wilderness and are not intended to translate into 
uniform decision-making The decision-maker must consider the need for new wilderness 
along with a wide range of multiple -use demands on National Forest System (NFS) lands.  
Details of the evaluation process for potential wilderness is found in the FEIS, Volume 4, 
Appendix C Roadless Areas.  A summary of the information is also found in the FEIS 
Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 4 Roadless Area Management, Affected Environment. 
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W19 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not use lack of management 
resources as a rationale for disqualifying areas from Wilderness 
recommendation. 

Response: Lack of management resources was not a criterion examined during the 
roadless area inventory; however, manageability of areas was examined. This direction is 
found in FSH 1909.12.7.2. It states that the size, shape and juxtaposition to external 
influences are to be considered in the location of boundaries. The reports for the areas 
evaluated as capable and available for potential wilderness are found in the FEIS, 
Volume 4, Appendix C.  The reports for inventoried roadless that were evaluated as being 
either capable and not available or not capable and not available are found in the 
Administrative Record (Upton 2001) and are available upon request at the Supervisor’s 
Office. 

W20 White River National Forest should validate its roadless inventory methodology 
and create a new roadless area inventory. 

Response: The roadless inventory was completed in compliance with Forest Service 
direction (FSH 1909.12.7.1) and was also utilized in the National Roadless Area 
Conservation Rule of January 2001 (USDA 2000a).  The inventory process utilized is 
outlined in FEIS, Volume 4, Appendix C and summarized in FEIS, Chapter 3, Topic 4, 
Affected Environment.  A new roadless area inventory is not justified at this time. 

W21 Public Concern: The FEIS should include analysis of fire potential in roadless 
areas. 

Response: Fire in roadless areas will be managed according to Forest-wide standards and 
guidelines for fire management, approved fire management plans, and the national 
roadless area conservation policy. Roadless areas, like all other lands managed by the 
White River National Forest, were included in the fire analysis found in Chapter 3, Topic 
1, Part 3, Section 7 of the FEIS. 

Legal and Administrative Framework for Recommended Wilderness 

W22  Public Concern: The Forest Service should not obliterate roads in areas 
deemed suitable for Wilderness recommendation. 

Response: Site specific decisions for system road obliteration is outside the scope of this 
decision and will be made either during the travel management plan revision or at the 
project level.  However, where there is a conflict between the management area 
designation—such as recommended wilderness—and current uses (both legal and 
illegal), management actions will be necessary to correct the discrepancy. (White River 
National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan Record of Decision).  For instance, 
travel within the 1.2 Recommended Wilderness areas will be limited to nonmotorized and 
nonmechanized uses. 

Management of nonsystem roads is discussed in the FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter3, Topic 2, 
Part 1 Affected Environment-Ways.  
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W23 Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow Congress to determine the 
need for additional Wilderness areas. 

Response: Forest plans must contain an evaluation of areas considered to have potential 
for wilderness designation (36 CFR 219.17). This evaluation includes the social or 
biological need for additions to the National Wilderness Preservation System. The results 
of this evaluation are presented in Appendix C of the FEIS and summarized in the FEIS, 
Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 4. 

The Forest Plan decision includes recommendations for additions to the National 
Wilderness Preservation System, but does not designate new wilderness areas. Only 
Congress has the authority to act, or not to act, on the wilderness recommendations made 
in forest plans. 

W24 Public Concern: The White River National Forest Land and Resource 
Management Plan should not conflict with the national Roadless Area 
Initiative. 

Response: The 2002 Forest Plan is not subject to the National Roadless Area 
Conservation Rule published in the January 12, 2001 Federal Register. The roadless rule 
has been placed under a court injunction, and suspended subject to revision. The 2002 
Forest Plan is in compliance with interim inventoried roadless area direction released by 
the Chief of the Forest Service in December of 2001.  (See: White River National Forest 
Land and Resource Management Plan Record of Decision).  

W25 Public Concern: Forest Service emphasis on non-wilderness uses above other 
uses should not violate agency policies and regulations. 

Response: Roadless area evaluation and potential wilderness recommendations were 
made in compliance with Forest Service direction and policies outlined in FSH 1909.12.7 
and Interim Directives FSM 1920-2001-1 and 7710-2001-3.  As described in FEIS, 
Volume 4, Appendix C and in Responses W19, 20 and 22; the evaluation of availability 
is “conditioned by the value of and need for the wilderness resource compared to the 
value of and need for other resources.”(FSH 1909.12.7.22).  In the DEIS and FEIS, there 
is no goal or objective to emphasize non-wilderness uses above other uses.  The decision-
maker must consider the need for new wilderness along with a wide-range of multiple use 
demands on the White River National Forest System lands.   

W26 Public Concern: The Forest Service should establish a process to reverse 
roadless area designations. 

Response: There is currently no process in place to reverse roadless area designations. 
Roadless areas can be reviewed, however, and if data used to make the roadless 
designation is found to be in error, the designation of the area, or parts of the area, may 
be altered or amended. 

W27 Public Concern: The roadless area inventory criteria should be consistent with 
the Forest Service Handbook by including areas with certain human 
impacts. 

Response: The Forest Service Handbook (FSH 1909.12) outlines the process for 
identifying and evaluating potential Wilderness in the National Forest System. Roadless 
areas must meet the statutory definition of Wilderness as “an area of undeveloped Federal 
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land retaining its primeval character and influence, without permanent improvements or 
human habitation which is protected and managed so as to preserve its natural conditions 
(16 U.S.C. 1131-1136). 

Generally, the impact of improvements on potential wilderness must be minimal or the 
level of development must be insignificant for an area to be included into the roadless 
inventory.  Inventory criteria for including improvements is outlined in FSH 
1909.12.7.11a. The following types of improvements were included in the roadless area 
inventory unless their development was significant (e.g., access roads or highly visible 
development): airstrips and heliports, electronic installations, mining, range and wildlife, 
recreation, utilities, mineral leases, areas with non-federal ownership, timber harvest, 
watershed treatment, undeveloped portions of ski area permits, and approved site-specific 
development.  

Improvements excluded from the inventory because of their significant level of 
development include: roads, reservoirs, pipelines, canals, ditches, aqueducts, water 
diversion structures, stock tanks, power transmission lines, telephone lines and buildings. 
Areas where past timber harvest, recent mining, and/or current oil and gas leasing 
activities are evident were also excluded from the roadless area inventory. 

See: Discussions on the inventory process in the FEIS, Volume 4, Appendix C Roadless 
Areas.  and summarized  in the FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 4 Roadless Area 
Management, Affected Environment.  Detailed inventory process records are found in the 
Administrative Record, White River National Forest Plan, Upton 2001.  

Roadless Area Management 

W28 Public Concern: White River National Forest should prohibit specific activities 
in roadless areas. 

W28.1 Prohibit Logging, Road Building, And Development  

W28.2 Prohibit Ski Area Development 

W28.3 Motorized Travel 
Response: Roadless areas will be managed according to the management area 
prescription assigned to each one in the selected alternative. Forest wide guidelines for 
management of roadless areas emphasize retention of roadless characteristics in all 
alternatives.  

W29 Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow certain activities in roadless 
areas. 

W29.1 Coal Mining  

W29.2 Public Utility Infrastructure 
Response: Roadless areas will be managed for all activities according to the management 
area prescription assigned to each one in the selected alternative and in compliance with 
all national direction for roadless area management.  Roadless areas that are Forest wide 
guidelines for management of roadless areas emphasize retention of roadless 
characteristics in all alternatives.  Coal mining and development of infrastructure of 
public utilities may be allowed if the proposed action meets Forest and national direction 
on inventoried roadless and is authorized after an environmental anlaysis is completed.  
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Management of Specific Areas as Roadless 

W30 Public Concern: The Forest Service should manage specific areas as roadless.  

W30.1 Coon Hill  
Response: In all alternatives, Management Area 2.1 (special interest area with minimal 
use and interpretation) has been applied to the Coon Hill area. This area is part of the 
Continental Divide Land Bridge Special Interest Area that emphasizes zoological features 
(FEIS, Appendix H). Motorized and mechanized travel will be prohibited when necessary 
to protect the values for which the area was established. 

W30.2 Williams Fork, Tenmile and Hoosier Ridge  
Response: The Temile and Hoosier Ridge roadless areas are proposed to be managed as 
1.31 (Backcountry recreation non-motorized management area) in Alternative I and K. 
Travel in this area would be restricted to nonmotorized use and road building would not 
be permitted. In Alternative K the Williams Fork area is in 5.43 Motorized recreation is 
allowed within this management area but are required to stay on designated roads and 
trails.  

W30.3 Tenderfoot Area 
Response: Management Area 1.31 (backcountry recreation non-motorized) was applied 
to the Tenderfoot Roadless Area in Alternative I. Travel in this area would be restricted 
to non-motorized use and road building would not be permitted. 

W31 Public Concern: White River National Forest should protect roadless areas 
adjacent to existing Wilderness. 

Response: Roadless areas are managed with a wide range of management areas to 
emphasize a variety of uses, such as proposed wilderness, motorized and non-motorized 
recreation, and wildlife habitat. Alternative themes guided which management areas were 
applied to each roadless area. 

W32 Public Concern: The Forest Service should change the management 
prescription from 5.43 to 5.41 in area between Boulder and Cataract Creek. 

Response:  The area between Boulder and Cataract Creeks was evaluated under several 
different management prescriptions.  In Alternative B it was 5.41, in Alternatives C,D,E, 
and K it was 5.43 and in Alternative F it was 5.13.  Management prescriptions 5.41 and 
5.43 both emphasize the importance of the area as elk habitat.  MA 5.41 is specific to 
winter range emphasis, while 5.43 includes winter range use along with other important 
elk seasonal uses.   Portions of this particular area have been identified as having summer 
concentration and calving habitat importance in addition to its value as winter range.  
These areas are identified in the map and table included as a portion of the 5.43 
description in Chapter 3 of the Revised Forest Plan.   

W33 Public Concern: The Forest Service should create more management 
prescriptions for roadless areas. 

Response:  Management of inventoried roadless areas must comply with all national 
direction, including the most recent Interim Direction FSM 1920-2001-1 and 7710-2001-
3.  In the FEIS, roadless areas are assigned a wide range of management areas that allow 
for many uses, except those uses prohibited by the interim directives. Management area 
allocations for roadless areas include an emphasis on wilderness, recreation, domestic 
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livestock grazing and wildlife habitat. Many forms of recreation and travel will be 
available in these areas; however, most road construction and timber harvest will be 
prohibited. 

Uses of the National Forest within management area prescriptions are managed within 
limitations set by the forest plan and other multiple -use laws and policies.  Camping and 
livestock grazing are regulated by forest plan standards and guidelines.  Limitations on 
hunting cannot be made in the forest plan as the Colorado Division of Wildlife 
determines hunting regulations. 
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TOPIC 5 
SPECIAL AREAS 
Part 1—Heritage Resources 

W34 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise Goal 2.3, heritage education 
and resource sites, in the forest plan.  

Response: It is felt that an educated and involved public results in better stewardship of 
our heritage resources. People who feel a proactive sense of ownership adopt sites, help 
protect them, and in the long term preserve them. Not all sites should receive such an 
increase in use and visitation—some are too fragile to visit at all. Sites such as Camp 
Hale, Independence and Ashcroft Town sites (all on the National Register of Historic 
Places) could handle such an increase in vistation. 

W35 Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid the potential conflict created 
by recommending structures located in Wilderness to the National Register 
of Historic Places. 

Response: All historic structures within current Wilderness on the Forest existed before 
the area was designated Wilderness. By statute, we must consider the significance of that 
presence on all National Forest System lands, including Wilderness. (See: National 
Historic Preservation Act of October 15, 1996; P.L. 89-665, 80 Stat. 915, as amended; 16 
U.S.C. 470, 470-1, 470a, 470f, 470h-1, 470h-2, 470i, 470j, 470v, 470w-3). 

W36 Public Concern: The Forest Service should validate significant cultural 
property claims. – and - 

W37 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should protect Native 
American heritage resources. 

Response: The White River National Forest has worked closely with the Ute People 
since 1989. We respect their input regarding their ancestral lands. The unique relationship 
enjoyed by Indian Nations, including the three Ute Tribes, is a government-to-
government relationship between sovereign nations. The Forest Service is required by 
law to consult with them and will continue to do so in a respectful fashion regardless of 
the issues raised. The Forest agrees that standards need to be developed on a region-wide 
basis as to how sensitive areas and sensitive sites such as traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs) are handled. The Forest is actively working with the Regional Tribal Relations 
Program Manager to address this important need. 

The Ute Trail, a TCP, is still being studied. Final locations have yet to be plotted. A 
management plan for the Old Ute Trail across the Flat Tops will be written with direct 
Ute involvement with the final location of the trail being determined by the Utes. 
Because of these factors, the location was not shown on any of the forest plan maps. 
These issues will be considered during project-level public scoping for the Old Ute Trail. 
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W38 Public Concern: The heritage resource survey strategy should comply with 
existing heritage resource laws. 

Response: The legal and administrative framework that the Forest Service must comply 
with is listed in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. The FEIS states that only about five to 10 percent 
of the Forest has been intensively inventoried to locate historic and prehistoric resources. 
However, each time a ground disturbing activity is planned, the law requires that an 
inventory be conducted to mitigate any impacts to heritage resources. In addition, at least 
125 sites are monitored annually for any adverse effects or vandalism.  

An archeologist was part of the interdisciplinary team that prepared both the DEIS and 
the FEIS. The omission of his credentials was an error in the DEIS and was corrected in 
Chapter 4, List of Preparers, in the FEIS. 

W39 Public Concern: The FEIS should include an analysis of the impacts on 
heritage resources from the alternatives. 

Response: The effects analysis for heritage resources is found in Chapter 3, Topic 5, Part 
1 of the FEIS. 

W40 Public Concern: The Forest Service should describe how it will protect heritage 
resources. 

Response: Heritage resources will be protected and managed according to Forest Plan 
standards and guidelines and applicable laws and direction. In addition, management 
plans for heritage resource sites are prepared on a case-by-case basis as the need and 
funding arise. One such site is Camp Hale—a long-term management plan was written 
for this site through a grant from the Colorado Historic Fund. 

W41 Public Concern: The Forest Service should retain roads that possess heritage 
value as part of the region’s mining history. 

Response: Before any historic road can be obliterated, the area in which it is located 
must be inventoried under the National Historic Preservation Act (as described on page 
3-390 of the FEIS). If the road is significant, then measures to protect it or mitigate the 
effects of the project on it have to be agreed to by the State Historic Preservation Officer. 
If determined to be significant, (i.e. eligible to the National Register of Historic Places) 
such roads will be protected or the effects of the project on those resources will be 
mitigated. 
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Part 2—Research Natural Areas  

W42 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that research natural areas 
serve their stated purpose.-and- 

W43 Public Concern: The Forest Service should conduct further inventories to 
identify potential research natural areas.-and- 

W44 Public Concern: The Forest Service should establish research natural areas in 
all ecosystems and elevation zones.-and- 

Response: FSM 4063 provides direction on the establishment and management of 
research natural areas (RNAs). The Forest followed this direction in inventorying and 
establishing a database of potential RNAs identified in the FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan. 
The National Environmental Policy Act of 1970 requires the Forest Service to study, 
develop and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action. During 
the development of the FEIS, a range of alternatives was evaluated that included a range 
of potential RNAs that could be established. Efforts were made during the inventory 
phase to include all White River National Forest major ecosystem types and elevation 
zones in the group of potential RNAs.  

Research natural areas (RNAs) are selected and established as part of the continuing land 
and resource management planning process for National Forest System lands (36 CFR 
219.25, FSM 1922 and FSM 4063). The Forest evaluated potential RNAs identified 
during the planning process and made recommendations concerning establishment in the 
Record of Decision for the FEIS and 2002 Forest Plan.  

W45 Public Concern: The Forest Service should change the research natural area 
management prescription to prohibit oil and gas leasing. 

Response: The Forest developed and applied a guideline within Management Area 2.2 
(research natural areas (RNAs)) that prohibits surface occupancy (2002 Forest Plan, Page 
3-24). This guideline provides the necessary protection of surface values to meet the 
objectives of the RNA program, while not placing unnecessary restrictions on the mineral 
development. 

W46 Public Concern: The FEIS should designate more research natural areas than 
recommended in the preferred alternative. 

Response: See response W44, above. With regard to the East Lake Creek-West Cross 
Creek potential RNA, these changes were reviewed and incorporated, as appropriate, into 
the final ecological evaluation report for this potential RNA as well as proposed for 
incorporation into the FEIS and the 2002 Forest Plan. 

W47 Public Concern: The Forest Service should remove “potential for conflict” as a 
criterion for disqualifying potential research natural areas. 

 
Response: See response W44, above. Additionally, during the initial inventory phase 
several “screens” were used to narrow the focus of the inventory to a base of potential 
RNAs that could be logically and economically inventoried and documented for use in 
alternative development. One of the screens used was “existing and expected future 
management use” of the area. This allowed the Forest to identify areas as potential RNAs 
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that met the objectives of the program as well as avoid areas that might result in current 
or future conflicts. This step was completed early in the inventory phase, prior to field 
inventory work on any potential RNA. The use of these screens was not a significant 
limiting factor to developing a wide range of potential sites for possible inclusion into the 
RNA program. 

W48 Public Concern: The White River National Forest should base its 
recommendations for research natural areas on Colorado Natural Heritage 
Program data and analyses. 

Response: The Colorado Natural Heritage Program (CNHP) countywide biological 
survey program and the RNA program have different objectives and results. It is not 
appropriate to include all of the areas identified during the CNHP county inventories as 
RNAs. The field evaluations of potential research natural areas (RNAs) on the Forest 
were accomplished under a challenge cost share agreement with the CNHP. The 
ecological evaluations for all potential RNAs are included in the administrative record at 
the Forest Supervisor’s Office. These ecological evaluations were used to assess whether 
the areas initially identified during the mapping process met the objectives of the RNA 
program and should be included as potential RNAs during alternative analysis. 
Approximately one-half of the inventoried areas were included in alternative analysis. 
The rest of the areas were dropped from further consideration as RNAs for a variety of 
reasons—mainly duplication of ecological values with other areas and failure of the area 
to meet the objectives of the RNA program. Several of the areas dropped from further 
RNA consideration had values that met the objectives of the special interest area (SIA) 
management prescription. These areas were included in various alternatives as SIAs.  

Part 3—Wilderness 

W49 Public Concern: The Forest Service should regulate commercial access and 
development in and adjacent to Wilderness areas. 

Response: The Wilderness Act of 1964 outlines in 4(d) 6 that “commercial service may 
be performed within the wilderness areas designated by the Act to the extent necessary 
for activities which are proper for realizing the recreational or other wilderness purposes 
of the areas. Forest Service policy on outfitter and guide operations is similar (FSM 
2323.13g) and directs the agency to “ensure that outfitters provide their service to the 
public in a manner that is compatible with use by other wilderness visitors and that 
maintains the wilderness resource. Both the Act and the policy require that the permitted 
activity be compatible with the wilderness resource but neither rank one type of 
compatible activity over the other. Decisions regarding specific outfitting and guiding 
permits are completed at the project level and are outside the scope of the forest plan 
revision. 

Land management decisions on areas adjacent to wilderness consider the management 
area direction, recreation opportunity spectrum, and the related impacts to designated 
wilderness. FSM 2320.3(6) instructs the agency not to “maintain buffer strips of 
undeveloped wildland to provide an informal extension of wilderness. Do not maintain 
internal buffer zones that degrade wilderness values. Use the recreation opportunity 
spectrum as a tool to plan adjacent land management.” 
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W50 Public Concern: The Forest Service should limit the use of horses in 
Wilderness areas. 

Response: Use of horses in wilderness is consistent with the primitive non-motorized and 
non-mechanized recreation described in the Wilderness Act of 1964. Specific trails may 
not be suitable for horse travel because of poor design, wetland impacts, or rocky soils. 
Decisions on the suitability of a specific trail in Wilderness for horse travel is a site 
specific decision that will be made in the Travel Management Plan. 

W51 Public Concern: White River National Forest should discourage introduction of 
non-indigenous fish species in Wilderness areas.-and- 

W52 Public Concern: White River National Forest should discourage aerial fish 
stocking in Wilderness.-and- 

W53 Public Concern: Stocking of non-indigenous fish should be prohibited in 
wilderness areas. 

Response: The Wilderness Act of 1964 clearly supports the State’s jurisdiction and 
responsibility for managing fish and wildlife (Sec 4d(8)). In order to provide direction 
within and between multiple agencies with divergent missions, a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) was developed between the Forest Service, Bureau of Land 
Management, and the International Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (States) in 
1986. Policies and guidelines regarding fish stocking are outlined in this agreement. The 
order of preference for stocking fish is: (a) Federally-listed threatened or endangered 
indigenous species, and (b) indigenous species. While stocking of exotic fish species is 
not allowed, species of fish traditionally stocked before Wilderness designation may be 
considered indigenous if the species is likely to survive. 

Wilderness lakes on the White River National Forest are not currently stocked with any 
fish due to the threat of whirling disease. The Forest Service will continue to work with 
the Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) to emphasize the protection of natural 
processes and indigenous fish populations in Wilderness. 

The MOU also directs that aerial fish stocking be permitted for those waters in 
Wilderness where this was an established practice before Wilderness designation or 
where other practical means are not available. The Forest Service does not have 
jurisdiction over air space, but continues to work with the CDOW to develop 
management activities that are compatible with wilderness management objectives. 

W54 Public Concern: The Forest Service should prohibit ADC operations in 
Wilderness areas. 

Response: FSM 2323.33c recognizes the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service’s 
(APHIS) Animal Damage Control program and State agencies as having the authority 
and expertise to conduct predator control on National Forest System lands. This concern 
is outside the scope of this forest-planning process. 

W55 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reconsider the conclusion that 
backcountry use negatively impacts Wilderness resources. 

Response: Recreation use is an appropriate use of designated Wilderness. However, 
social and biological issues frequently occur as use levels rise. Negative social impacts 
from increased use are primarily related to the sense of the loss of solitude. Conflicts 
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between user groups may also rise. Negative biological impacts from increased use 
include habitat fragmentation from the proliferation of campsites and displaced native 
vegetation and increased soil erosion from the increase in the size and barren core of 
campsites. Leave No Trace minimum impact travel guidelines have been developed 
specifically to mitigate the impacts of backcountry use on National Forest System lands. 

Monitoring and Enforcement of Wilderness Regulations 

W56 Public Concern: The Forest Service should enforce leash laws in Wilderness 
areas. 

Response: It is the responsibility of the Forest Service to enforce all National Forest 
system regulations both in and outside of Wilderness. The level of enforcement is 
dependent upon agency priorities and funding and is outside the scope of this analysis. 

W57 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not purse active management in 
Wilderness areas. 

Response: FSM 2320 directs wilderness management in the following manner:  

• Manage the wilderness resource to ensure its character and values are dominant 
and enduring. 

• Manage wilderness to ensure that human influence does not impede the free play 
of natural forces or interfere with natural successions in the ecosystems to ensure 
that each wilderness offers outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive 
and unconfined type of recreation. 

Wilderness managers strive to manage wilderness with the least amount of restrictions 
and regulations necessary to meet the above direction. Areas that receive little use and are 
surrounded by vast acreage of public lands often have little active management. Areas 
that are heavily utilized and/or adjacent to private lands that are heavily developed often 
need more restrictions to protect the wilderness resource. 

W58 Public Concern: The Forest Service should promote “Leave No Trace” 
education. 

Response: Public education is an important part of implementing the forest plan, but is 
outside the scope of this forest-planning document. 

Wilderness Management Prescriptions 

W59 Public Concern: The Forest Service should change the Standards for party 
encounters and campsite densities in semi-primitive Wilderness.  

Response: The semi-primitive areas (previously call “transition zones” in the 1984 White 
River National Forest Plan) provide a transition from high-use non-Wilderness areas into 
Wilderness. Alternatives B, C, D, I and K propose semi-primitive (1.13) management 
areas that are similar to the current 8D (transition) in the 1984 White River National 
Forest Land and Resource Management Plan and represent less than 1% of the total 
acreage in Wilderness. Alternatives E (6%) and F (2.5%) propose increased corridors of 
1.13 in areas currently receiving that level of use (for example hiking routes to 14,000 ft. 
peaks). See: FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 5, Part 3 Wilderness, Environmental 
Consequences.  
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Camping in MA 1.13 is prohibited except for designated sites.  In response to public 
comments the following guide line in Forest Plan, Chapter 3, MA 1.13 was changed:  
“Manage campsites:  a) Concentrate use in Cole Condition Class 3 and 4 sites, and b) 
Manage Cole Condition Class 5 sites as either designated sites or rehabilitate to a lower 
condition class.  The guide line in the draft Forest Plan for “Fewer than 6 other campsites 
visible or audible from any campsite” was dropped and campsite densities in 1.13 MA 
will be determined in site-specific wilderness plans. 

Also in response to public comments, the encounter guideline for 1.13 was changed from  
“No more than 25 other parties encountered on a Forest Development Trail per day on 
80% of the days in each use season.  If more restrictive encounter guidelines are needed, 
a site-specific recommendation can be developed.” (Draft Forest Plan, Chapter 3, MA 
1.13) to “No more than 20 other parties encountered on a Forest Development Trail per 
day on 80 percent of the days in each use season.  If more restrictive encounter guidelines 
are needed, a site-specific recommendation can be developed.” (Final Forest Plan, 
Chapter 3, MA 1.13). 

W60 Public Concern: The FEIS should retain all proposed 1.11 management 
prescriptions. 

Response: The Forest Plan revision considers designating from 70,400 acres of 1.11 in 
Alternative E to 280,300 acres of 1.11 in Alternative K. (FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, 
Topic 5, Part 3 Wilderness, Environmental Consequences) 

W61 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt four levels of management 
prescriptions for Wilderness. 

Response: The management areas utilized were established by the Forest Service 
nationally and have been utilized in the Black Hills, Rio Grande, and Routt National 
Forest Land and Resource Management Plan revisions.  The interdisciplinary team 
reviewed the management prescriptions and agreed that the range of pristine, primitive, 
and semi-primitive was sufficient to protect wilderness resources. 

W62 Public Concern: The Forest Service should assign 1.11 prescription to the area 
northeast of Whitney Peak in the Holy Cross Wilderness. 

Response: Application of the 1.11 prescription to the area northeast of Whitney Peak in 
the Holy Cross Wilderness is analyzed in Alternative K. 

W63 Public Concern: The Forest Service should designate specific areas as Pristine. 

W63.1 Slate Creek, North Rock Creek, Boulder Creek, Harrigan Creek, Black Creek, South Rock 
Creek 

W63.2 Ptarmigan Peak 
Response: Criteria for designating an area as Pristine is outlined in the management area 
description for 1.11 in the Forest Plan.  The headwaters of Slate, Rock, Harrigan, and 
Black Creek would be Pristine (1.11) under Alternative K.  The lower portions of these 
drainages have system trails within them and therefore do not meet the criteria for 
pristine.  Ptarmigan Peak and Boulder Creek also have system trails within the drainages 
and also do not meet the criteria. 
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W64 Public Concern: The Forest Service should change the designation of Buffalo 
Mountain from Pristine to Primitive. 

Response: In response to public comments of the DEIS and because Buffalo Mountain 
has a nonsystem trail that receives a moderate level of use, this was considered in 
Alternative K.  

W65 Public Concern: The Forest Service should change the designation of the East 
and West Maroon Bells trails to primitive.-and- 

W66 Public Concern: White River National Forest should not designate the East and 
West Maroon Trail areas as pristine. 

Response: The classification of the East and West Maroon Bells as pristine wilderness 
(Management Area 1.11) was an error in the DEIS that was corrected in the FEIS. 

W67 Public Concern: White River National Forest should change the designation of 
the area between Mount Jackson and Rainbow Lake from primitive to 
pristine. 

Response: Portions of the area between Mount Jackson and Rainbow Lake are 
considered pristine in Alternative K.  Since Forest Development Trail (FDT) 1880 (East 
Lake Creek) transects a portion of this area, it does not in its entirety meet the 
management area theme and desired condition of pristine wilderness (Forest Plan, 
Chapter 3, MA 1.11) 

W68 Public Concern: The Forest Service should achieve the desired condition on 60 
percent of primitive and 40 percent of semi-primitive Wilderness areas. 

Response: Forest Plan goals and objectives (2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 1) have been 
rewritten to conform to the Government Performance and Results Act (1993) and current 
Regional Forest Service direction. That objective now requires meeting the desired 
condition of these areas completely by the end of the forest planning period. 
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Part 4—Wild, Scenic, and Recreation Rivers 

W69 Public Concern: The White River Nat ional Forest should propose the Wild and 
Scenic River recommendations presented in Appendix F of the FEIS. – and  

W70 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt Alternative I for its 
recommendations of Wild and Scenic Rivers. – and - 

W71 Public Concern: The Forest Service should propose Deep Creek as a Wild and 
Scenic River. 

Response: All rivers found to be eligible for Wild, Scenic, or Recreational River status 
are recommended for such designation in each alternative. Refer to Appendix F of the 
FEIS for more information.  

W72 Public Concern: The White River Forest Plan Preferred Alternative should 
recommend the Eagle River from Redcliff to Minturn for Wild and Scenic 
River designation. 

Response: The Forest analyzed (Administrative Record for Wild and Scenic Rivers, 
Forest Supervisor’s Office) the Eagle River between Redcliff and Minturn for its 
potential eligibility as a Wild, Scenic, or Recreational River.  The Eagle River was 
determined not eligible for designation because there were no resources identified with 
outstandingly remarkable values.  Factors considered in the eligibility evaluation 
included: existing water flow conditions, impoundments, diversions and other 
modifications of the stream channel and/or related land. The evaluation also identified the 
scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, cultural or other similar values 
and describes why they are or are not outstandingly remarkable.  

W73 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use condemnation in order to end 
incompatible uses of potential Wild and Scenic Rivers. 

Response: The national wild and scenic river system comprises rivers that have been 
authorized for inclusion by an Act of Congress. Once authorized, each component of the 
Wild and Scenic River system is to be managed to protect and enhance the values for 
which the river was designated while providing for public recreation and resource uses 
that do not adversely impact or degrade those values. Land uses and developments on 
private lands within the river area that were in existence when the river was designated 
may be permitted to continue. New land uses must be evaluated for their compatibility 
with the purposes of the Act.   

Where conflicts exist, a range of management actions including direct purchase, land 
exchange, or purchase of conservation easements may be utilized to protect the values of 
the wild and scenic rivers.  Condemnation is a last resort tool that may also be utilized 
when other management actions have failed to protect the values for which the river was 
designated.  
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Part 5—Caves 

W74  Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect the caves on the White 
River National Forest.- and-  

W75  Public Concern: The White River National Forest should protect as 
“significant” caves identified by Alternatives C, D, F and I. 

Response: The Forest nominated three caves as significant caves in all alternatives in the 
forest plan. These caves are: Groaning Cave, Hourglass Cave and Ron-Tom Cave. This 
information is found in the FEIS in Chapter 3, Topic 5, Part 5. 

W76  Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the effects of changes 
in groundwater tables on significant caves. 

Response: Ground water issues are considered when preparing individual cave 
management plans, not during the forest planning process. The analysis for individual 
cave management plans includes effects of potential management activities on ground 
water and the impact that would have on cave resources. Groundwater is also monitored 
for potential impacts on caves. 

Part 6—National Trails 

W77 No Concerns Articulated in Public Comment for this Section 

Part 7—Scenic Byways 

W78 Public Concern: The Forest Service should designate Top of the Rockies as a 
Scenic Byway. 

W78.1 Top of the Rockies 
Response: The Top of the Rockies is designated a scenic byway by the State of Colorado 
and was omitted from Alternative D in error. This has been corrected in the management 
area map for Alternative K in the FEIS (4.23 Scenic Byway). 

W79 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not designate the Independence 
Pass corridor as a Scenic Byway. 

Response: The State of Colorado designates Scenic Byways.  The Independence Pass 
corridor is designated by the State as a “scenic area highway”.  The Forest Service 
analysis of the Independence Pass corridor determined that it was best to manage the 
corridor under the 4.2 Scenery Prescription to emphasize the scenic values of the area.  

Refer to FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, Topic 3, Part 4 Affected Environment and 
Administrative Record, Forest Supervisor’s Office, Scenery Analysis. 
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Part 8—Special Interest Areas  

W80 Public Concern: The Forest Service should designate certain areas as Special 
Interest Areas. 

W80.1 Camp Hale and Holy Cross City 

W80.2 Upper Blue 

W80.3 Cucumber Gulch 

W80.4 Independence Pass 

W80.5 Jakeman East 

W80.6 Leeman Creek 

W80.7 Upper Gypsum Creek 

W80.8 All Special Interest Areas identified in Appendix H 

Response: The Special Interest Areas that were analyzed in the DEIS can be found in 
FEIS, Volume 4, Appendix H. This Appendix contains information on the type of special 
interest area, which alternatives it was considered in, and a description of the area. 
Specific special interest areas appear in the alternatives with themes that are supportive of 
the values and desired conditions of the specific special interest areas. Therefore, each 
special interest area does not appear in each alternative.  

As recommended, Camp Hale and Holy Cross City are managed as special interest area 
3.1 in alternatives C, I and K. 

The 18-acre Cucumber Gulch drainage downstream of County Road 3 is not managed as 
a special interest area in any alternative. An 8.25 has been applied in this area due to its 
higher use in ski area administration. 

The expanded use of the Quandary Peak Special Interest Area prescription to protect 
sensitive plant species in the Upper Blue was limited to a smaller area in the preferred 
alternative for the FEIS, which only extends just south of Mohawk Lake and Pacific 
Peak. Under the preferred alternative, proposed management activities along the Tenmile 
Range/ Upper Blue Corridor will require analysis of any potential impacts to sensitive 
plant species, regardless of the management area prescription. 

As recommended, a portion of the Independence Pass corridor that reflects the areas 
history is managed as a special interest area 3.1 in the Alternative E and in the preferred 
alternative. 

Jakeman East, Leeman Creek and Upper Gypsum Creek areas have all been analyzed in 
the FEIS to be managed as special interest areas in Alternative I. These three areas are 
places that have been harvested for timber, and the emphasis of the SIA designation 
would be to accelerate and monitor regeneration. These areas are not managed as special 
interest areas in Alternative K because revegetation and monitoring of these areas can 
take place without the special interest area designation. 

There are no special interest areas proposed in existing wilderness areas. 
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W81 Public Concern: Extractive activities are not compatible with Special Interest 
Areas and should be banned.  

Response: Special interest areas are managed to protect or enhance areas with unusual or 
unique ecological, zoological, geological, scenic, historic or prehistoric characteristics, as 
described in Chapter 3 of the forest plan. 

Forest Plan management implementation guidelines ensure protection of the values for 
which the area was proposed or designated. These area-specific guidelines only allow 
vegetation alteration, oil and gas leasing, and mineral development to occur when the 
activities are necessary to meet specific resource objectives and maintain the values for 
which the individual area was proposed or established. 

For further information see the specific descriptions for the proposed special interest 
areas in Appendix H of the FEIS. 
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TOPIC 6 
TIMBER MANAGEMENT  

General Management Direction 

T1 Public Concern: The Forest Service should limit logging on White River 
National Forest. – and –  

T1.1 Reduce Logging In Areas Of High Recreational Value 

T1.2 Prohibit Logging Near Wilderness Areas  

T1.3 Confine Logging To Roaded Areas 

T1.4 Decrease Logging Of Old Growth  

T1.5 Decrease Logging of Aspen 

T1.6 Log Only Beetle-Killed Trees 

T2 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that habitat needs are met 
before allowing logging or development. 
Response: The Forest Service manages forest resources to meet many needs and comply 
with legal mandates, including laws that direct the Forest Service to manage for the 
production of timber products (Organic Administration Act, Sustained Yield 
Management Act, Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act), and laws that mandate protection 
of resources such as the Organic Administration Act, Sustained-Yield Management Act, 
Clean Water Act, Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act, National Environmental Policy Act, 
Endangered Species Act, North American Wetlands Conservation Act. 

Each of the alternatives in the DEIS and the alternative developed for the final Forest 
Plan, limit logging on the Forest to areas that are ‘suitable’, both in terms of natural 
capabilities and in terms of goals, objectives, and management emphases in each area of 
the Forest. 

Timber production remains a viable part of the mission of the Forest Service, as does the 
protection of soil, water, and all other forest resources. Until the general public no longer 
requires products from wood fiber, there will be a continuing need to manage forests for 
timber production. 

From certain viewpoints, increasing timber products imports from countries with weaker 
environmental laws is not being environmentally responsible. 

T3 Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow timber harvest. 
Response: Each of the alternatives in the DEIS and the alternative developed for the final 
Forest Plan, provide for timber harvest in areas that are ‘suitable’, both in terms of natural 
capabilities and in terms of goals, objectives, and management emphases in each area of 
the Forest. 
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T4 Public Concern: Saw timber allowable sale quantity targets should be reduced 
in the preferred alternative in order to increase habitat preservation. 
Response: The allowable sale quantity (ASQ) is not a target, but the maximum level or 
limit on the amount of timber that may be sold from the planning area during a ten-year 
planning period, taking into account multiple -use goals and other aspects of forest plan 
management (36 CFR 219.3). Generally, the ASQ’s timeframe is associated with the first 
decade of the Forest Plan’s base sale schedule. The ASQ is developed using a computer 
model, and is based on average or representative situations, rather than complete 
inventories of the forest lands involved. As a result, the model often differs from what is 
found in site-specific examinations during project decision-making. The ASQ does not 
represent a quantity that is required to be offered for sale, but is only the upper limit on 
sale offerings.  

The allowable sale quantity (ASQ) is heavily dependant on the amount of acres 
designated as suitable for timber harvest. Alternative D emphasizes active vegetation 
management in an effort to increase and enhance wildlife habitat, designating 434,000 
acres suitable for timber harvest. A computer model used the number of acres suitable for 
timber harvest, in addition to primary factors affecting timber harvest, to determine what 
timber stands should be cut, how and when, to determine the ASQ. A detailed description 
of the ASQ analysis can be found in Appendix B of the FEIS.  

T5 Public Concern: Allowable sale quantity should be adjusted to take into account 
helicopter logging in roadless areas. 
Response: The Allowable Sale quantity calcula tion does include harvest in ‘suitable’ 
roadless areas. The lands designated for timber production include both areas with 
existing roads and areas which are partially or entirely roadless. The decision of what 
harvest methods to use, helicopter versus conventional ground based systems, for 
example, in harvesting timber in a ‘suitable’ roadless area is a decision made at the site-
specific project planning stage. Harvest method is not a Forest Plan level decision. 

For timber harvest in roadless areas, the ASQ analysis assumed conventional logging 
because it is much cheaper than helicopter logging. During project planning for a given 
area of ‘suitable’ land, helicopter logging may be evaluated as a harvest method option. 

T6 Public Concern: The Forest Service should disclose the amount of “unsuitable” 
land that is expected to be harvested for ecosystem restoration reasons that is 
not included in allowable sale quantity projections. 
Response: The amount of “unsuitable” land that is expected to be harvested, for 
ecosystem restoration and other resource objectives is displayed as Other Vegetation 
Management (OVM) in the FEIS. The tables display the timber sale program quantity 
(TSPQ) for the first decade of the Revised Forest Plan. 

T7 Public Concern: The Forest Service should increase timber sales and lower 
minimum bid requirements. 
Response: The number of timber sales offered is influenced by many factors, primarily 
supply, demand, budget, and national and regional natural resource policy. An analysis 
was completed (Appendix B) to project future supply, demand and forest budget. This 
information was then used to determine future “volume offered” for each management 
alternative. 
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The FEIS developed and evaluated a range of management alternatives that provided a 
wide range of timber production levels. Alternative B represents current timber 
production under the present Forest Plan. Timber production is reduced from current 
levels in Alternatives C, D, E, I and K. Alternative F, which emphasizes the maximum 
use of natural resources on a sustained-yield basis, provides the highest timber production 
among all the alternatives. 

The Forest Service directive system is the primary basis for management and control of 
all internal programs, and serves as the primary source of administrative direction to 
Forest Service employees. The system sets forth legal authorities, policies, standards and 
procedures for establishing the Forest Service’s timber sale bidding requirements. 
Management direction in the directive system, including the Forest Service Manual 
(FSM) and Forest Service Handbook (FSH), is part of the forest plan management 
direction. 

 Amendment of the Forest Service’s timber sale bidding requirements through the Forest 
Service directive system should be addressed at a regional or national level and is not 
appropriate at the forest planning level.  

T8 Public Concern: The Forest Service should favor local logging companies in 
the bidding process. 
Response:  Refer to response to Public Concern T6. Amendment of the Forest Service’s 
timber sale bidding process through the Forest Service directive system should be 
addressed at a regional or national level and is not appropriate at the forest planning level. 

T9 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the apparent conflict within 
the preferred alternative between the total acres of suitable timberlands and 
proposed limitations on road building. 
Response: The DEIS incorporated a decision on the White River National Forest’s 
Access and Travel Management Plan. Given the complexity of trying to analyze both 
decisions, the Forest decided to separate the Land and Resource Management Plan 
decision from the Access and Travel Management Plan decision. The FEIS and 
accompanying Record of Decision (ROD) will disclose the Land and Resource 
Management Plan for the White River National Forest. 

Following the release of the Revised Forest Plan ROD and FEIS, the Forest will resume 
our analysis of the Access and Travel management Plan for the selected Forest Plan 
alternative. The Access and Travel Management Plan will set guidelines and any 
limitations addressing road construction and reconstruction for the White River national 
Forest. 

T10 Public Concern: The allowable sale quantity for the White River National 
Forest should not be constrained by predicted budget levels. 
Response: The allowable sale quantity (ASQ) is determined at the full implementation 
level and is not constrained by budget. The Forest does not view ASQ as a target-it is a 
measure of the forest’s capacity to produce a sustainable supply of timber on suitable 
timber lands given full program funding and inherent constraints (e.g., standards and 
guidelines). ASQ is displayed for each management alternative in Chapter 2, Figure 13 of 
the FEIS. 
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The ASQ would normally be used as the upper limit on annual harvest in the first decade. 
However, based on historic supply and demand and existing mill capacity, the Forest 
Leadership Team determined that the harvest levels associated with limited budgets were 
more appropriate for analysis. Two budget levels were analyzed for each management 
alternative. The first is based on the Forest’s “experienced budget” level, which 
represents the average annual budget between 1997 and 2000. The second is the “full 
budget” level, which represents the funding of all programs at a level one and one-half 
times as much as the experienced budget level. The purpose of the two budget levels was 
to describe to the public and the decision maker how production levels and effects change 
under varying budgets. The timber volume harvested under the “experienced budget” and 
“full budget” levels is not termed “ASQ” but rather is called “volume offered.” The use 
of budget constraints in determining “volume offered” is explained in the Timber section 
of Appendix B of the FEIS.  

Ultimately, the level of funding the Forest receives to implement the Revised Forest Plan 
will be determined by the level of appropriations from Congress and how these funds are 
prioritized and distributed nationally and regionally. 

Forest Health 

T11 Public Concern: The Forest Service should emphasize active management in 
white River National Forest. 
Response:  Refer to response to Public Concern T10. Alternatives B, C, D, E, F, and K 
all emphasize to varying degrees the use of active management activities to meet forest 
health and biodiversity goals and objectives. Alternative F represents the alternative with 
the most aggressive approach to active vegetation management and places a low 
emphasis on relying on natural processes.  

T12 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use timber harvest as a tool to 
manage for forest health. 
Response:  See response to Public Concern T11.  

T13 Public Concern: The Forest Service should limit use of timber harvest as a tool 
to manage forest health. 
Response:  See response to Public Concern T10.  

T14 Public Concern: To restore forest health, the Forest Service should allow 
natural processes to prevail.-and- 

T15 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reduce the amount of active 
management proposed for White River National Forest. 
Response: Forest ecosystem health is at the heart of the Forest Service mission, and is 
embedded in the goals of ecosystem management. The dynamic nature of forested 
ecosystems, combined with human interactions, provides numerous challenges to 
maintaining forest health. The FEIS analyzes a range of six management alternatives, 
which to varying degrees emphasize the use of management activities (like timber 
harvest) to meet forest health and biodiversity goals and objectives. Natural processes are 
the current dominant force of change on the forest.  



  Final Environmental Impact Statement Volume 2 

 A3-237 Appendix A 

Alternatives B and F emphasize active vegetation management of all habitat types, 
including the use of such tools as timber harvest, prescribed fire, and structural 
improvements. This is an aggressive approach to habitat management and places a low 
emphasis on letting natural processes run their course. These alternatives would use 
active management to make rapid progress toward a diverse, healthy ecosystem 
condition.  

Alternatives D and K stress the need for management activities to mimic the Historic 
Range of Variability (HRV) conditions to meet biodiversity goals. In these alternatives, 
vegetation management activities will be designed to incorporate HRV landscape pattern 
characteristics into treatment areas.  

The themes for Alternatives C, E, and I do not stress the need to mimic HRV conditions 
in management activities. Few impacts to current silvicultural treatments are expected 
under these alternatives.  

Alternative I emphasizes the idea that the best way to perpetuate existing ecosystems, 
forest health, and biological diversity is to allow natural disturbance regimes and other 
ecological and evolutionary processes to occur without human intervention. Natural 
processes occur to the highest degree in Alternative I than in any other alternative.  

The reduction of active vegetation management is best reflected in Alternatives C and I.  

T16 Due to a lack of understanding of natural processes and outcomes, the Forest 
Service should utilize management strategies other than active habitat 
management. 
Response:  See response to Public Concern T10. In comparison to the other five 
alternatives, Alternative I places the greatest emphasis on management strategies other 
than active vegetation management.  

T17 The Forest Service should both actively manage and rely on natural processes. 
Response:  See response to Public Concern T10. Alternatives D and K do the best at 
trying to balance the use of active vegetation management and reliance on natural 
processes to maintain forest health.  

T18 Public Concern: The Forest Service should manage timber to improve wildlife 
habitat. 
Response:  Alternatives B, C, D, E, F, and K will rely on vegetation management 
activities to varying degrees to both mimic Historical Range of Variability (HRV) 
conditions and accomplish forest health and biodiversity goals. If analysis indicates that 
current vegetation differs greatly from historic norms, vegetation manipulation—
including timber harvesting—may be used to emulate natural patterns of composition and 
structure. 

The effects of implementing various silvicultural systems in the ecosystems represented 
on the White River National Forest are well documented in research and in the 
experiences of agency professionals. The Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines were 
developed to minimize impacts to other forest resources which may result from 
implementation of vegetation management activities. In addition, the Forest Service will 
utilize an adaptive approach to resource management. To this end, the effective use of the 
monitoring plan will assist in determining if management prescriptions are achieving 
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desired conditions. If it becomes apparent that the objectives and desires are not being 
achieved, then adaptive changes will be made. 

T19 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that commodity yields are 
determined and constrained by the health and functioning of ecosystems. 
Response:  The 2002 Forest Plan established six Forest-wide Goals and Objectives (2002 
Forest Plan, Chapter 1) to provide overall direction for managing the White River 
National Forest. Ecosystem health is specifically identified as on of the guiding 
management goals for the White River National Forest. The Forest Plan Standards and 
Guidelines were developed for the protection or management of different forest resources 
and maintaining the sustained capabilities of the forest ecosystem. Management 
alternative are designed to meet all six Forest-wide Goals to varing degrees and adhere to 
the concepts of ecosystem management and multiple use. Timber yields for each 
management alternative were developed consistent with Forest-wide goals and Forest 
Plan Standards and Guidelines.  

Silvicultural Systems 

T20 Public Concern: White River National Forest should reduce or eliminate 
clearcutting. 

T20.1 Spruce and Fir 

T20.2 Ponderosa Pine 

T20.3 Vail Area 
Response:  The use of clearcutting has been diminishing on the White River National 
Forest, as well as within Region Two of the Forest Service and across the western United 
States. 

Appendix I of the FEIS contains the silvicultural systems that are approved and available 
for use on the White River National Forest. That does not mean that we must use them or 
will use them in forest management. The Silvicultural Standards and Guidelines provide 
language that will effectively direct the proper use of clearcutting on the White River 
National Forest and minimize impact to other forest resources. Forest-wide Standards and 
Guidelines also provide for the protection of soils, scenery, aquatic, and other 
recreational resources when using clearcutting harvest. Clearcutting timber types such as 
spruce/fir or mixed conifers is prescribed very infrequently on the White River National 
Forest. However, clearcutting in these species is a tool that can, under proper conditions, 
be used to achieve specific management goals.  

T21 Public Concern: The FEIS should address the thinning of “dog-hair” 
lodgepole pine stands. 
Response:  The Forest does use thinning as a tool to improve forest health when it will 
meet mangement objectives and it is practicable and feasible. Forest health is considered 
a high priority on the White River National Forest, and the use of thinning is considered 
in all alternatives to varying levels. Chapter 3 of the FEIS displays the estimated acres to 
be thinned by management alternative. Most of the thinning is expected to occur in dense 
lodgepole pine stands. However, the amount of thinning actually conducted will depend 
on implementation of the management area direction and the Forest Plan Standards and 
Guidelines. 
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T22 Public Concern: The Forest Service should emphasize uneven-aged timber 
management systems. 
Response:  The White River National Forest has retained the use of uneven-age 
management in the 2002 Forest Plan for most forest cover types. Selective logging (the 
selection of individual trees for cutting) is appropriate and vital to the health of forests 
when used with certain species of trees or cover-types that respond well to uneven-age 
management, such as spruce/fir. However, trees such as lodgepole pine do not respond 
well to uneven-age management, so the Forest Service will continue to use even-age 
management systems in this cover type where it is determined to be the optimum method 
of regenerating the stand.  

During project analysis, stands of timber are examined to see if they should be harvested 
and what types of silvicultural systems should be used for harvest and regeneration. Final 
determination of the silvicultural system applied to a site will be determined by a certified 
silviculturist to meet the management objectives for the landscape or stand of trees being 
considered for treatment. Likewise, regeneration systems are selected that meet the 
management objectives for the landscape or individual stands of trees, and approved by 
certified silviculurists.  

The computer model used for the development of timber harvest schedules for each 
management alternative utilized both uneven-aged and even-aged silvicultural systems to 
predict timber yields. Based on constraints and management objectives, the model 
determined a schedule for cutting that included specification of the harvest acres, 
silvicultural system, and rotation age to apply to each analysis area.  

T23 Public Concern: The Forest Service should shift its management focus from 
individual tree health to forest ecosystem health. 
Response:  The 2002 Forest Plan does focus on forest ecosystem health. However, when 
evaluating forest ecosystem health, we started with individual tree and stand health 
assessments. A current forest assessment of insect and disease infestations can be found 
on Pages 3-446 thru 3-449 of the FEIS. The Forest Service acknowledges that insects and 
disease are components of a naturally functioning forest ecosystem. Therefore, we 
evaluate information gathered from individual trees and stands in the context of the 
Historic  Range of Variability (HRV) of the White River National Forest. The conclusions 
of this evaluation are found in Appendix D of the FEIS. The HRV provides the 
framework for forest ecosystem health management and for identifying some of the 
trade-offs implicit with proposed vegetation management activities. 

T24 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should justify or abandon the notion that 
management activities mimic ecological processes. 
Response: The White River National Forest does not assume that harvest practices will 
equate to natural disturbances. But the Forest will attempt to simulate such disturbances 
(in terms of size and shape) as much as possible. Harvesting can simulate certain aspects 
of disturbances, such as extent of area affected or resulting specie s composition. Partial 
cutting removes mostly similar diameter merchantable trees, much as a fire kills usually 
thinning-bark trees, and thereby having similar effects on removing competition. But we 
fully realize that some ecological functions arising from, or interacting with, fire, insect, 
and disease cannot be duplicated by harvesting. 
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T25 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reconsider the necessity to manage 
for aspen.  
Response:  Refer to response to Public Concern T56. 

T26 Public Concern: In the FEIS, the Forest Service should acknowledge the 
existence of climax aspen stands. 
Response:  Climax stands of aspen do exist on the White River National Forest. Refer to 
Response to Public Comment T56. 

T27 Public Concern: The Forest Service should base timber harvest for forest 
health upon individual stand health. 
Response:  Refer to response to Public Concern T22. 

T28 Public Concern: The Forest Service should limit active management to urban 
interface areas. 
Response:  Management Area 7.1, Intermix, provides management emphasis and 
guidance for urban interface areas. Management actions within Intermix management 
areas are focused on influencing vegetation composition and structure to provide visual 
screening and to minimize fuel-loading patterns in order to reduce fire hazard. Wildlife 
habitat within the urban interface is managed to provide adequate cover for big game 
species between winter and summer ranges. 

Active vegetation management would not be compatible with the theme and desired 
condition identified for the Intermix management areas. Therefore, these areas are not 
part of the suitable timber land base and active vegetation management is not planned on 
a sustainable basis. However, vegetation management practices may occur in concert 
with recognition of surrounding private land values and described resource objectives. 

T29 Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop programs to involve private 
citizens in harvesting timber for forest health.  
Response:  The Forest Service directive system is the primary basis for management and 
control of all internal programs, and serves as the primary source of administrative 
direction to Forest Service employees. The legal authorities, policies, standards, and 
procedures for establishing  “Forest Management Leaseholds” through the directive 
system will be addressed at a regional or national level and are inappropriate at the forest 
planning level. 

We have had success in using the personal use firewood program to accomplish 
vegetation resource objectives on the White River National Forest. The personal use 
firewood program consists of issuing permits to private citizens for the harvesting and 
removal of trees as fuelwood. The use of the firewood program has been effective in 
areas where access is limited, economic feasibility is marginal, or the need to reduce 
disturbance to sensitive natural resources is necessary. We will continue to develop and 
utilize the personal use firewood cutting program as an effective vegetation management 
tool when appropriate to meet specific resource objectives.  
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T30 Public Concern: The Forest Service should emphasize uneven-aged timber 
management systems. 
Response: As stated in FEIS Appendix B, when planning individual timber projects 
under 1984 Forest Plan standards and guidelines, certain patterns in harvest methods 
selected emerged. One of these patterns was an emphasis of shelterwood silvicultural 
systems used in spruce and fir stands. Because these patterns represent results of 
numerous site-specific, interdisciplinary analyses, it is appropriate to include these 
patterns in the SPECTRUM model. This is our best estimate of what will happen at the 
project planning stage. The changes in standards and guidelines from the 1984 Forest 
Plan that are embodied in the FEIS alternatives may result in significant deviation from 
these patterns. The interdisciplinary team discussed this issue in light of additional 
changes in standards and guidelines and determined that those harvest patterns are still 
our best estimate of what will happen at the project planning stage. 

T31 Public Concern: The FEIS should clarify whether pre-commercial thinning 
will occur on White River National Forest. 
Response:  Pre-commercial thinning may occur on the White River National Forest in 
accordance with Forest-wide Guideline #4 (2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, Silviculture). A 
site-specific analysis is required to ensure conditions of Forest-wide Guideline are met 
before a decision to pre-commercially thin is made. 

Suitability for Harvest 

T32 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the apparent conflict within 
the preferred alternative between total acres of suitable timberlands and 
proposed limitations on roadbuilding.  
Response:  The DEIS incorporated a decision on the White River National Forest’s 
Access and Travel Management Plan.  Given the complexity of trying to analyze both 
decisions, we decided to separate the Land and Resource Management Plan decision 
from the Access and Travel Management Plan decision. The FEIS and accompanying 
Record of Decision (ROD) will disclose the Land and Resource Management Plan for the 
White River National Forest.  

Following the release of the 2002 Forest Plan ROD and FEIS, we will resume our 
analysis of the Access and Travel Management Plan for the selected Forest Plan 
alternative. The Access and Travel Management Plan will set guidelines addressing road 
construction and reconstruction for the White River National Forest. 

T33 Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain why the spruce/fir 
component is excluded from the suitable timber base in some management 
areas. 
Response:  The spruce/fir component is specifically excluded from the suitable timber 
base in Management Area 5.5 – Forest Carnivores. This management area is specifically 
designated to manage habitat components important to lynx and wolverine. The spruce/fir 
vegetation provides important biological habitat component for lynx. Therefore, 
spruce/fir vegetation in not actively managed or scheduled for harvest and is excluded 
from the suitable timber base in Management Area 5.5. Although spruce/fir is excluded 
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from the suitable timber base, vegetation treatments with in spruce/fir stands may be 
allowed to enhance habitat characteristics for lynx and wolverine. 

T34 Public Concern: The FEIS should classify much of the land allocated to 
Category 5 as unsuitable for harvest. 
Response:  The process for determining whether a particular parcel might be suitable for 
timber production is described in the Timber Analysis found in Appendix B of the FEIS. 
Five standards were used to determine whether a particular parcel might be suitable for 
timber harvest. Two of the standards did include evaluations for adequate reforestation 
and protection of soil productivity. The land allocated to Category 5 management areas 
met all five suitability standards. However, active vegetation management through timber 
harvesting was not consistent with the goals and objectives of Management Areas 5.41 
and 5.42. 

Of the seven Category 5 management areas, five were designated as part of the “suitable” 
land base and contribute to the allowable sale quantity. The only areas that have timber 
production as a goal are 5.12, 5.13, 5.40, 5.43, and 5.45. In these management areas, 
timber is managed on a regulated basis. Timber harvest may occur within management 
areas 5.41 and 5.42 to maintain or enhance big game habitat, but timber production is not 
a goal for these lands, and they are not included in the Forest timber harvest schedule.  

T35 Public Concern: The Forest Service should remove Bar HL Park and Coulter 
Mesa from the suitable timber base. 
Response:  The Forest Service developed a wide range of management alternatives. The 
proposed management area direction for the Bar HL Park/Coulter Mesa area varies under 
each management alternative. 

The Bar HL Park/Coulter Mesa area is designated as part of the suitable timber land base 
in Management Alternatives B, C, D and F.  

In Management Alternative I, proposed management direction for the Bar HL 
Park/Coulter Mesa area would be split between Management Areas 1.31 and 5.13. 
Management Area 1.31. (Backcountry Recreation—non-motorized) is not part of the 
suitable timber land base. While Management Area 5.13 (Forest Products) is part of the 
suitable timber land base. 

Under Management Alternative E, the Bar HL Park/Coulter Mesa area would be 
managed for dispersed recreation (Management Area 3.4) and is not part of the suitable 
timber land base. 

The discussion of environmental consequences on the direct, indirect and cumulative 
effects on the environment that would result from vegetation management and output 
levels of each alternative is presented in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. 

ASQ and Harvest Levels 

T36 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not base Allowable Sale Quantity 
on predicted budget levels. 
Response:  The allowable sale quantity (ASQ) is determined at the full implementation 
level and is not constrained by budget. The Forest Service does not view ASQ as a target; 
rather, ASQ is a measure of the White River National Forest’s capacity to produce a 



  Final Environmental Impact Statement Volume 2 

 A3-243 Appendix A 

sustainable supply of timber on suitable timber lands given full program funding and 
inherent constraints (see the Standards and Guidelines). ASQ is displayed for each 
management alterative in Table 152 of the FEIS.  

The ASQ would normally be used as the upper limit on annual harvest in the first decade. 
However, based on historic supply and demand and existing mill capacity, we determined 
that the harvest levels associated with limited budgets were more appropriate for the 
analysis. Two budget levels were analyzed for each management alternative. The first is 
based on the White River National Forest’s “experienced budget” level, which represents 
the average annual budget between 1997 and 2000. The second is the “full budget” level, 
which represents the funding of all programs at a level one and one-half times as much as 
the experienced budget level. The purpose of analyzing two budget levels was to describe 
to the public and the decision maker how production levels and effects change under 
varying budgets. The timber volume harvested under the “experienced budget” and “full 
budget” levels is not termed “allowable sale quantity (ASQ)” but rather is called 
“chargeable volume offered.” The use of budget constraints in determining “chargeable 
volume offered” is explained in the Timber Section of Appendix B of the FEIS. The titles 
in Tables 153 and 154 have been revised  to reflect chargeable volume offered rather than 
ASQ. 

Ultimately, the level of funding the Forest receives to implement the 2002 Forest Plan, 
and how these funds are prioritized and distributed nationally and regionally, will be 
determined through congressional appropriations. 

T37 Public Concern: The Forest Service should more accurately represent the level 
of previous human disturbance to White River National Forest.  

T37.1 Timber Harvest As A Percentage Of The Actual Timber Base 

T37.2 Total Land Area Disturbed Post-Settlement 
Response:  The discussion of cumulative effects of timber harvesting was to show how 
much of the White River National Forest has been affected by harvesting. The approach 
to reflect that portion of the Forest as a percentage of the total forest and total timber-
covered lands is merely to show how timber resource management compares to lands not 
managed for such resources. We feel this is an accurate and appropriate representation.  

T38 Public Concern: The Forest Service should disclose the financial and economic 
criteria used to determine ASQ. 
Response: FEIS Appendix B, Description of the Analysis Process, includes information 
on the financial and economic criteria used to estimate ASQ (allowable sale quantity), 
displays the costs of various activities associated with managing timber, road costs, and 
revenues. 

Appendix B also includes a discussion of the financial and economic implications of 
timber management including budget and present net value information for each FEIS 
alternative, and financial and other information about the timber program with different 
sets of assumptions for harvest and budget levels. 
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T39 Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain the significant variation 
between the ASQ and the actual Timber Sale Program. 
Response:  See response to Public Concern T36.  

T40 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adjust timber sale goals to better 
reflect actual bid, cut, and stumpage receipt data. 
Response:   The timber analysis for the 2002 Forest Plan used actual cost and revenue 
data to determine timber sale program quantity. The coefficients that were used in the 
timber harvest schedule model utilized cost, revenues, and production functions for 
timber related activities and outputs over the last decade for the White River National 
Forest. In some cases, data from adjacent National Forest and the Region were included 
in the evaluation. A summary of the coefficients included in the model are shown in 
Tables B-6, B-7 and B-8 of Appendix B – Description of the Analysis Process, Timber 
Analysis.  

The Forest also cautions that the history of the timber sale program is not a definitive 
predictor of future net benefits or net revenues. 

T41 Public Concern: The Forest Service should assure that certain timber volume 
counts towards ASQ.  

T41.1 All Measurable Timber  

T41.2 Timber Harvested From Ski Areas  
Response:  The allowable sale quantity (ASQ) is derived from acres designated as 
suitable for timber harvest. Therefore, timber harvesting as part of the suitable timber 
land base that contribute to the allowable sale quantity is allowed only in management 
areas 5.12, 5.13, 5.4, and 5.43. In addition, management area 5.45 allows for harvesting 
of aspen and lodgepole pine as part of the suitable land base that contributes to the ASQ. 

Other management areas may allow timber harvest, though for the purpose of meeting 
specific resource objectives other than wood production. Timber harvest in these 
management areas (unsuitable timber land base) were not scheduled and included in 
calculating the ASQ. 

To contribute timber volume harvested from the unsuitable timber land base towards the 
ASQ would be inappropriate and artificially inflate ASQ attainment. Therefore, the 
Forest Service has made a distinction between “chargeable” volume that is harvested 
from the suitable timber land base and contributes to the ASQ and “other vegetation 
management” (OVM) volume that is harvested from the unsuitable timber land base and 
does not contribute to the ASQ. Both “chargeable volume” and “other vegetation 
management” will contribute to the overall timber sale program quantity (TSPQ). 
Summaries of timber sale program quantity for all alternatives for the 10-year period of 
the Forest Plan are presented in tables in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. 
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T42 Public Concern: The Forest Service should assure that certain timber volume 
does not count towards ASQ. 

T42.1 Timber from Management Prescription 5.12  

T42.2 National Forest Lands in Summit County 
Response:  See response to Public Concern T33. We have determined that Management 
Area 5.12, General Forest and Rangelands, should reflect the range of conditions and 
management that occurs on the White River National Forest, including opportunities for 
timber management. Therefore, tentatively suitable timber lands within Management 
Area 5.12 are designated as suitable for timber production. Timber harvest consistent 
with 5.12 management area direction will contribute towards accomplishment of the 
allowable sale quantity. 

T43 Public Concern: The Forest Service should abandon the goal of providing a 
non-declining flow of timber. 
Response: 36 CFR 219.16a requires the Forest Service to manage for non-declining flow 
of timber products over time. This means we cannot intentionally undertake a timber 
harvest schedule that, according to our best information and analysis, will result in a 
decline in timber harvest in the future. As shown in FEIS Appendix B, such an analysis 
includes consideration of: 

• Lands suited for timber production; 
• Existing conditions on these lands (such as species, size and density); 
• Various treatment methods available for given conditions (i.e., treatment options 

available); 
• Yields, costs, and production functions associated with each treatment option; 
• Legal constraints on timber management; 
• Constraints on timber management to protect other resources; 
• Constraints on timber management to enhance other resource values. 

In such an analysis, we make our best estimate of how goals, objectives, standards, and 
guidelines relative to other resources affect management options available and possible 
harvest schedules. 

This analysis to determine ASQ (allowable sale quantity) and the associated non-
declining harvest schedule needs to be periodically repeated, at least as often as the forest 
plan is redeveloped/reissued. But significant changes in any of the above factors would 
necessitate a reanalysis to ensure non-declining flow, for example, a catastrophic fire that 
alters existing conditions. For an analysis at a given point in time, we use the best 
information available to do the analysis. 

T44 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reduce ASQ levels in the FEIS. 

T44.1 Spruce/Fir  

T44.2 Reduce ASQ significantly in the Upper Blue River Basin 

T44.3 Reduce ASQ in the Preferred Alternative 
Response:  The preferred alternative and its associated ASQ present’s a balance of 
providing for the many competing uses on the National Forest. The White River National 
Forest has modeled ASQ using the best information, tools, and knowledge available. The 
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Implementation of the FORPLAN and SPECTRUM models has been checked. The 
harvest level and ability of the FORPLAN and SECTRUM model to estimate ASQ will 
be monitored throughout the life of the plan. 

T45 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adjust ASQ levels regularly based 
on monitoring results. 
Response:  As discussed in response to Public Concern T42, the analysis to determine 
ASQ (allowable sale quantity) and the associated non-declining harvest schedule needs to 
be periodically repeated, at least as often as the forest plan is redeveloped/reissued. But 
significant changes in landscape conditions (such as a catastrophic fire) or monitoring 
results that show some assumptions to be invalid would also necessitate a reanalysis to 
ensure non-declining flow. 

T46 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adjust Allowable Sale Quantity to 
account for helicopter logging in roadless areas. 
Response:  The allowable sale quantity (ASQ) calculation does include some limited 
harvest in “suitable” roadless areas. The lands designated for timber production include 
both areas with existing roads and areas that are partially or entirely roadless. The 
decision of what harvest methods to use (for instance, helicopter versus conventional) in 
harvesting timber in “suitable” roadless areas is a decision made at the project planning 
stage. Harvest method is not a forest plan level decision.  

For timber harvest in roadless areas, the ASQ analysis assumed conventional logging 
over helicopter logging as a matter of economic feasibility. Harvest method will be re-
evaluated during specific project planning for a given “suitable” roadless area, and the 
optimum harvest method will be determined at that time. 

T47 Public Concern: The Forest Service should disclose the amount of “unsuitable” 
land expected to be harvested for ecosystem restoration reasons that is not 
included in ASQ projections. 
Response:  The amount of “unsuitable” land that is expected to be harvested for 
ecosystem restoration and other resource objectives is displayed as “Other Vegetation 
Management (OVM)” in Tables 153 and 154 of the FEIS. The tables display the 
projected timber sale program quantity (TSPQ) for the first decade of the 2002 Forest 
Plan. 

T48 Public Concern: In the timber market assessment, the Forest Service should 
consider local mill expansion. 
Response:  The timber market assessment used the best information available. The 
timber market is very dynamic and subject to many variables outside of the White River 
National Forest’s direct influence. Therefore, timber yields were analyzed at 
“experienced budget” and “full budget” levels for each Management Alternative (FEIS, 
Appendix B, Tables 140, 141, 150 and 151). Timber yields at “full budget” level are 
approximately 150% greater than the timber yields for the “experienced budget” level. 
The increase timber yields analyzed under the “full budget” level are intended to capture 
fluctuations in the White River National Forest’s annual timber budget and possible 
changes in the local timber mill capacity.  
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T49 Public Concern: In the timber market assessment, the Forest Service should 
recognize that many regional mills have multiple sources of raw materials. 
Response:  The Timber Market assessment completed for the White River National 
Forest identified the forest as a small supplier with respect to national and international 
markets. However, the Forest is a major supplier of timber to some regional mills. 
Although the White River National Forest is a major timber supplier to some regional 
mills, the Market Assessment does not recognize the White River National Forest as the 
sole supplier of timber to any one regional mill. 

T50 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not attempt to meet Colorado’s 
demand for wood products from instate national forest lands. 
Response:  The supply of timber from the White River National Forest is not solely 
determined by Colorado’s demand for wood products but dependant on several factors 
identified below.  

• The number of acres designated as “suitable” timber land; 

• Inherent vegetation management constraints imposed by Forest Plan standards 
and guidelines. 

• The calculation of the allowable sale quantity (ASQ) with information provided 
by the factors above. The ASQ set the upper limit on the amount of timber to be 
offered from the Forest. 

• The annual Forest timber budget, which is available to plan, prepare, sell and 
administer timber sales. 

The allowable sale quantity (the upper limit) for the preferred Alternative K is 
approximately 32.5 million board feet. Ultimately, the level of timber funding the Forest 
receives to implement the Revised Forest Plan will have a greater influence over the 
Forest timber supply than Colorado’s demand for wood. 

A suggestion was made to evaluate opportunities to utilize alternative substitutes for 
wood products. An analysis to evaluate opportunities for recycling, possible wood 
product substitutes and alternative building materials is out side the scope of the Forest 
Plan analysis.      

Salvage 

T51 Public Concern: The Forest Service should conduct an environmental 
assessment and watershed-scale analysis of the timber salvage program.  
Response:  The purpose of the 2002 Forest Plan is to provide guidance for all resource 
management activities on the White River National Forest. Required environmental 
impact statements and/or environmental assessments to disclose environmental affects 
from site specific timber salvage project(s) will be completed separate from the 2002 
Land and Resource Management Plan.  
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T52 Public Concern: The Forest Service should prohibit salvage logging in old 
growth stands. 
Response:  Inventoried old growth stands in spruce fir stand types are administratively 
withdrawn from lands designated as suitable for timber production in all alternatives 
(refer to Table B-1 in Appendix B). Vegetation management (which includes salvage 
logging) in inventoried old-growth stands will be limited and only allowed when 
necessary to meet specific biodiversity and old-growth values. Biodiversity Standard 5 
(Forest Plan, Chapter 2, Section 2 – Biological) provides protection of approximately 
30% of the late successional spruce fir stands from active vegetation management 
activities to assure the maintenance of habitat conditions for late successional dependent 
species. Late successional forest acreage and distribution, including old growth, are 
expected to increase significantly across the Forest in all alternatives. A full discussion on 
the management of late successional forest, including old growth and be found in 
Appendix FF of the Plan. 

T53 Public Concern: The Forest Service should apply the proposed 40-acre 
maximum opening size to salvage operations. 
Response:  Silviculture Standard 5 has been retained unchanged in the 2002 Forest Plan. 
Silvicultural Standard 5 is now listed in Chapter 2. The White River National Forest has 
chosen to incorporated the standard regarding the maximum opening size from the Rocky 
Mountain Regional Guide, Amended May 1992, Technical Corrections June 1996. The 
standard provides three exceptions to the maximum opening size of 40 acres. It is 
assumed that salvage operations are linked to the second exception regarding natural 
catastrophic conditions. Under this exception, the forested opening exceeding 40 acres in 
size was a “result of the catastrophic condition” and not a direct result of even-age 
management or salvage harvest operations. 

Forest cover type, wildlife edge effect and historic range of variability, in additional to 
other resource concerns will be evaluated, analyzed and disclosed during site specific 
project analysis when considering even-age management or salvage harvest operations as 
the result of natural catastrophic conditions. 

T54 Public Concern:  The Forest Service should emphasize uneven-aged timber 
management systems. 
Response:  Refer to response to Public Comment T21. 

Silvicultural Goals and Objectives, Standards and Guidelines 

T55 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify that silviculture standards 
and guidelines do not apply within management area 8.25. 
Response:  Forest-wide standards and guidelines for the protection or management of 
different forest resources apply to all areas of the White River National Forest, and are 
used with additional standards and guidelines included with each management area 
prescription. 

Forest-wide standards and guidelines are designed to complement individual 
management area direction. The standards and guidelines for silviculture (2002 Forest 
Plan, Chapter 2) provide exceptions for minimum reforestation requirements when the 
management area is not part of the suitable timber land base, as is the case with 
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Management Area 8.25. They also provide discretion regarding implementation based on 
resource management objectives or special resource considerations. Resource 
management objectives and special resource considerations are described for each 
management area in Chapter 3 of the 2002 Forest Plan. 

Forest-wide silvicultural standards and guidelines will not conflict with the maintenance 
and development of ski trails at four-season resorts given the exceptions and discretion 
identified above. 

T56 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that timber program goals 
are consistent with other forest-wide goals. 
Response:  Forest-wide goals are broad statements that describe overall conditions that 
the Forest Service will strive to achieve. Goal 2.4—Forest Products (Timber Program 
Goals) is one of many goals comprising the overall Forest-wide goals that will enable the 
Forest Service to monitor its progress and determine future management needs for all 
forest resources. 

The timber program goals and objectives will comply with legal mandates, including 
laws that direct the Forest Service to manage for the production of timber products 
(Organic Administration Act, Sustained Yield Management Act, Multiple -Use Sustained-
Yield Act), and laws that mandate protection of resources such as the Organic 
Administration Act, Sustained-Yield Management Act, Clean Water Act, Multiple Use-
Sustained Yield Act, National Environmental Policy Act, Endangered Species Act, North 
American Wetlands Conservation Act. 

T57 Public Concern: The FEIS should clarify whether seral or climax stands will be 
harvested to meet biodiversity goals for aspen. 
Response:  In Chapter 3, Topic 6 – Timber Management, under the section heading 
Environmental Consequences, it mentions that timber harvesting may be done “to 
accomplish biodiversity goals”.  Biodiversity goals for forested vegetation are to maintain 
structural and age class diversity within individual species cover types as well as 
maintaining species cover type diversity, all within the historic range of variation for the 
White River National Forest. A discussion of the historical range of variation for forested 
vegetation can be found in Chapter 3 of the FEIS under Topic 1, Part 3; Section 3 – 
Forested Vegetation. The 2002 Forest Plan retains the opportunity to manage both seral 
and climax aspen stands.  Depending on site specific analysis of individual aspen stands, 
it may be necessary to manage and harvest seral and climax aspen stands to maintain 
structural and age class diversity within the historic range of variation for the aspen cover 
type on the White River National Forest. Site specific analysis of individual aspen stands 
may also determine the necessity to manage and harvest seral aspen stands to maintain 
tree species diversity on the White River National Forest within the historic range of 
variation. 

T58 Public Concern: The Forest Service should restrict the annual harvest of trees 
14-in and larger DBH. 
Response:  Scientifically defined silvicultural systems, shown by forest cover type are 
displayed in the 2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 2, Silvicultural Standard 1, Table 2-5; page 2-
12. These silvicultural systems were adopted by the White River National Forest from the 
Rocky Mountain Regional Guide, Amended May 1992, Technical Corrections June 1996.  
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The acceptable silvicultural systems displayed in Table 2-5 were selected to ensure 
proper management of forested vegetation on the White River National Forest and 
accomplishing many of the Goals and Objectives identified in 2002 Forest Plan.   

None of the scientifically define silvicultural systems incorporate a restriction of 14-in 
and larger DBH for trees harvested. Incorporation of the proposed 14-in and larger DBH 
harvest restrict would significantly reduce the effectiveness of implementing the 
approved silvicultural systems for the White River National Forest. The Forest is 
unaware of any scientifically define silvicultural system for all forest cover types based 
on a 14-in and larger DBH harvest restriction. 

T59 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the definition of stand 
openings. 
Response:  Table 2-7 in the 2002 Forest Plan displays the guidelines for when a stand 
opening is no longer considered an opening. A forest stand must meet criteria of trees per 
acre and height of trees in order to qualify as an opening. 

T60 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reduce the proposed 40-acre 
maximum opening size. 
Response:  Silviculture Standard 5 has been retained unchanged in the 2002 Forest Plan. 
Silvicultural Standard 5 is now listed in Chapter 2, Section 2. The White River National 
Forest has chosen to adopt the standard regarding the maximum opening size from the 
Rocky Mountain Regional Guide, Amended May 1992, Technical Corrections June 1996. 
Silvicultural Guideline 13 listed in Chapter 2 of the 2002 Forest Plan also provides 
guidance for managing created forested edge when proposing artificial forest openings. 
Forest cover type, wildlife edge effect and historic range of variability, in additional to 
other resource concerns will be evaluated, analyzed and disclosed during site specific 
project analysis when determining actual opening size. 

T61 Public Concern: The Forest Service should change the criteria in Guideline 14 
to prevent premature harvesting of areas adjacent to openings. 
Response:  Silviculture Guideline 14 has been retained unchanged in the 2002 Forest 
Plan. Silvicultual Guideline 14 is now listed as Silvicultural Standard 11 in Chapter 2, 
Section 2; page 2-14. The White River Forest has chosen to adopt the guideline regarding 
the management of artificially created openings from the Rocky Mountain Regional 
Guide, Amended May 1992, Technical Corrections June 1996. 

T62 Public Concern: The Forest Service should correct inconsistencies between 
objectives and stated outcome measures of Goal 2.4. 

T62.1 Objective2.4a 

T62.2 Objective 2.4b 
Response:  Table 15 Outcome or activity measures and trends for forest plan goals by 
alternatives found in Chapter 2, The Alternatives, pages 2-52 thru 2-60 in the FEIS has 
been edited and inconsistencies corrected. The Outcome or Activity Measure for 
Allowable Sale Quantity, Timber Program Sale Quantity and Chargeable and non-
chargeable timber offered for sale has been edited to reflect the correct unit of measure; 
thousand cubic feet (MCF). Allowable Sale Quantity is not constrained by budget and is 
therefore displayed indifference to ‘experienced’ or ‘full’ implementation budget level. 
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T63 Public Concern: Goal 2.4b should include objective evaluation criteria. 
Response:  Goal 2.4 and Objective 2.4b in the Draft Forest Plan have been reworded and 
replaced by Objective 2c and Strategy 2c.2 in Chapter 1, Goal 2 Multiple Benefits to 
People, page 1-10; of the 2002 Forest Plan.  Objective 2c and Strategy 2c.2 have been 
written to include objective evaluation criteria and dropped the reference to the phrase 
“environmentally responsible harvest”. 

T64 Public Concern: The Forest Service should eliminate Objective 2.4a from the 
FEIS. 
Response:  Objective 2.4a in the Draft Forest has been re-titled Strategy 2c.1 in Chapter 
1, Goal 2 Multiple Benefits to People, page 1-11; in the 2002 Forest Plan. The wording of 
Strategy 2c.1 is unchanged from Objective 2.4a.  As stated in Chapter 1, Forest-wide 
Goals and Objectives, Introduction, page 1-1, strategies are not targets, but objective 
measurable steps taken to accomplish goals.  Strategy 2c.1 has been retained in the 2002 
Forest Plan to accomplish Forest Goal 2 Multiple Benefits to People. 

T65 Public Concern: The FEIS should include a standard regarding road closures 
for management prescription 5.13. 
Response:  Infrastructure guidelines listed for Management Area 5.13 are tiered to Forest 
Wide Standards and Guidelines. The standards and guidelines for closing or restricting 
roads to public use are provided for under Infrastructure Standards and Guidelines (2002 
Forest Plan, Chapter 2, Section Five, Administrative). Decisions on whether to close 
newly constructed roads to public use within Management Area 5.13 will be determined 
under a site-specific analysis. Guidance for road management will be developed and 
analyzed under the White River National Forest’s Access and Management Plan. 

T66 Public Concern: The Forest Service should retain Guidelines 1 and 3 for 
management of insect and disease outbreaks. 
Response:  Both guidelines have been retained in the Final LRMP. Forest-wide 
Guideline #1 under Disturbance Processes for Insect and Disease and Management Area 
4.23 guideline #1 under Insect and disease. 

T67 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reword Standard 2 to ensure 
compliance with NFMA. 
Response:  Silvicultural Standard 2 listed in Chapter 2 of the 2002 Forest Plan, page 2-12 
has been reworded to match language from the National Forest Management Act. NFMA 
section 6g. 16 USC 1994. The reference to the word “should” is deleted from the 
standard. 

Restocking, Regeneration and Cost 

T68 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt elevation limits for timber 
harvest. 
Response:  The 2002 Forest Plan did utilize elevation limits in the timber analysis to 
establish an allowable sale quantity (Appendix B, Timber Analysis, Lands Suited for 
Timber Production). However, these elevation limits used in the analysis are general 
guideline and subject to site-specific evaluation. A certified Forest Silviculturalist will 
conduct a site-specific evaluation before deciding to harvest timber on higher elevations. 



White River National Forest 

Response to Public Comment A3-252 

The silviculturalist must determine that Forest-wide Standards 1, 2 and 4 (2002 Forest 
Plan, Chapter 2, Silviculture) will be met to assure adequate restocking within five years 
of final harvest. 

T69 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reveal the criteria used to determine 
aspen stand type and likelihood of regeneration. 
Response:  Aspen stands proposed for vegetation treatment are evaluated by a Forest 
Service certified Silviculturalist during site-specific project analysis. The silviculturalist 
recommends Assurance and Findings of Facts pursuant to National Forest Management 
Act (NFMA) be made in project decisions, including reforestation will occur within five 
years of final harvest when treatments are in support of timber management. 
Documentation of the analysis, which includes determination of aspen type, 
recommended silvicultural treatments, and assurance of regeneration; is provided in the 
Silvicultural Prescriptions and Silvicultural Report filed with the site-specific project 
record.   

T70 Public Concern: The Forest Service should restrict browsing herbivores from 
clearcut aspen patches for six-eight years to ensure successful regeneration. 
Response:  Silvicultural Standards 2-4 found in Chapter 2, page 2-12 of the 2002 Forest 
Plan addresses the requirement for successful regeneration and restocking after final 
removal. The evaluation of required regeneration protection is conducted during site-
specific project analysis. When regeneration protection is determined to be necessary to 
comply with Silvicultural Standards 2-4; the appropriate method and duration of 
regeneration protection measures are analyzed and incorporated into the site-specific 
project decision.    

T71 Public Concern: The Forest Service should place greater emphasis on 
reforestation after even-age treatments. 
Response:  The 2002 Forest Plan (Chapter 2, pages 2-12 thru 2-15) developed the 
following five Silvicultural Standards: 2, 3, 4, 7 and 9; and Silvicultural Guidelines 3 and 
5, which place an emphasis on reforestation after even-age treatments. These Silvicultural 
Standards and Guidelines were developed to address all aspects of reforestation after 
even-age treatments, from minimum stocking levels, and survival requirements, required 
surveys and monitoring, protection against disease, and the creation of favorable 
microsites. 

T72 Public Concern: The FEIS should require higher minimum stocking levels. 
Response:  The 2002 Forest Plan has adopted minimum stocking levels as established in 
the Rocky Mountain Regional Guide, Amended May 1992, Technical Corrections June 
1996. The guide establishes specifications for acceptable forest cultivation practice on the 
National Forest in the Rocky Mountain Region.  

T73 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use only native plant materials in 
revegetation and restocking efforts. 

Seed Collected From Same Area And Aspect  
Response:  Biodiversity Standard 1 found in Chapter 2 of the 2002 Forest Plan, Section 
2; directs the White River National Forest to use genetically local native plant species for 
re-vegetation efforts. The Standard refrained from requiring “only” genetically local 
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native plant species, because there are still limitations on technology and economic 
feasibility. The White River National Forest has emphasized the use of genetically local 
native plant species and will continue to strive on the expanding the use of genetically 
local native plant species under the 2002 Forest Plan. 

T74 Public Concern: The Forest Service should monitor and disclose the results of 
post-harvest regeneration. 
Response:  Silvicultural Standard 4 (Chapter 2 of the 2002 Forest Plan, Section 2) 
requires the White River National Forest to first-year and third-year restocking surveys, 
in addition to a fifth-year reforestation certification exam. The results of the reforestation 
surveys and certification exams will be incorporated into Forest Plan  

Monitoring (2002 Forest Plan, Chapter 4) under Monitoring Question - Implementation 
Monitoring 1. 

T75 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not conduct below-cost timber sales.  
Response:  Refer to response to Public Comments T112 and T113. According to the 
timber sale program information and reporting (TSPIRS), the economic account for the 
White River National Forest is generally above cost when all of the resource values, 
market and non-market, are considered for present net value (refer to FEIS, Chapter 3, 
Topic 6 – Timber Manaement, Figure 56). 

T76 Public Concern: The Forest Service should disclose in detail White River 
National Forest’s financial losses from the timber sale program. 
Response:  The White River National Forest’s timber revenues and expenses are 
discussed in Chapter 3 of the FEIS, Topic 6- Timber Management, under the section 
Below-cost Timber Sales Program. The information is also displayed in Figure 57 – 
Timber Sales Revenues and Expenses in the same section.  

T76.1 Include All Costs Of Timber Sale Administration In Profit/Loss Calculations 
Response:  Refer to response to Public Comment T77. The cost of Timber Sale 
Administration is displayed in Appendix B – Description of the Analysis Process, Timber 
Analysis Section, Table B6 – Cost and Production Functions in Sectrum. 

T77 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use more accurate methods of 
estimating future stumpage prices and timber program revenues. 

T77.1 Use Longer-Term Averages 

T77.2 Report Stumpage Rates For Lodgepole Pine And Spruce Separately 

T77.3 Account for the Reduced Supply of Dead Spruce Trees  
Response:  A forecasting future stumpage price is very difficult as with any free market 
commodity. The timber-stumpage market is highly volatile and subject by many variables 
outside of the White River National Forest's direct influence. The Forest used stumpage 
information over the past four years adjusted for inflation to estimate future stumpage 
prices. The cost and production values used in the Spectrum model can be found in 
Appendix B of the FEIS under the Timber Analysis. Given the difficulty, uncertainty and 
unreliability of estimating long-term stumpage prices, it is impossible to definitively 
project stumpage prices into the future. The Forest has analyzed current stumpage market 
information and established a procedure to calculate future stumpage market prices 
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T78 Public Concern: The Forest Service should abandon use of the “stewardship” 
timber sale designation as a means to justify below-cost sales. 
Response: “Stewardship” projects are authorized under Section 347 of the FY 1999 
Omnibus Appropriations Act and outside of the scope of the White River National Forest 
Plan. These “stewardship” projects are intended to provide a means for pilot-testing an 
array of potential new authorities for giving national forest managers greater 
administrative flexibility to improve forest conditions and potentially help meet the needs 
of local communities. The White River National Forest has been granted specific 
"Stewardship" authority for the Upper Blue Stewardship  project. The “Stewardship” 
authority is set to expire at the end of Fiscal Year 2004. A decision to renew or extended 
the "Stewardship" to additional projects will authority will be re-evaluated by congress at 
that time. 

T79 Public Concern: The Forest Service should only allow below-cost timber sales if 
harvest is the best management option for achieving forest health. 
Response:  The following Management Areas allow for vegetation management for 
achieving forest health or other resource objectives other than wood production (2002 
Forest Plan, Chapter 3): 1.41,1.2, 3.1, 3.21, 3.31, 3.32, 3.4, 3.5, 4.2, 4.23, 4.3, 4.32, 4.4, 
5.41, 5.42, 7.1, 8.21, 8.25, and 8.32. In some of these areas, necessary vegetation 
management may take the form of timber harvesting,  In these situations timber harvest is 
use as a tool to achieve forest health or other resource objectives. Given the objective is 
not wood production; economic efficiency may not be possible. However, the full value 
of maintaining or achieving forest health or other resource objectives is not quantatively 
reflected in the economic efficiency of the timber harvest.    

T80 Public Concern: The Forest Service should eliminate timber harvest in areas 
managed for backcountry non-motorized recreation. 
Response:  Management Area 1.31, Backcountry recreation—non-motorized area, is not 
part of the land base suitable for timber harvest. Vegetation management is not scheduled 
in this area and will only be used when necessary to meet specific resource objectives of 
maintaining non-motorized recreation near the primitive end of the recreation spectrum.  

T81 Public Concern: The Forest Service should mitigate the effects of timber 
harvest in areas with heavy recreational use. 
Response:  Programmatic direction in the Forest Plan regarding mitigating the effect of 
timber harvesting have been developed and are found in two sections of the 2002 Forest 
Plan. The first set of mitigation measures can be found in the Forest-wide Standards and 
Guideline for recreation in Chapter 2. The second set of mitigation measures can be 
found in the Standards and Guidelines for Category 3 Management Areas (2002 Forest 
Plan, Chapter 3, Category 3). Additional impacts and mitigation measures are considered 
and evaluated at site-specific project level analysis when planning timber sales in areas 
with heavy recreation use.  

T82 Public Concern: The Forest Service should continue to permit fuel-wood 
cutting in White River National Forest. 
Response:  The 2002 Forest Plan will continue to permit fuel-wood cutting in the White 
River National Forest. The opportunity to provide desired products, and issuing 
miscellaneous product permits is addressed in Objective 2c and Strategy 2c.2 found in 
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Chapter 1, Goal 2 Multiple Benefits to People. The opportunity to cut fuel-wood is also 
provided for under Special Forest Guideline 1 found in Chapter 2, Section 2, Biological. 
Projected fuel-wood harvested for each management alternative is displayed in Table  147 
of the FEIS, Topic 6 - Timber Management. 

T83 Public Concern: The Forest Service should expand the timber market 
assessment to include a broader market perspective. 
Response:  In 1997, Douglas Rideout of Colorado State University completed an 
administrative study to assess the timber markets for the White River National Forest. 
The study utilized timber sale data gathered from fiscal years 1990–1995. The saw timber 
market area for the White River National Forest was determined to be regional because of 
the proximity to the Interstate 70 travel corridor. The Timber Market Assessment did not 
include a broader market perspective because the Forest is a small supplier. As a small 
supplier, it does not have an influence on national and/or international timber markets. 
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TOPIC 7 
COMMUNITIES 
Part 1—Communities of Place 

Section 1—Demographics 

T84 Public Concern: The Forest Service should choose a management plan that 
controls (to reduce, maintain, or enhance) regional growth. 
Response: Based on independent research studies and the observations of many local 
residents, the magnitude and type of decisions made in the revision of this forest plan 
cannot control either population growth or urbanization of the area. The White River 
National Forest is clearly the primary factor in the fundamental attractiveness of the area, 
but it takes more than raw beauty and recreation opportunities to draw and accommodate 
new residents and tourists. Communities throughout the planning area provide products, 
services, and experiences that complement the forest and make visits to or living in this 
part of Colorado highly desirable. A recent study by BBC Research and Consulting 
(1997) stated this clearly: “The USFS’s ability to influence the pace or nature of local 
economic growth and development activity off site of the forest is very limited. 
Increasingly, it is the land use decisions made by the local towns and counties that will 
determine the character and economy of the region.” The ever-present views of the White 
River from towns and other locations throughout the area invite the notion that changes in 
management of the Forest, regardless of how incremental, will determine the destiny of 
local communities and counties. This is simply not the case. The Forest Service alone 
cannot control growth. The Forest Service, state and local governments, non-profit 
organizations, businesses, and individuals all share the burden of planning for and 
affecting the future together. (See our response to the next public comment for additional 
details.) Even then, market forces, international events, and demographic pressures in and 
outside of the planning area are beyond the control of any and all parties. 

One way in which the White River has very modest influence upon the attractiveness and 
growth of the planning area is in the development or limitation of recreation 
opportunities. Allocations for potential ski area development vary by alternative, but the 
range of acres allocated to this use is very small. Where there are additions from the “no 
action” alternative (B), they are limited to Summit County. Standards and guidelines for 
limiting motorized summer recreation to designated routes is the largest change to 
recreation among the alternatives. Discussion of the allocations, standards, and guidelines 
and their potential impacts can be found in the Recreation section of Chapter 3. The 
employment, income, and housing impacts of these changes can be found in the 
Communities section of Chapter 3.  

T85 Public Concern: The Forest Service should expand its analysis of urbanization 
and collaborate with local governments in doing so. 
Response: The implementing regulations for the National Forest Management Act 
include a section on the coordination of planning with other public planning efforts (36 
CFR 219.7). Responsibilit ies during forest planning include meeting with local 
government officials, reviewing local planning policies for objectives and interrelated 
impacts, and seeking resolution where conflicts are discovered. In response to comments 
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by local governments and others on the DEIS, a better way to accomplish these 
responsibilities has emerged. A pilot project of multi-jurisdictional cooperation and 
collaboration in land use planning and management has been developed between town, 
county, state, and Federal governmental entities in the Blue River basin of Summit and 
Grand Counties. The Northwest Colorado Council of Governments was instrumental in 
bringing the parties together, so that effective communication and coordination could be 
improved.  

Much of the Communities section of Chapter 3 was revised in light of these improved 
coordination efforts. The analysis of urbanization and its components has been expanded 
in this section. Population, numbers of employees, affordable housing, transportation, 
jobs, and income are useful indicators of urbanization and growth. Where impacts could 
not be quantitatively estimated, narrative discussions of potential impacts have been 
provided. Each of these indicators provides a different way of looking at extent to which 
each alternative is neutral to or constrains growth.  

Section 2—Economics 

T86 Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize the economic 
contribution of Wilderness areas and undisturbed natural areas to the local 
tourist economy. 
Response: Tourism is indeed the mainstay of communities in the White River National 
Forest area. There is very little timber industry and mining is only prominent in Rio 
Blanco County. Thousands of individuals and households are dependent upon tourism 
(including second-homes) for their livelihood. For these reasons, the tourism effects of 
alternatives were analyzed in great detail in the FEIS. The results are a major part of the 
Communities section and Economics subsection of Chapter 3.  

The tourism effects that could be analyzed in this FEIS result from visitors that recreate 
on the White River National Forest. There is a large portion of tourism that occurs on 
private lands, but exists in large measure only because of the scenic beauty that surrounds 
these communities. That scenic backdrop is provided by the White River National Forest. 
The amount of tourism in the area that can be attributable to this beautiful setting may not 
be completely separable or quantifiable. Even though it is excluded from the quantified 
economic contributions of the Forest, it is tremendously important and recognized 
qualitatively. The effects of each alternative upon scenery can be found in the 
Communities section and Economics subsection of Chapter 3.  

T87 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt the wilderness 
recommendation in Alternative I for its benefits to tourist-related business.  
Response: Please see the response to concern T85. 

T88 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the construction of housing 
on national forest land for local service industry employees. 

T88.1 Build Public Housing  

T88.2 Do Not Build Public Housing 
Response: The Forest Service is concerned about the problem of affordable housing for 
low and middle-income workers in this part of Colorado. The problem affects operations 
of the White River National Forest as well as other government agencies and local 



White River National Forest 

Response to Public Comment A3-258 

businesses. Seasonal and permanent employees of the Forest often have great difficulty 
locating housing within their financial means, thus affecting the pool of qualified 
candidates. The search for effective solutions to these problems is a regular topic of 
discussion with local governments and businesses.  

Land exchange is one tool that can be used to help address the problem. Lands may be 
traded to better achieve mandated National Forest management objectives. If objectives 
of local communities can also be accommodated through such trades, even greater 
benefits can be realized. While there are various on-going issues regarding the processes 
and procedures for land exchanges, such transactions offer great potential to assist 
community and housing needs. Because land exchanges are done on a site-specific basis, 
they are not addressed in detail in this FEIS or the forest plan.  

Some parties have advocating using National Forest lands for the development of public 
housing. The Forest Service does not have the authority to permit public housing on 
National Forest lands.  

T89 Public Concern: The Forest Service should fully evaluate the economic 
consequences of limitations on ski area expansion. 
Response: The method for projected future demand for skiing underwent a major 
overhaul from the DEIS for the FEIS. The methods and results are discussed in the Ski-
based Resorts section of Chapter 3 and more fully explained in Appendix B. Estimates 
are now based on the best data available from the National Ski Areas Association, 
Colorado Ski County USA, and demographic projections of local and Front Range 
communities (Center for Business and Economic Forecasting, Inc, 2001). Quality of 
skiing was also a major consideration in the use and impact estimates. Differences in ski 
area conditions, expansion potential, location, and infrastructure constraints (including 
communities, highways, and ski area facilities) were also factored into the analysis. The 
economic effects of projected skier-days utilized trip expenditure data from a variety of 
studies (RRC Associates, 1998 and 1999). The results are separately identified in the 
Communities/Economic section of Chapter 3, with more detail available in Appendix B.  

T90 Public Concern: The Forest Service should fully evaluate the economic 
consequences of reduced trail miles and associated mountain bike use. 
Response: In response to public comment, impacts to and from mountain biking were 
given additional consideration in the FEIS. Recreation use estimates for mountain biking 
were separately identified and analyzed. This information is located in the Recreation 
Management section of Chapter 3. Additional detail is provided in Appendix B. Local 
economic impacts of mountain biking were also separated from general dispersed, non-
motorized recreation use. Inquiries to the International Mountain Biking Association 
confirmed that studies providing trip expenditure patterns for mountain bikers are still 
rare. The best available study (Sumathi, 1997) was used to estimate local economic 
effects on jobs and labor income in the entire 6-county area and three sub-areas. Analysis 
for the larger planning area shows that approximately 90 jobs are attributable to mountain 
biking on the White River National Forest in 1999, growing to 110 in 2010. Only 
Alternative F (100 jobs) shows a moderating effect on the growth of mountain-biking-
related jobs.  
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T91 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not promote or enhance the 
economic health of the region. 
Response: The Forest Service has long had an interest in the condition and vibrancy of 
local economies, especially as they relate to the use of public lands. This is based upon 
both the agency’s Congressionally mandated interests in healthy communities generally 
as well as its local concern as a partner with vested interests in the life of particular 
communities. Well-managed public lands and vibrant local communities are not mutually 
exclusive. The Communities section of the FEIS explored the implications of various 
land management alternatives upon local communities. The purpose of these analyses 
was to not promote economic development at the cost of a healthy forest, but to disclose 
the inevitable trade-offs that come with differing courses of action. Some alternatives 
enhance some social and economic aspects of local communities; some alternatives are 
neutral. Various parties may view the effects differently.  

T92 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt Alternative I for its benefits to 
the economy. 
Response: The degree to which the planning area is dependent upon the White River 
National Forest is analyzed and discussed in the Communities/Economics section of 
Chapter 3. The analysis includes both quantified estimates of jobs, income, tourism, 
population, and housing, as well as general observations regarding the contribution of the 
Forest to the attractiveness of the area. Conserving wildlands can be accomplished in a 
variety a ways to serve a variety of purposes, including economic considerations. The 
alternatives in this FEIS offer a wide range of possibilities to conserving wildlands.  

T93 Public Concern: The White River Forest Plan should avoid adverse economic 
impacts to businesses.  
Response: The economic analysis in the FEIS is designed to examine effects at the 
county or multi-county scale. In response to public comments, the economic analysis has 
been expanded from the DEIS to look at three subareas within White River planning area. 
Results of the analyses are in the Communities/Economics section of Chapter 3. 

There are several reasons why no analysis of individual firms is found in this or other 
NEPA documents. First, there are thousands of tourism-related businesses in the planning 
area, so an analysis of impacts upon each business would be impossible. Second, impacts 
on individual firms would require access to data that is typically confidential and 
proprietary. Third, NEPA does not require an analysis of effects upon individual firms. 
We understand that some firms may be affected positively and other affected negatively 
by Forest Service programmatic and project decisions, and that such impacts sometimes 
affect individuals in profound ways. However, our analyses are focused at the community 
or higher levels. 

T94 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the limits imposed on local 
recreation-based economies caused by restricting recreational access. 
Response: Projected recreation use under Alternative B (“no action”) and under 
alternatives that might limit or constrain projected use was examined. The economic 
consequences of reduced recreation use have been incorporated into the effects display 
and discussion of the Communities/Economics section of Chapter 3. The results indicate 
that in 2010, jobs attributable to recreation other than downhill skiing for all alternatives 
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will increase from 1999 levels. Some alternatives may prompt a slower growth rate (D, F, 
I, and K) that would still increase recreation-related jobs by at least 15 percent. Other 
alternatives (B, C, and E) would not affect the growth of recreation-related jobs – 
projected to be about 18 percent. In the context of overall growth anticipated by the State 
of Colorado for the planning area, jobs growth related to White River National Forest 
recreation (non-skiing) accounts for about one percent of total job growth. 

T95 Public Concern: The Final EIS should itemize economic impacts by 
recreational activities. 
Response: The economic impacts in the FEIS are summarized to provide the general 
reader with an understanding of alternative consequences. Many readers desire greater 
depth of the analysis process and results. Appendix B provides another level of detail 
regarding the process. Still more detail can be found in the Social and Economic 
Specialist Report and in referenced electronic files within the administrative record. 
Recreation activities were grouped as follows: downhill skiing, winter non-motorized 
dispersed recreation, winter motorized recreation (snowmobiling), recreation in 
developed sites, non-motorized dispersed recreation (summer and fall, excluding 
mountain biking), motorized dispersed recreation (summer and fall), mechanized 
dispersed recreation (mountain biking), big game hunting, small game hunting, fishing, 
and viewing wildlife. All groups are mutually exclusive. Detailed economic impact 
results can be provided upon request. 

T96 Public Concern: The Final EIS’ regional effects analysis should include 
impacts to Park County. 
Response: The robust tourism-based economy of the White River National Forest area 
causes social and economic impacts to extend beyond communities near or adjacent to 
the Forest. As you know, communities such as Leadville, Fairplay, Alma, and 
Kremmling all experience these effects. The economic modeling was done on a county 
basis because the benchmark data from the State of Colorado was available at the county 
level, not the community level. Inclusion of a county in the modeling was based on 
whether the county was strongly tied economically and socially to White River area. 
Leadville and Lake County are a good example of this. Leadville is the largest and 
primary population center within Lake County, having nearly half of the county 
population. There are other economic drivers within Lake County, but the economic and 
social ties to the White River area are stronger than these other drivers. Consequently, all 
of Lake County was included in the economic modeling. This is confirmed by the 
Colorado Department of Labor in its recognition of Lake, Summit, and Eagle Counties as 
a single labor market area. Fairplay, Alma, and Park County represent a different 
situation. Both the Fairplay and Alma communities combined represent only 15 percent 
of the population of Park County. The eastern side of Park County is strongly influenced 
by the Front Range. Thus, Park County was omitted from the modeling. However, each 
of these communities is included in the demographics analysis of Chapter 3. While these 
communities were not included in the economic models, they share many of the 
characteristics and economic ties of communities within the model area. For this reason, 
general conclusions of the analysis can be reasonably applied to the communities of 
Fairplay, Alma, and Kremmling.  
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T97 Public Concern: The Forest Service should control ski area permittee business 
practices.  
Response: Any firm, including those who hold permits to operate on National Forests, 
must conduct business within applicable Federal, State, and local laws. This issue is 
beyond the scope of a Forest Plan Revision.  

Section 3—Local governments 

T98 Public Concern: The Forest Service should decouple the funding of counties 
from timber sale and other revenues. 
Response: Changing legislation is outside the scope of a Forest Plan revision. However, 
the legislation you are referring to—the Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-
Determination Act of 2000—has become law since the release of the DEIS. This law is 
discussed within the Communities/Local Governments section of Chapter 3. 

T99 Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize the effects of ski area 
expansion on private lands and on the costs to local governments for providing 
services and mitigating adverse impacts.  
Response: The Forest Service is increasingly aware of the connections between public 
land management and private lands, business decisions, and local government operations. 
These interactions work in both directions; that is, some public land decisions affect the 
private sector and local governments and vice versa. Federal land management decisions 
do not control private land development or business decisions, but can be influential. 
These actions can either directly or indirectly affect the other parties. We are currently 
working with the Northwest Colorado Council of Governments to improve our mutual 
understanding of these interactions.  

The analysis of community impacts in the FEIS has been revised in response to these and 
similar comments. A literature search was made to find research that has quantified the 
net costs of a tourism economy upon local governments. No studies were discovered that 
could be applied to the complexities of the White River situation. Estimates of additional 
tax revenues could have been made, and estimates of Federal payments were made in the 
FEIS. But examining only the revenue side of local government impacts is not helpful. 
The cost of additional services, including law enforcement, emergency services, street 
and building maintenance, social services for an expanded population and workforce, 
must be considered. The real story is the net effect of these costs and revenues. The FEIS 
discussed these effects, but quantitative estimates could not be made. Beyond recognition 
of potential net costs, the White River National Forest has committed to increased 
collaboration with local governments so that these concerns can be addressed together as 
the plan is implemented and the area continues to grow in the coming years. 

One way in which the Forest has responded to local government concerns regarding the 
development of private lands near the Forest boundary is the addition of Management 
Area (MA) 7.1 to various alternatives. This MA, applied to National Forest lands 
adjacent to areas of current or potential private development, is designed to improve the 
cooperation between various governments for issues such as wildfire and law 
enforcement. See the Local Governments subsection in the Communities portion of 
Chapter 3 for a discussion of intermix lands.  
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Part 2—Communities of Interest 

Section 1—Stakeholders 

T100 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not manage forest resources in 
order to subsidize industries or protect jobs. 
Response: Any policy regarding the subsidization of industries is not within the scope of 
the forest plan revision. While the White River National Forest is concerned with effects 
on jobs in communities as it relates to Forest management, it has no policy to protect jobs 
in selected industries.  

The timber industry is often singled out as receiving favored treatment by the Forest 
Service. Throughout the last decade, numerous mills in the Rocky Mountain Region have 
closed while  others have reconfigured to process smaller logs. International and national 
market forces now affect mills in this part of the country more directly than ever before. 
There is a continuing demand for timber products in this country, and National Forests 
play an important role in supplying timber to meet the demand. The White River National 
Forest historically has not been a large supplier of timber, but provides modest volumes 
of logs and wood fiber that are processed at local and regional mills in Wyoming and 
Colorado.  

Timber from the White River National Forest is sold at market rates. Timber prices 
fluctuate from year to year, as influenced by market forces. Depending upon conditions, 
some firms purchase National Forest timber at prices above their production costs while 
others purchase timber below their production costs. Timber analysis in this FEIS used 
historic market prices, adjusted annually for projected real price increases.  

While the Forest Service in general and this Forest Plan Revision in particular does not 
subsidize the timber industry with below-market prices, it has a keen interest in 
maintaining industry viability within the region. A local timber industry provides land 
managers and taxpayers with cost-effective options for treating vegetation to achieve 1) 
reduced risk of wildfires and insects and 2) improved forest health.  

Section 2—Financial and Economic Efficiency 

T101 Public Concern: The Forest Service should improve the economic impacts 
analysis of Alternative D. 

T101.1 Alternative D Will Harm The Economy 

T101.2 Limiting Ski Area Expansion Will Harm The Economy 

T101.3 Alternative D Will Benefit The Economy 
Response: The economic impact analysis has been completely revised for the FEIS. 
Using the best available data and studies by industry experts, recreation and skier use 
estimates have been improved, economic models have been revised and localized, and 
projections of growth have been updated. It is anticipated that no alternative will reduce 
employment and income from current levels. The differences between alternatives are 
best expressed as to their impact on growth. Alternative B is neutral with regard to future 
growth, while the others offer a range of slightly slower growth. The greatest effect on 
employment will still result in the addition of over 1,200 jobs attributable to activities on 
the White River National Forest by 2010 (Alternative I). Alternative D shows an increase 



  Final Environmental Impact Statement Volume 2 

 A3-263 Appendix A 

of 1,400 jobs and Alternative K, the selected alternative, shows an increase of 1,700 jobs. 
Ninety-eight percent of these new jobs are associated with some form of recreation. But 
these new jobs are a small fraction of the 52,000 new jobs in the planning area by 2010 
that are projected by the State of Colorado. Under all alternatives, tourism and second 
home development will remain the most dominant part of planning area economy. One 
conclusion that can be drawn from the analysis is that population, recreation, and 
economic growth will happen regardless of the forest plan alternative.  

T102 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use a broader array of modeling 
tools to improve the accuracy of the socio-economic analysis. 
Response: Input/output models, such as those developed with the use of IMPLAN, have 
been used by the economics profession for decades to understand and analyze the 
linkages of an economy. The models provide a framework that expands upon more 
simplistic “base-export” analysis, allowing better identification of sectors and institutions 
and their roles within the economic area. A well-designed input/output model built with 
credible data provides excellent estimates of output, employment, and other economic 
multipliers. These multipliers include direct, indirect, and induced effects. Alternate 
terminology was used in the FEIS Chapter 3, Topic 7, Part 3—Communities of Place, 
referring to these three effects as “base,” “indirect,” and “resident services.” The indirect 
and induced effects are sometimes referred to as “secondary.” These benefits make 
input/output models an ideal tool for analyzing a strong tour ism (export) economy, such 
as that found in the White River area. 

An “engine” of an economy is one that brings outside dollars into the area. This “engine” 
can be mining, manufacturing, or tourism. Tourism is the primary engine of the economy 
surrounding the White River planning area. Tourism includes not only traditional tourists, 
who come for short stays and then return home, but second-home owners, who come 
repeatedly, often stay longer, and spend money on a greater variety of goods and 
services. Both kinds of tourists are non-residents who spend dollars that have been earned 
outside the area. For this reason, only non-resident spending is counted as the origin of 
many economic effects. The multiplier effect of tourism includes 1) jobs that sell goods 
and services directly to tourists, 2) jobs that sell goods and services to those businesses 
that deal directly with tourists, and 3) jobs that sell goods and services to all the 
employees (and their dependents) that received income from categories 1) and 2).  

The expenditure data used for non-local skiers were derived from studies of Colorado and 
other Western ski areas (RRC Associates, 1998 and 1999). Day skiers were separated 
from destination (overnight) skiers because they have markedly different expenditure 
patterns. The data were converted to an average skier-day basis, and included all local 
trip-related expenditures. Accommodations are typically the largest component of ski 
expenditures and skiers typically share accommodations. For example, the cost of a 
condominium for a trip of five nights is split among all those in the party who ski, and 
then further divided by the average number of days skied per person during the trip. 
Consultation with ski industry experts and crosschecking with county-based tourism data 
confirmed that the impacts of skiing in this FEIS are reasonable estimates.  

Real estate sales, whether to skiers or other tourists, were not analyzed in the FEIS.  
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T103 Public Concern: The Forest Service should base its economic analysis on 
actual case studies rather than modeling. – MOVED INTO T101. 

T104 Public Concern: The Final EIS should include a detailed discussion of the 
methodology used to determine economic impacts. 
Response: The economic analysis section of Appendix B was mistakenly omitted from 
the DEIS. It is included in the Appendix B of the FEIS. This section is designed for 
readers who desire more details of the analysis process, but it does not include sufficient 
information to replicate the analysis. For that level of detail, the Social and Economic 
Specialist Report and associated electronic files in the administrative record should be 
consulted. They are available upon request.  

T105 Public Concern: The Forest Service should take a national accounting 
approach when evaluating economic impacts of alternatives. 
Response: We agree that both accounting stances must be presented. Both the DEIS and 
FEIS include economic analyses from a regional and a national accounting stance. The 
regional accounting stance is used for social and economic impact analyses to local 
communities and counties. This includes changes to employment, labor income, housing, 
Federal payments to local governments, and minority populations. The national 
accounting stance is used for the consideration of benefits and costs to all of society. The 
economic cost-efficiency analysis includes market prices for timber and range outputs, 
and non-market price estimates for outdoor recreation. Water yield is not included in the 
economic analysis because estimated changes in yield stemming from vegetative 
treatments have not been proven to be statistically discernable at the programmatic level 
(Brown, et al, 1998). Many outcomes and/or ecosystem conditions associated with each 
alternative are not included in the economic efficiency analysis. Prices for many of these 
outcomes and conditions have been estimated in the economic literature, but their 
portability or transferability to other locations and situations is very limited. The USDA 
and Washington Office of the Forest Service have not established the monetary prices of 
non-use outcomes or conditions for application to Forest planning. The agency's cost of 
achieving these outcomes and conditions is included in the economic efficiency analysis. 
Both the impact and efficiency analyses can be found in the Communities section of 
Chapter 3.  

T106 Public Concern: The Forest Service should modify the assumptions and 
constraints used in the IMPLAN model.  
Response: Input/output models, such as those developed with the use of IMPLAN, have 
been used by the economics profession for decades to understand and analyze the 
linkages of an economy. The models provide a framework that expands upon more 
simplistic base-export analysis, allowing better identification of sectors and institutions 
and their roles within the economic area. A well-designed input/output model built with 
credible data provides excellent estimates of output, employment, and other economic 
multipliers. These benefits make input/output models an ideal tool for analyzing a strong 
tourism (export) economy, such as that found in the White River area. 

The models were built with national structural relationships provided by IMPLAN, but 
calibrated to county-specific data. These data have been mutually agreed upon by county 
officials and the Demography Section of the Colorado Department of Local Affairs. 
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These data crossed all sectors and were especially valuable where self-employed 
businesses are prominent – such as the retail trade and service sectors that are so 
important to tourism. Fortunately, data such as these are available by county throughout 
Colorado, making IMPLAN models more accurate and useful than would otherwise be 
the case. A further benefit of these data is that IMPLAN models can be successfully 
applied to smaller areas. Public comment on the DEIS made it clear that analysis of the 
White River area must be done at both the larger planning area and at smaller sub-areas. 
While one must be careful to not extend the models to inappropriate levels, the robust 
economies of the White River area are not like typical rural counties in the Western US 
where such applications could not be supported. 

Use of the economic models, as in most impact analyses using input/output models, was 
not done with pre-assigned designations of whether certain sectors were classified as 
“basic.” The beauty of these models is that the model itself, if accurately reflecting the 
regional economy, can point the analyst to the portion of each sector that is “basic.” The 
results of such an analysis is found in the Communities section and Economic subsection 
of the FEIS.  

IMPLAN models were not used in isolation from other data sources or trends. The 
tourism work being directed by a partnership of the Colorado Department of Local 
Affairs/Demography Section, Bureau of Land Management, Colorado Tourism Office, 
and USDA Forest Service (Center for Business and Economic Forecasting, Inc, 2001b) 
provided important economic information that was used to further calibrate recreation 
impact estimates. In addition, independent employment projections provided by the 
Colorado Department of Local Affairs/Demography Section (Center for Business and 
Economic Forecasting, Inc, 2001a) put the modeling impact results into a reliable long-
term context. Yes, input/output models are static models that have limitations, but when 
used in conjunction with other analytical data they can provide credible and valuable 
insights in the economy of an area. 

Further details of the social and economic modeling and analysis can be found in the 
Social and Economic Specialist Report contained within the administrative record. 

T107 Public Concern: The Forest Service should expand the economic analysis to 
include a broader array of costs and benefits. 

T107.1 Non-priced Values – e.g. tangible and intangible; existence, option and  bequest; 
Response: There are many values associated with National Forests that cannot be 
expressed in monetary terms. Many values are highly personal and subjective in nature. 
These values include connections of people, circumstances, time and place that occur on 
the National Forests. An example may be an annual family trip to a certain scenic vista 
using their off-highway vehicle on a favorite designated route. Monetary expressions are 
poor measures for the moment and the reflection of such multi-faceted values. These, 
however, may be the greatest value of National Forests to the nation. 

Other values can and have been expressed in monetary terms in the economics literature. 
Existence, option, and bequest values are among the kinds of values that have been 
expressed in monetary terms. Typically, a study is focused on a particular kind of value 
for a particular geographic location and a particular population. The results are valid for 
that specific location and population, but may not be transferable to all situations. Thus, a 
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study in the northern Rockies or Columbia River Basin may not be applicable to the 
White River National Forest. 

The economics literature clearly shows that people hold passive use values for a variety 
of conditions on the National Forests. These values are relevant to the management 
situation on the White River, but the spectrum of values in the literature is not easily 
transferred to the programmatic analyses and decisions being made for the White River. 
Although the Forest Service recognizes the validity and importance of these values, the 
existing literature is not sufficient to serve as a basis for monetary estimates of the 
management actions proposed by the White River plan. Therefore, passive use values for 
such things as biological diversity and wildlife habitat must be taken into consideration in 
a qualitative sense.  

Comments on the DEIS have suggested that the full value of the White River National 
Forest should be included in any benefit-cost analysis. This value might include such 
things as ecosystem services, its place in our national heritage, and all capital 
improvements. This kind of analysis would be appropriate if the decision in a forest plan 
revision was to retain or eliminate the entire National Forest. The decisions made in a 
forest plan revision, however, are incremental. The decisions are not whether to keep or 
sell the White River National Forest, but rather to make step-wise changes in the way it is 
managed. Consequently, it is the difference between the “no action” alternative (B) and 
the other alternatives that offers insight into the benefits and costs of each course of 
action. 

The values mentioned above are often discussed in the biological, physical, recreational, 
or cultural sections of the FEIS. Their consideration is also documented in the Record of 
Decision. Because such values are not expressed in monetary terms and therefore not 
included in the economic efficiency analysis does not mean that they have been excluded 
from the calculus of “net public benefits”. Present net value is determined in part from 
benefits that can be expressed monetarily, but this is only a portion of all the values 
associated with the White River National Forest. 

T107.2 Off-site Impacts – MOVED TO T84 

T107.3 Externalities 
Response: 36 CFR 219.12(g)3(i) directs that costs “of the agency and all other public 
and private costs required to manage the forest up to the point where the outputs are 
valued and the environmental consequences are realized” be included in the estimated 
effects of alternatives (emphasis added). Agency costs have been included in Chapter 3, 
Topic 7, Part 2, Section 2— Financial and Economic Efficiency. Where there are 
significant private costs necessary to provide the valued outputs, they have been 
estimated and explicitly included in the efficiency analysis. These include the costs of 
doing business on the Forest incurred by permitees. There are no other public costs that 
we are aware of associated with the valued outputs of timber, range, and recreation.  

Local or regional effects to communities (jobs and income) and governments (Federal 
payments) have been estimated and discussed in the Communities section of Chapter 3. 
Effects on individual businesses are not required by NEPA nor by NFMA. Effects 
associated with municipal watersheds and urban interface areas are discussed in their 
respective sections. 
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T107.4 Opportunity Costs 
Response: The notion of opportunity cost has been strengthened in the economic and 
financial efficiency subsections of Chapter 3. A summary of biological, physical, social, 
and economic differences among alternatives, including present net value, is included in 
Chapter 2. A discussion of these differences or trade-offs among alternatives as they 
relate to a decision is found in the Record of Decision. There is no analysis of project-
level investments since this decision is forest-wide in nature.  

T107.5 Roads and Road Closures 
Response: Site-specific road and trail direction is not part of the forest plan. Forest-wide 
standard and guidelines are used to guide programmatic travel management decisions on 
all National Forest System lands within the White River National Forest. Management 
area prescriptions contain additional standards and guidelines that further dictate travel 
management. The resource emphasis of each management area prescription influences 
the type of travel management for each area. Travel management rules and strategies will 
be developed within a travel management plan, which will comply with the standards and 
guidelines in the revised forest plan. A draft travel management plan will be issued with 
the release of the final forest plan. Once the travel management plan is finalized, site-
specific projects will be developed. During development of the project plans, detailed 
benefits and costs must be considered.  

The cost of road construction, closure, maintenance, and restoration are fully included in 
the total budget of each Forest Plan revision alternative. The cost of each alternative was 
fixed at two budget levels: experienced and full. Costs were allocated among program 
areas for each alternative, but finer details were not estimated. The speed with which 
roads may be constructed, closed, maintained, or restored is an implementation issue and 
will be dependent upon available funding. However, each road activity must be compliant 
with the standards and guides in the forest plan and consistent with the travel 
management plan. 

T107.6 Noxious Weed Control 
Response: The environmental consequences of noxious weeds are better established than 
the economic consequences. A literature search for studies estimating the economic 
effects of noxious weeds in Colorado or the Rocky Mountains yielded nothing. Anecdotal 
evidence appears to be all that is currently available. Statements regarding economic 
consequences of noxious weed control have been removed from the FEIS.  

T107.7 Predator Control 
Response: Predator control was not a revision topic. There is no management change that 
would prompt this type of analysis. Other issues related to predator control are beyond 
the scope of this Forest Plan Revision.  

T107.8 Timber Harvest 
Response: Historic TSPIRS information is provided for context only. It is not used to 
“justify” or to analyze the economic consequences of alternative programmatic timber 
activities.  

The FEIS includes a broad array of timber program alternatives, ranging from annual 
harvest levels of 5.4 to 22.3 MMBF of sawtimber in the first decade. The economic and 
environmental consequences, including costs, of this broad range are included in the 
“Direct and indirect effects” portion of each section in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. The social 
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and economic analyses examine the total consequences of each alternative. Timber 
management, because it is such a small portion of the total consequences, is not isolated 
in the Communities section. However, the present net value (PNV) analysis of the timber 
program is displayed in the Timber Management section. Further details are available in 
Appendix B.  

T107.9 Soil Expectation Value 
Response: Management of the White River National Forest is not guided solely by a 
PNV analysis. The guiding concept in Forest Planning is Net Public Benefits. This 
concept is well defined in the regulations that direct the planning process: 

“An expression used to signify the overall long-term value to the nation of all outputs and 
positive effects (benefits) less all associated inputs and negative effects (costs) whether 
they can be quantitatively valued or not. Net public benefits are measured by both 
quantitative and qualitative criteria rather than a single measure or index.” (CFR 219.3) 

Soil expectation value (SEV) is a theoretical concept that is well known in forest 
economics and by those who designed the planning regulations. Forest planning is 
concerned with taking the current condition of a National Forest, devising a variety of 
management alternatives to achieve specified desired conditions, then examining the 
effects of those alternatives. Programmatic timber activities are analyzed over long 
periods of time to assure that requirements such as non-declining sustained yield can be 
achieved within the desired conditions. SEV is a more narrow concept that could be 
calculated, but it does not address the more comprehensive objectives of forest planning. 
For this reason, SEV is not required by the planning regulations.  

T107.10 Fish and Wildlife  
Response: The local economic impacts of habitat management are included within the 
total economic impacts provided in Chapter 3. Impacts only occur when an economic 
activity happens. The economic activities associated with fish and wildlife management 
alternatives in this FEIS are local expenditures by the Forest Service for management 
activities and local expenditures by non-residents for hunting, fishing, or viewing 
wildlife. Both of these activities bring outside dollars into the planning area. The 
consequences of each are tabulated and discussed in the Communities/Economics section 
of Chapter 3. 

T107.11 Carbon Storage 
Response: The issue of carbon sequestration was neither a revision topic nor a prominent 
analytical topic that resulted from scoping. Consequently, it was not included in the 
alternative design or effects analysis in this FEIS. 
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T108 Public Concern: The Forest Service should expand the economic analysis to 
include a broader array of costs and benefits. 

T108.1 Watershed Protection 

T108.2 Soil Fertility 

T108.3 Non-game Fish and Wildlife –MOVED TO T107.10 

T108.4 Scenic Quality – MOVED TO T85 

T108.5 Existence, Option, and Bequest Values – MOVED TO T107.1 

T108.6 Research Benefits 
Response: The economic analysis addressed an appropriate range of costs and benefits 
for planning at the broad, forest-wide scale. At this scale it is not appropriate to estimate 
quantitative adverse impacts to water quality and soil productivity. The intent of the 
forest plan is to minimize, mitigate, or eliminate impacts to such resources. Likewise it is 
not appropriate to attempt to place monetary values on such potential impacts. The cost 
of mitigation measures is better analyzed at the project level, when more accurate 
estimates of impacts and mitigation can be determined. Similarly, the economic benefit of 
future research benefits cannot be valued economically at this time, in this analysis. 

T108.7 Net Social Capital 
Response: The alternatives in this FEIS provide a wide range of forest management 
options. However, none of them fundamentally or significantly change the anticipated 
future of communities in the area. As shown and discussed in Chapter 3, Alternatives D 
and I indicate opportunities to very modestly slow, but not significantly alter the rapid 
growth projected for the area. All of the remaining alternatives have little or no effect on 
community indicators. These effects suggest that important community variables such as 
leadership opportunities, education, and self-identity will not be affected. 

T108.8 Tangible and Intangible Values –MOVED TO T107.1 

T109 Public Concern: In the Final EIS, the Forest Service should use quantitative 
ecosystem indicators to evaluate benefits to the public. 
Response: Between the close of public comments on the DEIS and completion of the 
FEIS, meetings were held with stakeholders of the White River National Forest. In those 
meetings, stakeholders were asked to verify and edit a list of objectives that they held for 
management of the White River National Forest. They were then asked to identify the 
attributes or measures that best represented those objectives. Included among the 
stakeholders were motorized recreationists, non-motorized recreationists, government 
interests, skiing interests, environmental/conservation interests, and second-home 
owners. The results of this work include tables that compare alternatives using the 
objectives/attributes of the stakeholders. Ecosystem indicators are among the attributes 
identified by several stakeholders of the White River National Forest. Details of this 
work, the results, and the research behind this approach can be found in the 
Communities/Stakeholders section of Chapter 3 and in Appendix B.  
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T110 Public Concern: The Final EIS should i nclude a summary table of anticipated 
non-priced outputs by alternative. 
Response: Summary tables of anticipated, measurable outcomes and activities by 
alternative can be found in Supplemental Table 2, Chapter 2. Detailed discussions of each 
outcome can be found in the corresponding sections of Chapter 3. A balancing of all 
economic and non-economic outputs is best found in the Record of Decision. In that 
document, the Regional Forester must disclose his consideration of outputs and outcomes 
that are monetarily valued (in the economic efficiency analysis) with others that do not 
have or cannot be monetarily valued. Community impacts are also discussed within the 
Record of Decision. This consideration of all priced and non-priced consequences is the 
central notion of Net Public Benefit. 

T111 Public Concern: The Forest Service should measure the economic effects of 
alternatives relatives to what would happen over time without their 
implementation. 
Response: We agree that an economic analysis should consider the effects of alternatives 
over the planning horizon. This was done in the DEIS, but the tables may not have made 
it clear. In the FEIS, this comparison of alternatives with a baseline is made in the 
cumulative effects section of the Communities/Economics analysis. Alternative B, the 
“no action” alternative is considered to be implicitly included within the individual, 
business, and governmental decisions that shape projections of employment and income 
made by the State of Colorado. Other alternatives are displayed as either increasing or 
decreasing employment and labor income from the Alternative B baseline. In the same 
table, comparisons are also made to conditions in 1999. A careful study of these tables 
and the accompanying text will show that most alternatives either slow projected growth 
of the area or have no effect upon projected growth. 

TOPIC 8 
AMERICAN INDIAN RIGHTS AND INTERESTS 

T112 Concerns for this Topic Are Addressed in Affected Environment Topic Areas 

TOPIC 9 
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

T113 Concerns for this Topic Are Addressed in Affected Environment Topic Areas 
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DEIS APPENDICES 

APPENDIX B 
DESCRIPTION OF THE ANALYSIS PROCESS 

T114 Public Concern: The Forest Service should modify assumptions used in timber 
modeling. 
Response: We did our best to present the process of determining ASQ in a logical 
manner. The overall process is presented in FEIS, Figure B-1 of Appendix B, Timber 
Analysis Section; page B-4. This figure identifies the individual components that are 
combined to do the analysis. The remainder of Appendix B, Section Timber Analysis; 
addresses each of the components individually, providing some but not all details. There 
are practical limits as to how much detail can be included in the published Forest Plan 
Documents. Additional detail can be found in the Supplement to Appendix B referred to 
on page B-8. This supplement is not included in the 2002 Forest Plan and FEIS CD or 
published documents, but was available for review upon request and is included on the 
administrative record CD. Even more minute details could be obtained by examining the 
supporting materials in the administrative record. 

T114.1 Wet Soils 
Response: Under certain conditions wet soils can be harvested without irreversible 
damage (as described in Appendix B page B-19) and can be regenerated, so these lands 
are included in the suitable base used to estimate ASQ. The watershed conservation 
practices handbook, which is part of the 2002 Forest Plan standards and guidelines 
package, addresses wet areas. During project planning, site-specific evaluation is 
conducted and specified protection and mitigation requirements for specific wet areas 
determined. 

T114.2 Flow Constraints (steep slopes) 
Response: The percentage of lands suited for timber management greater than 40 percent 
slope is small in all alternatives (Figure fw16_strata.xls on page A1 of the Supplement to 
Appendix B that is available at the Forest Supervisor’s Office). The Watershed 
Conservation Practices Handbook (2509.25), which is part of the forest plan standards 
and guidelines package, address timber harvest on steep slopes. During project planning, 
site-specific evaluation is conducted and specific protection requirements for harvest 
areas determined. As with all areas within a project, steep slopes would be included in 
specific harvest plans only if: 

• Such lands were part of the suitable timber base slated for active management 
• Irreversible damage would not result 
• Regeneration could be achieved 
• Treatment is compatible with ecosystem management objectives as applied to the 

project area. 

In terms of having a long term, balanced and economically viable timber program, the 
agency must tackle some of the more difficult and expensive actively managed suitable 
lands throughout the planning horizon, without deferring that management until later 
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decades to avoid economic problems in those planning horizons. These lands must either 
be harvested throughout the planning horizon, or not included in the suitable land base, 
hence the flow constraints mentioned in Appendix B. 

T115 Public Concern: The Forest Service should complete the required analysis of 
relative resource values and externalized costs in the timber suitability 
determination. 
Response:  The analysis of timber suitability can be found in Appendix B of the FEIS 
under Lands Suited for Timber Production. The analysis used five standards to determine 
whether a particular parcel might be suitable for timber production. These five standards 
incorporated and complied with the following required direction: 36 CFR 219.9(a)(1) [1], 
36 CFR 219.14(a)(4) [1], FHS 2409.13-21.3 [2], 36 CFR 219.14(a)(21) [1], and 36 CFR 
219.14(a)(3) [1].  Quantifying related resource values, ecosystem service values and 
externalized logging cost are difficult if not impossible, give that these values are 
subjective and "value laden". The White River National Forest is unaware of any 
acceptable procedure to quantify these values. These values are discussed qualatatively in 
the FEIS, Chapter 3, Social and Economic Setting. 

APPENDIX D 
HISTORIC RANGE OF VARIABILITY 

T116 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the Historic Range of 
Variability Analysis to reflect current scientific knowledge. 

T116.1 Fire Return Intervals 

T116.2 Patch Size 

T116.3 Maturity of Forest Stands  
Response: The Historic Range of Variability (HRV) assessment was updated for the 
FEIS. This update incorporates comments received after review of the original document 
by a scientific panel made up of academic specialists that are currently involved in 
documenting HRV conditions throughout Region 2 of the Forest Service. As their final 
reports become available, they will be reviewed by Forest specialists, and pertinent 
information will be incorporated into the Revised White River Forest Plan as appropriate. 
The updated White River National Forest HRV document incorporates the comments 
from the review by the scientific panel and focuses on historic disturbance regimes and 
landscape patterns that resulted from these disturbances. These landscape patterns are 
compared with current disturbance regimes and patterns. Ecological implications of these 
differences are identified and documented in the FEIS in Chapter 3, Topic 1, Part 2, 
Section 1 and Appendix D.. Desired conditions for various ecological attributes are 
linked in the Plan to the information contained in the HRV section where possible.  

This update for the FEIS was an interdisciplinary process and involved a review and 
incorporation of comments from the scientific review panel by specialists from the Forest 
and the R2 Regional Office. The primary results of this update are found in the 
Biodiversity Section of the FEIS. The entire HRV document is found as Appendix D to 
the FEIS.  
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T117 Public Concern: The Forest Service should expand the Historic Range of 
Variability Analysis. 

T117.1 Include All Salvage Logging Impacts 

T117.2 Include A Discussion Of Roads And High-Contrast Edge Effects 
Response: See the response to T116.  

T118 Public Concern: The Forest Service should disclose the analysis used to 
determine changes in patch size. 
Response: See the Response to T116. Patch size analysis was completed through the use 
of information included in the Rocky Mountain Resource Information System and the 
Common Vegetation Unit of the Forest Vegetation databases and through the use of the 
FRAGSTATS landscape analysis computer model.  

T119 Public Concern: The Forest Service should quantitatively define Desired 
Future Conditions to supplement general HRV discussions. 
Response: See the Response to T116. See the Response to T120. Additionally, the Forest 
did not quantify desired future condition in the FEIS and Revised Forest Plan. We did 
however provide HRV desired conditions for each management area category in the 
Revised Forest Plan (see introduction sections to each category of management area in 
Chapter 3 of the Revised Plan). The HRV discussions in the FEIS in Chapter 3, Topic 1, 
Part 2, Section 1, and Appendix D provide Forest managers with the basic information 
necessary to design projects within the sideboards or baselines to maintain healthy 
ecosystems.  

T120 Public Concern: The Forest Service should rewrite the Historic Range of 
Variability Analysis and subject it to peer review. 
Response: See the Response to T116. The Forest has incorporated the results of one 
scientific peer review of the HRV document and will continue to incorporate new 
information as it becomes available.  

T121 Public Concern: The Historic Range of Variability Analysis report should 
include citations and a complete bibliography. 
Response: The HRV assessment is included as appendix D of the FEIS. Many of the 
references used in this assessment are included as citations in this document. The full list 
of all literature cited and references used in the Historic Range of Variability assessment 
are a portion of each specialist report and are included in the public record for the FEIS. 
They are available at the Forest Supervisor’s office in Glenwood Springs, CO.  

T122 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify how the proposed Forest-
wide Biodiversity Standard #2 would apply within the 8.25 management area 
prescription. 
Response:  Biodiversity Standard #2 is a forest-wide standard and will be applied within 
management area 8.25 in the same manner it is applied throughout the remainder of the 
Forest. The commenter expressed concern that the retention of snags and downed woody 
material would be a safety hazard on developed ski runs. This standard applies to forested 
stands Forest-wide, including within 8.25 ski areas; it does not apply to non-forested 
areas such as developed ski runs or natural grassland meadows. Additionally, the note 
following Table 2-1 in the 2002 Forest Plan provides for adequate flexibility to allow 
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managers to take site-specific conditions, including safety, into account while planning 
for the retention of snags and downed woody materials.  
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Chapter 4 
Respondents and Scanned Governmental 
Response Letters  
List of Respondents to the Draft Forest Plan and DEIS by Affiliation 

The table below displays the self-identified government agencies, elected officials, and interest group and 
business representatives who submitted comments on the draft forest plan and draft environmental impact 
statement (DEIS) during the formal comment period. The table is organized by affiliation type. Each 
respondent’s name is then listed alphabetically within each group. The unique identifying number that we 
assigned to each response letter for tracking purposes is also listed here. Many respondents submitted multiple 
different letters, in which case all letter numbers are listed. Any exact duplicate letters from the same  
respondent(s) that we received by different delivery methods (both fax and e-mail, for example) only appear 
under one letter number. Due to the great volume of response letters, totaling nearly 14,000, we were not able 
to list the individuals who commented on the draft planning documents in this table. This information is on 
file at the Supervisor’s Office in Glenwood Springs. 

The section that follows this table includes an electronically scanned reproduction of the response letters 
submitted by government agencies and officials. Due to the voluminous response we received during the 
comment period, these letters are positioned two per page and may be somewhat difficult to read. All original 
letters are on file at the Supervisor’s Office in Glenwood Springs if you would like to review them directly. 
The Content Analysis Team also entered the verbatim text of all coded comments into a custom searchable 
database. For more information, contact the planning staff at the Supervisor’s Office. 

Table A-2 
List of respondents to the draft forest plan and DEIS by organizational affiliation 

AGENCY, ELECTED OFFICE, ORGANIZATION, OR 
BUSINESS NAME 

CITY STATE LETTER 
NUMBER 

FEDERAL ELECTED OFFICIAL OR AGENCY (also 
multi-jurisdictional) 

   

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT GLENWOOD SPRINGS CO 4470 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY/CORPS OF ENGINEERS GRAND JUNCTION CO 11890 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY LAKEWOOD CO 12213 
DILLON RESERVOIR RECREATION COMMITTEE BRECKENRIDGE CO 2310 
U.S. ARMY/DEPT NATURAL RESOURCES DENVER CO 14368 
U.S. CONGRESS – DISTRICT 1, REP. DEGETTE WASHINGTON DC 3555 
U.S. CONGRESS – DISTRICT 3, REP. MCINNIS WASHINGTON DC 287 
U.S. CONGRESS – DISTRICT 3, REP. MCINNIS WASHINGTON DC 11990 
U.S. CONGRESS – REPS. HEFLEY, SCHAFFER, TANCREDO WASHINGTON DC 13993 
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECT ION AGENCY/ 
 REGION 8/ECOSYSTEMS PROTECTION PROGRAM 

DENVER CO 12236 

U.S.DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR/OFFICE OF THE 
 SECRETARY/ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

DENVER CO 10903 
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STATE ELECTED OFFICIAL OR AGENCY    

COLORADO DIVISION OF WILDLIFE  
 & NATURAL RESOURCES 

DENVER CO 14369 

COLORADO DIVISION OF WILDLIFE  
 & NATURAL RESOURCES 

DENVER CO 14371 

COLORADO DIVISION OF WILDLIFE  
 & NATURAL RESOURCES 

DENVER CO 14372 

COLORADO DIVISION OF WILDLIFE  
 & NATURAL RESOURCES 

DENVER CO 14370 

COLORADO DIVISION OF WILDLIFE  
 & NATURAL RESOURCES S 

DENVER CO 14373 

COLORADO INTERMOUNTAIN FIXED  
 GUIDEWAY AUTHORITY 

DUMONT CO 6907 

STATE OF COLORADO, ATTORNEY GENERAL DENVER CO 12243 
STATE OF COLORADO GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
(Senators Dennis, Hernandez, Dyer, Hillman, Wattenberg,  
Choulber; Reps. Johnson, Larson, Young, Miller, Taylor,  
Alexander, Spradley, Smith, and Tochtrop) 

DENVER CO 3077 

STATE OF COLORADO GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
(Senators Dennis, Hernandez, Dyer, Hillman, Wattenberg,  
Choulber; Reps. Johnson, Young, Miller, Taylor,  
Alexander, Spradley, Smith, Webster, Coleman, and Hoppe) 

DENVER CO 3198 

STATE OF COLORADO/  
 DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

DENVER CO 446 

STATE OF COLORADO/  
 DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

DENVER CO 2311 

STATE OF COLORADO/  DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC  
 HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT 
 WATER QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

DENVER CO 12217 

COUNTY ELECTED OFFICIAL OR AGENCY    

ASSOCIATED GOVERNMENTS OF NW COLORADO RIFLE CO 8154 
DELTA COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS DELTA CO 13342 
EAGLE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS EAGLE CO 252 
EAGLE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS EAGLE CO 14350 
EAGLE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS EAGLE CO 3343 
EAGLE COUNTY CORP. EAGLE CO 14348 
EAGLE COUNTY MIDVALLEY TRAIL COMMITTEE BASALT CO 11335 
EAGLE COUNTY REGIONAL TRAIL SYSTEM AVON CO 14386 
EAGLE COUNTY REGIONAL TRAIL SYSTEM AVON CO 11916 
EAGLE COUNTY RF PLANNING COMMISSION EAGLE CO 12825 
GARFIELD COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS GLENWOOD SPRINGS CO 1 
GARFIELD COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS GLENWOOD SPRINGS CO 4135 
GRAND COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS HOT SULPHUR SPRINGSCO 8264 
GUNNISON COUNTY COMMISSIONERS GUNNISON CO 3634 
JACKSON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS WALDEN CO 6378 
JACKSON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS WALDEN CO 12122 
MESA COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS GRAND JUNCTION CO 6001 
NW COLORADO COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS SILVERTHORNE CO 3432 
NW COLORADO COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS SILVERTHORNE CO 2701 
NW COLORADO COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS/ 
 WATER QUALITY/QUANTITY COMMITTEE 

SILVERTHORNE CO 4137 

PITKIN COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS ASPEN CO 201 
PITKIN COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS ASPEN CO 1600 
PITKIN COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS ASPEN CO 10582 
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COUNTY ELECTED OFFICIAL OR AGENCY, continued    

RURAL RESORT REGION GRAND JUNCTION CO 510 
SAN JUAN COUNTY SILVERTON CO 1527 
SUMMIT COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS BRECKENRIDGE CO 5980 
SUMMIT COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS BRECKENRIDGE CO 12889 
SUMMIT COUNTY GOVERNMENT BRECKENRIDGE CO 235 
SUMMIT COUNTY GOVERNMENT BRECKENRIDGE CO 435 
SUMMIT COUNTY OPEN SPACE ADVISORY COUNCIL FRISCO CO 289 
SUMMIT COUNTY  
 OPEN SPACE AND TRAILS DEPARTMENT 

FRISCO CO 4702 

SUMMIT COUNTY TEN MILE PLANNING COMMISSION FRISCO CO 4968 
SUMMIT STAGE BRECKENRIDGE CO 286 

TOWN/CITY ELECTED OFFICIAL OR AGENCY    

ASPEN CITY COUNCIL ASPEN CO 2529 
AVON CORP. AVON CO 10542 
BOULDER CITY BOULDER CO  12043 
CITY OF ASPEN  ASPEN CO 3692 
CITY OF GLENWOOD SPRINGS GLENWOOD SPRINGS CO  3553 
CITY OF RIFLE RIFLE CO 6676 
CITY OF RIFLE  RIFLE CO 11544 
DENVER BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS DENVER CO  4409 
DILLON CORP. DILLON CO 8308 
GUNNISON CITY CORP. GUNNISON CO  7661 
SNOWMASS VILLAGE TOWN COUNCIL  SNOWMASS VILLAGE  CO 11580 
TOWN OF BASALT BASALT CO 10469 
TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE, TOWN COUNCIL BRECKENRIDGE CO 202 
TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE, OPEN SPACE ADVISORY  
 COMMISSION 

BRECKENRIDGE CO 204 

TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE, OPEN SPACE ADVISORY  
 COMMISSION AND TOWN COUNCIL 

BRECKENRIDGE CO 387 

TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE, OPEN SPACE ADVISORY  
 COMMISSION AND TOWN COUNCIL 

BRECKENRIDGE CO 4809 

TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE BRECKENRIDGE CO 14186 
TOWN OF CRESTED BUTTE CRESTED BUTTE CO 4590 
TOWN OF EAGLE  EAGLE CO 10538 
TOWN OF FRISCO FRISCO CO 288 
TOWN OF FRISCO FRISCO CO 6169 
TOWN OF FRISCO FRISCO CO 10815 
TOWN OF FRISCO FRISCO CO 6119 
TOWN OF MEEKER MEEKER CO 11609 
TOWN OF MINTURN MINTURN CO 13375 
TOWN OF MONTEZUMA DILLON CO 6896 
TOWN OF VAIL  VAIL CO 10468 
TROUT & RALEY, PC for cities of Aurora & Colorado Springs DENVER CO 10824 
UPPER BLUE PLANNING COMMISSION FRISCO CO 284 
UPPER BLUE PLANNING COMMISSION FRISCO CO 4393 
WOODY CREEK CAUCUS DISTRICT  
 PLANNING COMMISSION 

WOODY CREEK CO 13062 

BUSINESS, GENERAL    

REDSTONE GENERAL STORE REDSTONE CO 13064 
REDSTONE INN REDSTONE CO 13534 
TRAILHEAD BUENA VISTA CO 1296 
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CHAMBER OF COMMERCE/MERCHANT’S 
ASSOCIATION 

   

EAGLE VALLEY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE EAGLE CO 14523 
EAGLE VALLEY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE EAGLE CO 2692 
REDSTONE MERCHANTS ASSOCIATION REDSTONE CO 11750 
SUMMIT COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE FRISCO CO 8513 
VAIL VILLAGE MERCHANTS ASSOCIATION VAIL CO 6928 

UTILITY    

CLINTON DITCH & RESERVOIR CO. BRECKENRIDGE CO 3684 
COLORADO RIVER WATER CONSERVATION DIST. GLENWOOD SPRINGS CO 3095 
COLORADO WATER CONGRESS DENVER CO 3559 
DIVIDE CREEK HIGHLINE DITCH CO. SILT CO 10562 
EAGLE PARK RESERVOIR VAIL CO 3214 
GRAND VALLEY IRRIGATION CO. GRAND JUNCTION CO 11367 
HOLY CROSS ENEGRY GLENWOOD SPRINGS CO 3086 
HOLY CROSS ENERGY GLENWOOD SPRINGS CO 11992 
MAYNES BRADFORD SHIPPS LLP DURANGO CO 2717 
PUBLIC SERVICES OF COLORADO DENVER CO 1168 
RUEDI WATER POWER AUTHORTIY ASPEN CO 11284 
TROUT & RALEY for Snowmass Water & Sanitation Dept. DENVER CO 13419 
UPPER ARKANSAS & SOUTHERN PLATTE PROJECT DENVER CO 11297 
UPPER EAGLE REGION WATER AUTHORITY VAIL CO 2435 
VIDLER WATER CO, INC. BRECKENRIDGE CO 12119 

AGRICULTURE/LIVESTOCK INDUSTRY OR 
ASSOCIATION 

   

BLANCO DISTRICT PERMITTEE MEEKER CO 3651 
COLORADO CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION ARVADA CO 8502 
COLORADO FARM BUREAU ENGLEWOOD CO 10873 
COLORADO WOOL GROWER’S ASSOCIATION ARVADA CO 13307 
COLORADO WOOL GROWER’S ASSOCIATION MEEKER CO 14394 
DAVID SMITH RANCHES INC. MEEKER CO 12242 
EAGLE COUNTY CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION GYPSUM CO 3084 
HOLY CROSS CATTLEMEN RIFLE CO 4764 
HOLY CROSS CATTLEWOMEN RIFLE CO 4718 
RIO COUNTY STOCKGROWERS ASSOCIATION MEEKER CO 12229 
WESTERN DIVIDE CATTLE GROWERS ASSOCIATION SILT CO 11311 

LOGGING OR WOOD PRODUCTS INDUSTRY    

INTERMOUNTAIN FOREST ASSOCIATION RAPID CITY SD 7662 
INTERMOUNTAIN RESOURCES LLC MONTROSE CO 12227 

MINING/OIL AND GAS INDUSTRY    

CLIMAX MOLYBDENUM CO. EMPIRE CO 8494 
COLORADO MINING ASSN DENVER CO 10583 
MID CONTINENT RESOURCE INC. GLENWOOD SPRINGS CO 8087 
NW MINING ASSOCIATION SPOKANE WA 11889 

SKI AREA OR ASSOCIATION    

ARAPAHOE BASIN SKI AREA DILLON CO 12887 
ASPEN SKIING COLORADO ASPEN CO 2487 
BEAVER CREEK RESORT VAIL CO 12885 
BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF COLORADO SKI COUNTRY USA DENVER CO 8488 
BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF COLORADO SKI COUNTRY USA DENVER CO 1687 
BRECKENRIDGE SKI RESORT BRECKENRIDGE CO 12883 
COPPER MOUTAIN RESORT COPPER MOUNTAIN CO 13373 
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SKI AREA OR ASSOCIATION    

KEYSTONE KEYSTONE CO 3356 
KEYSTONE KEYSTONE CO 3590 
KEYSTONE KEYSTONE CO 3620 
KEYSTONE KEYSTONE CO 3763 
KEYSTONE KEYSTONE CO 6712 
KEYSTONE KEYSTONE CO 12207 
NATIONAL SKI AREAS ASSOCIATION LAKEWOOD  CO 12882 
SKI COOPER LEADVILLE CO 159 
SKI COOPER LEADVILLE CO 553 
SKI COOPER LEADVILLE CO 10829 
SUNLIGHT MOUNTAIN RESORT GLENWOOD SPRINGS CO 12888 
VAIL RESORT VAIL CO 10500 
VAIL RESORT VAIL CO 13140 
VAIL RESORT VAIL CO 12886 
VAIL RESORTS MGMT CO VAIL CO 13343 
VAIL RESORTS MGMT CO VAIL CO 12884 

SPECIAL USE PERMIT HOLDER/ OUTFITTER/ GUIDE, 
RECREATION-RELATED (NON-SKI AREA) 

   

10TH MOUNTAIN DIVISION ASPEN CO 1237 
AMERICAN ADVENTURE/EXPEDITION DENVER  CO 7521 
BALCOMB & GREEN PC for Diamond M. Ranch GLENWOOD SPRINGS CO 14178 
BALCOMB & GREEN PC for North Elk Inc. GLENWOOD SPRINGS CO 2393 
COLORADO OUTWARD BOUND SCHOOL LEADVILLE CO 11218 
CRYSTAL RIVER RANCH CARBONDALE CO 14329 
DIAMOND M RANCH MEEKER CO 1712 
DICK PENNINGTON GUIDE SERVICE LTD GRAND JUNCTION CO 467 
LOST WONDER HUT EVERGREEN CO 3351 
OUTWEST GUIDES NEW CASTLE CO 3196 
PINE VALLEY RANCH TRUST VAIL CO 13293 
SUMMIT HUTS ASSOCIATION BRECKENRIDGE CO 13395 
TRIPLE G OUTFITTERS & GUIDES WOLCOTT CO 1744 

PLACE-BASED ORGANIZATION    

CRYSTAL RIVER CAUCUS REDSTONE CO 6880 
KEYSTONE CONDO ASSOCIATION INC DILLON CO 11899 
KEYSTONE NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL KEYSTONE CO 2281 
KEYSTONE NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL KEYSTONE CO 13498 
KEYSTONE OWNERS ASSOCIATION KEYSTONE CO 10877 
KEYSTONE OWNERS ASSOCIATION KEYSTONE CO 12289 

OTHER    

GATES FAMILY FOUNDATION DENVER CO 1724 
MOFFITT CITY DEMOCRATS DENVER CO 8514 
GUNNISON COUNTY DEMOCRATS GUNNISON CO 10911 
RIO BLANCO COUNTY DEMOCRATIC PARTY MEEKER CO 12234 
ROCKY MOUNTAIN BIOLOGICAL LABORATORY CRESTED BUTTE CO 12224 
ROUTT COUNTY DEMOCRATS STEAMBOAT SPRINGS CO  
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NON-MOTORIZED/NON-MECHANIZED 

RECREATIONAL ORGANIZATION 

   

AMERICAN CANOE ASSOCIATION INC. SPRINGFIELD VA 10819 
BACK COUNTRY SKIERS ALLIANCE BOULDER CO 236 
BACK COUNTRY SKIERS ALLIANCE ELDORADO SPRINGS CO 3392 
CLIMBING MAGAZINE CARBONDALE CO 12109 
COLORADO MOUNTAIN CLUB GOLDEN CO 4457 
COLORADO MOUNTAIN CLUB GOLDEN CO 13470 
COLORADO MOUNTAIN CLUB WESTERN SLOPE GROUP PALISADE CO 7769 
KIMBALL UNION ACADEMY MERIDEN NH 1695 
NORDIC & BACKCOUNTRY SKIERS ALLIANCE  SUN VALLEY  ID 1577 
SKI TOURING SECTION 
LOMA PRIETA CHAPTER, SIERRA CLUB 

LIVERMORE CA 872 

THE ACCESS FUND SALINAS CA 12215 
MECHANIZED RECREATIONAL ORGANIZATION    

ASPEN CYCLING CLUB ASPEN CO 12178 
ASPEN CYCLING CLUB ASPEN CO 12844 
BICYCLE COLORADO DENVER CO 12652 
COLORADO PLATEAU MOUTAIN BIKE TRAIL ASSN. MONTROSE CO 226 
INTERNATIONAL MOUTAIN BICYCLING ASSN. BOULDER CO 8507 
MOUNTAIN MUSHER DOGSLED RIDES BOND CO 610 
ROUTT COUNTY RIDERS STEAMBOAT SPRINGS CO 673 
SUMMIT FAT TIRE SOCIETY BRECKENRIDGE CO 109 
SUMMIT FAT TIRE SOCIETY BRECKENRIDGE CO 142 
SUMMIT FAT TIRE SOCIETY DILLON CO 2693 
TEAM EVERGREEN BIKE CLUB DENVER CO 285 
TRAIL ACTION GROUP VAIL CO 12040 

MOTORIZED RECREATIONAL ORGANIZATION    

BLUE RIBBON COALITION IDAHO FALLS ID 12819 
COHVCO LITTLETON CO 13550 
COLORADO 500 BASALT CO 14385 
COLORADO OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE COALITION LITTLETON CO 14532 
COLORADO OHV COALITION SANTA FE CO 547 
COLORADO SNOWMOBILE ASSOCIATION  LOVELAND CO 761 
HIGH COUNTRY 4-WHEELERS BASALT CO 12717 
HIGH COUNTRY SNOWMOBILE CLUB/ SUMMIT COUNTY FRISCO CO 13107 
MOTORCYCLE TRAIL RIDING ASSOCIATION,  
 ROARING FORK CHAPTER 

CARBONDALE CO 11522 

MT. SOPRIS RECREATIONAL RIDERS CARBONDALE CO 110 
ROUNDUP RIDERS OF THE ROCKIES DENVER CO 11891 
ROVER RIDERS 4-WD CLUB BRECKENBRIDGE CO 1587 
SNOWSKIPPERS GRAND JUNCTION CO 2510 
SUBLETTE RIDERS ASSOCIATION PINEDALE WY 7401 
SW 4 WHEEL DRIVE ASSN LOS ALAMOS NM 237 
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CONSERVATION/PRESERVATION ORGANIZATION    

AMERICAN RIVERS WASHINGTON DC 12228 
ASPEN WILDERNESS WORKSHOP ASPEN CO 14358 
ASPEN WILDERNESS WORKSHOP ASPEN CO 14359 
ASPEN WILDERNESS WORKSHOP ASPEN CO 14360 
ASPEN WILDERNESS WORKSHOP ASPEN CO 14498 
BIODIVERSITY LEGAL FOUNDATION LOUISVILLE CO 10863 
BLUE RIVERS GROUP SIERRA CLUB FRISCO CO 8301 
BOULDER CHPT OF THE SOCIETY FOR  
CONSERVATION OF BIODIVERSITY 

BOULDER CO 11895 

BURNS HILLS WILDLIFE ASSOCIATION EAGLE CO 3760 
CARSON FOREST WATCH LLANO NM 720 
COLORADO CHAPTER WILDLIFE SOCIETY FRUITA CO 11502 
COLORADO ENVIRONMENTAL COALITION DENVER CO 12237 
COLORADO ENVIRONMENTAL COALITION DENVER CO 14521 
COLORADO NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY  
CONSERVATION COMMITTEE 

GRAND JUNCTION CO CO 11422 

COLORADO WILD BOULDER CO 14357 
COLORADO WILD BOULDER CO 14366 
COLORADO WILD DENVER CO 14388 
COLORADO WILDLIFE FEDERATION LAKEWOOD CO 4706 
COLORADO WILDLIFE FEDERATION LAKEWOOD CO 11885 
COLORADO WILDLIFE FEDERATION LAKEWOOD CO 14566 
CRESTED BUTTE WILDFLOWER FESTIVAL CRESTED BUTTE CO 6138 
CRYSTAL VALLEY ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION  
AGENCY ASSN 

CARBONDALE CO 8510 

EARTH JUSTICE LEGAL DEFENSE FUND SALT LAKE CITY UT 7592 
ENOS MILLS GROUP SIERRA CLUB DENVER CO 8325 
FRIENDS LOWER BLUE RIVER SILVERTHORNE CO 11464 
FRIENDS OF INDEPENDENCE PASS ASPEN CO 11371 
FRIENDS OF ROXBOROUGH STATE PARK LITTLETON CO 2949 
FRIENDS OF THE EAGLES NEST WILDERNESS FRISCO CO 272 
FRIENDS OF THE EAGLES NEST WILDERNESS SILVERTHORNE CO 10864 
FRIENDS OF WATERTON CANYON GATEWAY LITTLETON CO 2948 
GRAND VALLEY AUDOBON SOCIETY GRAND JUNCTION CO 5936 
GRAND VALLEY ANGLER CHAPTER TROUT UNLIMITED GRAND JUNCTION CO 8491 
GRAND VALLEY CITIZENS ALLIANCE PARACHUTE CO 7780 
HIGH COUNTRY CITIZENS ALLIANCE CRESTED BUTTE CO 1155 
HIGH COUNTRY CITIZENS ALLIANCE CRESTED BUTTE CO 13549 
HOLY CROSS WILDERNESS DEFENSE FUND BOULDER CO 12226 
INTERNATIONAL ORDER OF ROCKY MOUNTAIN GOATS SALIDA CO 4141 
JOTE – JEWS OF THE EARTH BOULDER CO 7759 
KETTLE RANGE CONSERVATION GROUP REPUBLIC WA 670 
KLAMATH-SISKIYOU WILDLANDS CENTER WILLIAMS OR 7579 
LAND & WATER FUND OF THE ROCKIES BOULDER CO 2469 
LAND & WATER FUND OF THE ROCKIES BOULDER CO 14393 
LAND & WATER FUND OF THE ROCKIES BOULDER CO 14530 
MOUNT EVANS GROUP/SIERRA CLUB EVERGREEN CO 13461 
NATIONAL FOREST PROTECTION ALLIANCE SANTA FE NM 11206 
NATIONAL FOREST PROTECTION ALLIANCE SANTA FE NM 13368 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION BOULDER CO 14283 
NORTH COAST ENVIRONMENTAL CENTER EUREKA CA 14328 
PACIFIC RIVERS COUNCIL EUGENE OR 14292 



White River National Forest 
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CONSERVATION/PRESERVATION ORGANIZATION    

PROJECT EARTH ASPEN CO 275 
ROARING FORK CONSERVANCY BASALT CO 14174 
ROCKY MOUTAIN ECOSYSTEM DEFENSE REPUBLIC WA 653 
ROCKY MOUTAIN RECREATION INITIATIVE NEDERLAND CO 12239 
SAN JUAN AUDUBON SOCIETY DURANGO CO 939 
SAN JUAN CITIZENS ALLIANCE DURANGO CO 13456 
SIERRA CLUB/ROCKY MOUTAIN CHAPTER/ 
PIKES PEAK GROUP 

MONUMENT CO 12898 

TROUT UNLIMITED GLENWOOD SPRINGS  12248 
VAIL ALPINE GARDEN FOUNDATION VAIL CO 12158 
WESTERN COLORADO CONGRESS MONTROSE CO 13359 
WESTERN FIRE ECOLOGY CENTER EUGENE OR 11894 
WESTERN FIRE ECOLOGY CENTER/ 
AMERICAN LANDS ALLIANCE 

EUGENE OR 13394 

WHITE RIVER CONSERVATION COALITION BOULDER CO 14345 
WILD WILDERNESS BEND OR 623 
WILDERNESS SOCIETY DENVER CO 14492 
WILDERNESS WATCH OF THE EASTERN SIERRA MAMMOTH LAKES CA 1903 
WILDLIFE M ANAGEMENT INSTITUTE FORT COLLINS CO 4334 

LAND RIGHTS/MULTIPLE USE ORGANIZATION    

FAMILIES FOR RECREATION, ENVIRONMENT, & 
EQUALITY INC. 

PALMER LAKE CO 13288 

WHITE RIVER FOREST ALLIANCE CARBONDALE CO 111 
WHITE RIVER FOREST ALLIANCE CARBONDALE CO 404 
WHITE RIVER FOREST ALLIANCE CARBONDALE CO 804 
WHITE RIVER FOREST ALLIANCE CARBONDALE CO 1178 
WHITE RIVER FOREST ALLIANCE CARBONDALE CO 1403 
WHITE RIVER FOREST ALLIANCE CARBONDALE CO 1423 
WHITE RIVER FOREST ALLIANCE CARBONDALE CO 1425 
WHITE RIVER FOREST ALLIANCE CARBONDALE CO 1599 
WHITE RIVER FOREST ALLIANCE CARBONDALE CO 1769 
WHITE RIVER FOREST ALLIANCE CARBONDALE CO 1866 
WHITE RIVER FOREST ALLIANCE CARBONDALE CO 3305 
WHITE RIVER FOREST ALLIANCE CARBONDALE CO 12650 
WHITE RIVER FOREST ALLIANCE CARBONDALE CO 12666 
WHITE RIVER FOREST ALLIANCE CARBONDALE CO 14345 
WHITE RIVER FOREST ALLIANCE CARBONDALE CO 14351 
WHITE RIVER FOREST ALLIANCE CARBONDALE CO 14567 
WHITE RIVER FOREST ALLIANCE CARBONDALE CO 14568 
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