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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT RECORD  

NUMBER:   CO-500-2005-016-EA 

PLANNING UNIT:   San Luis Resource Area 

PROJECT NAME:   San Luis Resource Area Travel Management Plan 

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) proposes travel management actions to manage access 

on public lands in the San Luis Resource Area (SLRA) that provide for appropriate levels of 

administrative and public access while sustaining the health and diversity of public land 

resources.  These proposed actions are: 

1) Modify ñAreaò designations; 

2) Designate a route system through the specific designation of routes;  

3) Address other goals and objectives that were identified through public scoping; and 

4) Identify a travel management policy. 

The primary purpose of this Travel Management Plan (TMP) is to re-evaluate the transportation 

system and design a travel system that meets national and state BLM policies.  

The proposed action would improve soil, vegetation, hydrology, water quality, wildlife habitat 

conditions, and modify recreation setting and character throughout the project area by 

implementing travel management policies that will result in the reduction of route densities.  

Reclamation of closed routes that have a low potential to naturally revegetate will be prioritized 

based on their impacts to soils, hydrology, vegetation, water quality, and wildlife resources. 

Modification of ñAreaò Designations 

BLM proposes to modify public land designations in the SLRA from the Area #1 (Appendix 

01A) designation of ñopenò and ñlimitedò to a clearly defined ñlimitedò category.  Area #1 in the 

RMP was that area remaining outside of WSA and ACECs which were given the other area 

designated numbers.  Motorized and mechanized off-route (cross-country) travel would be 

eliminated except in two small previously disturbed open areas.  Those areas previously 

identified as closed areas would remain as closed areas. 

The SLRA consists of three categories of off-highway vehicle (OHV) ñAreaò designations that 

are used by BLM to manage vehicular use.  ñOff-Highway Vehicleò vs. ñOff-Road Vehicleò:  
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For many years, the term off-highway vehicle (OHV) has been used by the public, industry, and 

the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) interchangeably with the term ñoff-road vehicleò 

(ORV).  However, the term ORV has a legally established definition in the Presidential 

Executive Orders and the BLMôs related Title 43 Code of Federal Regulations 8340.
1
  

Throughout this document the term ñOHVò will be used, partly because it is a more commonly 

used term, but primarily because the regulations address all motorized vehicles which use roads 

and trails on BLM administered public land, and are not limited just to ñoff-roadò vehicles. 

 ñOpenò areas are locations on public lands without limitations or restrictions to full use and 

travel by OHVs (including cross-country travel).  For the public lands administered by the 

BLM in the SLRA, Area #1 is designated open to OHV unless otherwise designated in a 

decision document. 

 ñClosedò areas are locations on public lands where no use or travel by motorized vehicle is 

allowed.  The San Luis Hills Wilderness Study Area (WSA) is the only BLM-managed 

closed area in the SLRA and is closed to mechanized travel due to its status as a WSA.  Sand 

Castle WSA, an area formerly administered by BLM, is now administered by the National 

Park Service (NPS) as part of Great Sand Dunes National Park.  The Park Service has this 

area closed to motorized travel. 

 ñLimitedò areas are public lands with some form of limitation or restriction for the full use 

of and travel by OHVs and mechanized conveyance (e.g., seasonal limitations due to crucial 

big game wintering and birthing periods, closed to cross-country motorized travel, or spring 

closure for road stability).  Three Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs): Blanca 

Wetlands Habitat Management Area, McIntire Springs property, and the Trickle Mountain 

OHV area are in the limited category in the SLRA. 

The SLRA RMP identified 10 distinct areas in the SLRA under the jurisdiction of BLM (see 

Appendix 1A for map).  Table Summary-1 describes the size of each management area and the 

travel management designation 

Table Summary-1:  SLRA RMP Areas 

Area Name Acres 
SLRA RMP Area 

Designation 

                                                 
1
 43 CFR 8340.0-5 states: 

As used in this part: 

(a) Off-road vehicle means any motorized vehicle capable of, or designed for, travel on or immediately over 

land, water, or other natural terrain, excluding: 

(1) Any nonamphibious registered motorboat; 

(2) Any military, fire, emergency, or law enforcement vehicle while being used for emergency purposes; 

(3) Any vehicle whose use is expressly authorized by the authorized officer, or otherwise officially approved; 

(4) Vehicles in official use; and 

(5) Any combat or combat support vehicle when used in times of national defense emergencies. 
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Table Summary-1:  SLRA RMP Areas 

Area Name Acres 
SLRA RMP Area 

Designation 

#1 San Luis Valley General 389,279 Open with seasonal closure 

for critical winter wildlife 

habitat (except for those 

areas in an ACEC or WSA) 

#2 Trickle Mountain (containing Trickle Mountain ACEC) 44,521 Limited 

#3
2
 Sand Castle WSA (Sand Castle ACEC and WSA) 3,595 Closed 

#4 Blanca (containing the Blanca Wetlands ACEC) 9,147 Limited 

#5 Elephant Rocks (containing Elephant Rocks ACEC) 1,852 Limited 

#6 La Jadero Canyon (containing La Jadero Canyon ACEC) 3,632 Limited 

#7 Los Mogotes (containing Los Mogotes ACEC) 33,456 Limited 

#8 San Luis Hills (containing San Luis Hills ACEC and WSA) 28,713 Limited in the ACEC; 

Closed in the WSA 

#9 Rio Grande River Corridor (containing Rio Grande River 

Corridor ACEC) 

2,640 Limited 

#10 Cumbres and Toltec Scenic Railroad Corridor (containing 

Cumbres and Toltec Scenic Railroad Corridor ACEC) 

3,824 Limited 

 

The proposed action would change the area designations for most of Area #1 from ñopenò to a 

category of "Limited to Designated Roads and Trailsò.  The exceptions to this change in Area #1 

designation would be two small ñopenò areas, the Manassa Area of 179 acres and the Antonito 

Area of 81.9 acres (see Appendix 24).  These unnamed areas would retain the ñopenò area 

designation.   

The proposed action would not change the designation of the remaining nine travel management 

Areas (TMAs).  The San Luis Hills WSA was closed to motorized and mechanized use under the 

SLRA RMP and will remain closed under this TMP.  The remaining eight areas in the San Luis 

Valley (listed in Table Summary-1) under the jurisdiction of BLM that were designated in the 

SLRA RMP as ñlimitedò areas due to their ACEC designations will remain ñlimitedò. 

Designation of Specific Routes and a Route Network 

For ñArea #1ò, the proposed action would further establish designated travel routes for 

administrative and public uses, and define the types of uses that are permitted on each route.  The 

second proposed action under this TMP would designate a system of roads and trails as open 

(open/mitigate open), limited (limited/mitigate limited), and closed for the project area.  These 

proposed actions would modify the acres listed in the RMP, thereby modifying the amount and 

percentages of area, miles, and routes to be managed.  The proposed route network under this 

TMP would provide 1,037.9 miles of routes managed by BLM designated as open or limited (see 

Actions Common to All Action Alternatives).  There would be 650.9 miles of routes open to the 

public for motorized uses.  Ninety miles would be designated for non-motorized routes, and 

                                                 
2
 Area #3 was the Sand Castle ACEC and a WSA.  This area became part of the Great Sand Dunes National Park 

and is no longer under BLM administration.  Therefore, this area will not be designated in this TMP and 

discussion of the area will be minimal. 
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296.6 miles of routes would be limited to authorized motorized use.  There would be 19.3 miles 

of routes in the limited category available for public non-motorized uses under the proposed 

action.  The public would have available for recreational vehicle use during the winter months 

approximately 619.3 miles of existing motorized BLM routes and one open area for snowmobile 

use. 

The development of a designated travel management access system would modify the current 

use of ñopenò area designation allowing cross-country travel and user-created routes in Area #1 

on 389,279 acres (75% of the resource area) to limited on designated routes.  This would 

eliminate open cross-country travel and the potential for additional user-created routes which 

would occur under the ñno actionò alternative (Alternative A).  The proposed route network 

would close approximately 31% of existing routes.  Seasonal restrictions were implemented 

through planning actions in some ACECs including Trickle Mountain OHV, Blanca Wetland, 

McIntire Property, and Rio Grande Corridor.   

This TMP delineates and defines specific route designations (i.e., in addition to the change of 

ñArea #1ò designation from open to limited).  These specific route designations are categorized 

into five categories:  Open, Mitigate Open, Limit, Mitigate Limit, and Closed.  The word 

ñmitigateò is an indication during the route analysis that the ID Team identified by route that 

BLM had a responsibility and needed to follow up with redesign, modification, or monitoring of 

a route.  Notes were taken to assist in prioritization of future work on some specific routes. 

 ñOpenò routes are routes on public lands without limitations or restrictions to full use and 

travel by OHVs. 

 ñMitigate Openò leaves the route open as defined above, but identifies that some form of 

management action above the custodial maintenance to improve the route should impacts be 

present and/or monitoring specific actions we planned would be taken by the BLM to 

maintain or improve the route should impacts be present or arise in the future (i.e., if 

identified through adaptive management monitoring).  These routes will be discussed under 

the term of ñopenò throughout this document. 

 ñLimitedò routes are routes on public lands with some form of management limitation or 

restriction on the full use and travel by OHVs (e.g., seasonal limitations due to crucial big 

game wintering and birthing periods, administrative purposes, commercial access, and 

private property access). 

 ñMitigate Limitò restricts use of the route as defined above for ñLimitedò, but identifies that 
some form of action would be taken by the BLM to maintain or improve the route should 

impacts be present or arise in the future (i.e., as identified through adaptive management 

monitoring).  These routes will be discussed under the term of ñlimitedò throughout this 

document. 

 ñClosedò routes are routes on public lands where absolutely no use or travel by motorized 

and mechanized vehicles is allowed.  Routes designated as closed will be removed from any 

motorized or mechanical travel networks identified in literature and/or maps and would not 



 S-5 

be subject to maintenance other than what may be necessary to close the route and enforce 

the closure. 

The proposed action designates numerous routes as limited to administrative access.  This 

designation would limit motorized access on these routes to BLM authorized uses, employees, 

permittees, contractors, and personnel from other agencies would be allowed motorized access 

for resource management, maintenance, inventory, monitoring, or compliance purposes.  Public 

non-motorized access for foot and horseback riding is authorized.  Limited designation would 

include commercial needs such as utility companies and when the route is the only access to 

private property.  Mountain biking would be authorized on some of these administrative routes 

as designated (19.3 miles of routes).  Motorized recreational use would not be authorized on the 

remainder of these routes.  The ñlimited to administrative accessò routes would not available to 

snowmobiles. 

An implementation and monitoring plan would be developed after the Decision Record (DR) on 

this TMP is issued.  This plan would be developed in conjunction with and subject to the travel 

route system chosen in the DR, would be updated annually as necessary, and would include, but 

not be limited to, such activities as signing, information and education forums, reclamation of 

closed routes, creation of parking lots/staging areas, maintenance, monitoring of impacts 

associated with continued use on routes designated as open/mitigate open or limited/mitigate 

limited, and consideration of proposed new routes (both motorized and non-motorized). 

A summary of the miles of routes designated under each alternative analyzed in this 

environmental assessment (EA) is included in the detailed description of the alternatives. 



 

 i 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION  ................................................1 

ACRONYMS USED IN THIS DOCUMENT  .......................................................................... vii  

INTRODUCTION ..........................................................................................................................1 

PURPOSE AND NEED OF PROPOSED ACTION .................................................................1 

LOCATION AND SETTING ....................................................................................................1 

SCALES OF ANALYSES ...................................................................................................4 

IDENTIFIED ISSUES AND CONCERNS .............................................................................27 

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITIONS .......................................................................................30 

DESCRIPTIONS OF THE ALTERNATIVES USED FOR THE 

ASSESSMENT ........................................................................................................................30 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES.........................................32 

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE C.......................................................................34 

CURRENT USE (NO ACTION) ALTERNATIVE A ......................................................36 

MINIMUM ACCESS ALTERNATIVE B ........................................................................37 

MAXIMUM A CCESS ALTERNATIVE D ......................................................................39 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED.................................................40 

OTHER PERTINENT BACKGROUND INFORMATION ...................................................41 

TRENDS AND ASSUMPTIONS......................................................................................41 

ROUTE EVALUATION PROCESS .................................................................................43 

PLAN CONFORMANCE REVIEW .......................................................................................43 

CONFORMANCE TO STATUES, REGULATIONS, AND POLICIES .........................45 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT/ ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES/

MITIGATION MEASURES  ......................................................................................................47 

CRITICAL ELEMENTS .........................................................................................................47 

AIR QUALITY  ..................................................................................................................47 

CULTURAL RESOURCES ..............................................................................................48 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ........................................................................................54 

FLOODPLAINS, WETLANDS AND RIPARIAN ZONES (includes 

information related to Standard 2) .....................................................................................54 

INVASIVE, NON-NATIVE SPECIES .............................................................................62 

NATIVE AMERICAN RELIGIOUS CONCERNS ..........................................................64 

PRIME AND UNIQUE FARMLANDS ............................................................................66 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 ii  

SOIL RESOURCES...........................................................................................................66 

VEGETATION (includes information related to Standard 3) ...........................................71 

WATER QUALITY - HYDROLOGY (includes information related to 

Public Land Health Standard 5) .........................................................................................77 

WATER RIGHTS ..............................................................................................................88 

WASTES, HAZARDOUS OR SOLID..............................................................................89 

WILDERNESS, AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL 

CONCERN, WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ....................................................................89 

WILDLIFE - TERRESTRIAL (includes information related to Standard 3)....................95 

WILDLIFE - AQUATIC (includes information related to Standard 3) ..........................137 

WILDLIFE - MIGRATORY BIRDS ..............................................................................142 

WILDLIFE - THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES (includes 

information related to Standard 4) ...................................................................................155 

NON-CRITICAL ELEMENTS .............................................................................................186 

FOREST MANAGEMENT .............................................................................................186 

GEOLOGY AND MINERALS .......................................................................................188 

LAND STATUS/REALTY AUTHORIZATIONS/ACCESS .........................................190 

NOISE ..............................................................................................................................192 

RANGE MANAGEMENT ..............................................................................................196 

RECREATION ................................................................................................................200 

TRANSPORTATION ......................................................................................................216 

VISUAL RESOURCES ...................................................................................................221 

LAW ENFORCEMENT ..................................................................................................225 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES ...........................................................................228 

FUELS MANAGEMENT ...............................................................................................230 

FIRE MANAGEMENT ...................................................................................................230 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC .......................................................................................................233 

IMPLEMENTATION  ...............................................................................................................236 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION  .............................................................................................236 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ..................................................................................................236 

PERSONS/AGENCIES CONSULTED ................................................................................239 

BLM STAFF INVOLVED ....................................................................................................239 

REFERENCES ......................................................................................................................240 

 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 iii  

List of Tables 

Table Summary-1:  SLRA RMP Areas ...........................................................................................2 

Table 1:  Planning Area Land Ownership ........................................................................................3 

Table 2:  Approximate Miles of Routes by Ownership within Planning Area ................................3 

Table 3:  SLRA Travel Management Areas ....................................................................................9 

Table 4:  Travel Use Categories.....................................................................................................31 

Table 5:  Miles of Routes by Alternative and Travel Use Categories* .........................................35 

Table 6:  Acres of Springs and Wetlands by TMA ........................................................................55 

Table 7:  USFWS Wetlands and Deepwater Classification for Monitored Wetlands ...................56 

Table 8:  Miles of Routes Within 30 Meters of Delineated Wetlands ...........................................58 

Table 9:  Potential Erosion .............................................................................................................67 

Table 10:  Miles of Road Left Open or Closed by Potential Erosion Classes by 

Alternative....................................................................................................................67 

Table 11:  Site-Specific Route Analysis - Miles of Routes Having Erosion Concerns by 

Alternative....................................................................................................................68 

Table 12:  Effects of Different Route Treatments on Soil Erosion  Based on the WEPP 

Model ...........................................................................................................................69 

Table 13:  Compactive Forces by Different Source .......................................................................70 

Table 14:  Ecological Range Sites .................................................................................................72 

Table 15:  Vegetation Impacts .......................................................................................................74 

Table 16:  Reduction in Overall Motorized Route Density by 6
th
 Level Watersheds 

(Summary of Appendix 13) .........................................................................................81 

Table 17:  Overall Reduction (%) in Number of All Route Crossings on Stream Channels 

within All TMAs (Summary of Appendix 15A)..........................................................83 

Table 18:  Overall Reduction (%) in Miles of All Motorized Routes within 30 Meters of 

Stream Channels within All TMAs (Summary of Appendix 15B) ..............................83 

Table 19:  Overall Reduction (%) in Miles of All Motorized Routes on Erosive Soils 

within 30 Meters of Stream Channels within All TMAs (Summary of 

Appendix 15C) .............................................................................................................83 

Table 20:  Types and Miles of Designated Travel Routes under All Alternatives ........................83 

Table 21:  ACEC Route Mileages .................................................................................................92 

Table 22:  Estimated Acres of Habitat Types in the Planning Area ..............................................96 

Table 23:  Wetlands Present By Sub-Unit on Public Lands ........................................................108 

Table 24:  Species of Concern Utilizing Wetland Habitats .........................................................108 

Table 25:  Core Area Analysis by Habitat Type for Each Alternative (acres/percentage) 

Public Lands...............................................................................................................112 

Table 26:  Miles/Acres of Routes and Percentage of Total Habitat Impacted in Semi-

Desert Shrubland Habitat by Alternative. ..................................................................114 

Table 27:  Miles/Acres of Routes and Percentage of Total Habitat Impacted in Open vs. 

Closed Status in Piñon/Juniper Woodland Habitat by Alternative. ...........................116 

Table 28:  Miles/Acres of routes and Percentage of Total Habitat Impacted in Open vs. 

Closed Status in Grassland Habitat by Alternative ....................................................117 

Table 29:  Miles/Acres of Routes and Percentage of Total Habitat Impacted in Open vs. 

Closed Status in Mountain Shrub Habitat by Alternative ..........................................118 

Table 30:  Miles/Acres of Routes and Percentage of Total Habitat Impacted in Open vs. 

Closed Status in Ponderosa Pine Forest Habitat by Alternative ................................120 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 iv 

Table 31:  Miles/Acres of Routes and Percentage of Total Habitat Impacted in Open vs. 

Closed Status in Spruce-Fir Forest Habitat by Alternative ........................................121 

Table 32:  Miles/Acres of Routes and Percentage of Total Habitat Impacted in Open vs. 

Closed Status in Alpine/Subalpine Habitat by Alternative ........................................123 

Table 33:  Miles/Acres of Routes and Percentage of Total Habitat Impacted in Open vs. 

Closed Status in Sagebrush Shrubland Habitat by Alternative ..................................124 

Table 34:  Miles/Acres of Routes and Percentage of Total Habitat Impacted in Open vs. 

Closed Status in Cliff / Rock / Talus Habitat by Alternative .....................................126 

Table 35:  Miles/Acres of Routes and Percentage of Total Habitat Impacted in Open vs. 

Closed Status in Wetland Habitat by Alternative ......................................................127 

Table 36:  Miles/Acres of Routes and Percentage of Total Habitat Impacted in Open vs. 

Closed Status in Low Elevation Riparian Habitat by Alternative .............................127 

Table 37:  Miles/Acres of Routes and Percentage of Total Habitat Impacted in Open vs. 

Closed Status in High Elevation Riparian Habitat by Alternative .............................128 

Table 38:  Miles/Acres of Routes and Percentage of Total Habitat Impacted in Open vs. 

Closed Status in Aspen Forest Habitat by Alternative ...............................................130 

Table 39:  Miles/Acres of Routes and Percentage of Total Habitat Impacted in Open vs. 

Closed Status in Mixed-Conifer Habitat by Alternative ............................................130 

Table 40:  Miles/Acres of Routes and Percentage of Total Habitat Impacted in Open vs. 

Closed Status in Agriculture Habitat by Alternative .................................................131 

Table 41:  Miles/Acres of Routes and Percentage of Total Habitat Impacted in Open vs. 

Closed Status in Residential Habitat by Alternative ..................................................131 

Table 42:  Core Habitat for Bighorn Sheep (acres / percentage) .................................................132 

Table 43:  Core Habitat for Mule Deer/Elk/Black Bear/Mountain Lion (acres / 

percentage) .................................................................................................................133 

Table 44:  Core Habitat for Pronghorn Antelope (acres / percentage) ........................................133 

Table 45:  Core Habitat for Gunnison Prairie Dog (acres / percentage) ......................................134 

Table 46:  USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern for BCR 16 and the Anticipated 

Influences of the Proposed Action .............................................................................143 

Table 47:  Federally Threatened, Endangered and Candidate Species (USFWS 

concurrence 9-26-05) .................................................................................................149 

Table 48:  Traffic Buffers ............................................................................................................150 

Table 49:  Route Category Width ................................................................................................151 

Table 50:  Core Habitat Analysis .................................................................................................151 

Table 51:  Miles/Acres of Routes and Percentage of Total Habitat Available in Open vs. 

Closed Status by Alternative ......................................................................................152 

Table 52:  Core Habitat for Bald Eagle .......................................................................................160 

Table 53:  Core Habitat Black-footed Ferret and Gunnison Prairie Dog (acres/ 

percentage) .................................................................................................................162 

Table 54:  Core Habitat Available Canada Lynx (acres/percentage) ..........................................165 

Table 55:  Core Habitat Mexican Spotted Owl (acres / percentage) ...........................................169 

Table 56:  Core Habitat Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (acres/ percentage) ...........................172 

Table 57:  Core Habitat Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo (acres / percentage) ............................174 

Table 58:  Summary of Effects Determination ............................................................................174 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 v 

Table 59:  Combined Colorado BLM Sensitive Species List and DOW State Endangered 

and Threatened Species List (DOW NDIS website, September 2005) and 

Associated Habitat Type(s) ........................................................................................176 

Table 60:  Core Habitat Gunnison Sage-grouse (acres / percentage) ..........................................181 

Table 61:  Combined Colorado BLM State Directorôs Sensitive Species List (2001) and 

Colorado State Threatened and Endangered Species List (DOW NDIS 

website, Sept 2006):  Effects Analysis by Alternative ..............................................183 

Table 62:  Wetland Species Determinations: ...............................................................................184 

Table 63:  Comparison of Miles of Motorized Routes Available for Firewood Cutting .............187 

Table 64:  Recreational Opportunity Spectrum in Existing SRMAs ...........................................202 

Table 65:  Top Activities on Public Land ....................................................................................207 

Table 66:  Existing Routes Travel Way Classes ..........................................................................217 

Table 67:  Visual Resources Classifications ................................................................................221 

Table 68:  Paleontological Resource Classification System ........................................................228 

 

List of Figures 

Figure 1:  Average Annual Precipitation .......................................................................................77 

 

List of Maps  

Maps 1 - 8: Proposed Action Alternative C 

Maps 9 - 16: Current Use (No Action) Alternative A 

Maps 17 - 24: Minimum Access Alternative B North 

Maps 25 - 32: Maximum Access Alternative D North 

All maps consecutively numbered in the following order: 

Northwest, North, Northeast, Center West, Center East, South Fork, Southwest, Southeast 

List of Appendices  

Appendix 1 A Geographic Reference Areas (GRAs) 

B ACECs, SRMAs and WSA Locations) 

Appendix 2 A Regional Population Centers & Recreation Opportunities 

B Colorado Population Centers Proximate to the San Luis Valley 

Appendix 3 TMAs 

Appendix 4 Public Land Health Standards  

Appendix 5 Recreation Management Guidelines for Meeting Public Land Health Standards 

Appendix 6 Proposed Snowmobile Areas 

Appendix 7 A Proposed Rock Crawling Route Limekiln Quarry Area of the SLV, CO, Minimum 

Access 

 B Proposed Rock Crawling Route Limekiln Quarry Area of the SLV, CO, Proposed 

Action 

C Proposed Rock Crawling Route Limekiln Quarry Area of the SLV, CO, Maximum 

Access 

Appendix 8 Route Evaluation Tree Process
©
 Description  

 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 vi 

Appendix 9 Watersheds by 4th-6th Hydrological Unit Codes (HUC) 

Appendix 10 Wetlands & Monitored Springs in the Planning Area 

Appendix 11 A TMA and Route Association within Riparian Areas by Alternative 

B Route Associations within Riparian Reaches 

Appendix 12 Motorized Routes within 100ô of Stream Channels 

Appendix 13 Route Density in 6th Level Watersheds 

Appendix 14 Sixth Level Watershed Current Route Density and Route Density Reductions by 

Alternative 

Appendix 15 A Number of Stream Channel Crossings Motorized Routes by TMAs 

B Mil es of Motorized Routes within 30 Meters of Stream Channels by TMA 

C Miles of Motorized Routes Located on Erosive Soils within 30m of Stream Channels 

for Each Alternative by TMA 

Appendix 16 A Winter Concentration Areas for Bighorn Sheep and Pronghorn Antelope  

B Mule Deer Winter Concentration Area Mule Deer Resident Population 

C Elk Winter Concentration Area Elk Resident Population 

D Gunnisonôs Prairie Dog Active, Inactive and Unknown Colonies 

Appendix 17 Policy and Legislation Relating to Aquatic Habitat Management 

Appendix 18 Core Habitat Analysis Tables and Maps 

A Core Habitat Analysis 

B Core Habitat - Current Use (No Action) Alternative A  

C Core Habitat - Minimum Access Alternative B 

D Core Habitat - Proposed Action Alternative C 

E Core Habitat - Maximum Access Alternative D 

Appendix 19 Colorado Natural Heritage Program Species List Definitions of Conservation Rankings 

Appendix 20 ROS Category Locations 

Appendix 21 Estimated Implementation Costs for Each Alternative 

Appendix 22 Visual Resource Management (VRM) Classes 

Appendix 23  Programmatic Agreement for Cultural Resources 

Appendix 24 Open Areas Description 



 

 vii  

ACRONYMS USED IN THIS DOCUMENT 

4WD Four-wheel drive vehicle 

ACEC Area of Critical Environmental Concern 

ATV All Terrain Vehicle 

BCC Birds of Conservation Concern 

BCR Bird Conservation Region 

BLM Bureau of Land Management 

BLM-SLVPLC BLM San Luis Valley Public Lands Center 

CNHP Colorado Natural Heritage Program 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

CUA Common Use Area 

DFC Desired Future Condition 

DOW Colorado Division of Wildlife 

DR Decision Record 

EA Environmental Assessment 

ERMA Extensive Recreation Management Area 

ESA Endangered Species Act 

FAR Functional-at-Risk 

FLPMA Federal Land Policy and Management Act 

FMU Fire Management Units 

FPA Fire Program Analysis 

GIS Geographic Information System 

GPS Global Positioning Satellite 

HUC Hydrological Unit Codes 

LCAS Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy 

MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

NDIS  Natural Diversity Information System 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NHPA  National Historic Preservation Act 

NF Non-Functional 

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

NPS National Park Service 

OHV Off-Highway Vehicle 

ORV Off-Road Vehicle 

PFC Proper Functioning Condition 

R&PP Recreation and Public Purpose 

RGNF Rio Grande National Forest 

RMIS Recreation Management Information System 

RMP Resource Management Plan 

ROD  Record of Decision 

ROS Recreational Opportunity Spectrum 

ROW Right-of-Way 

RU Recovery Unit 

SLRA San Luis Resource Area 

SLRA RMP San Luis Resource Area Resource Management Plan 



ACRONYMS USED IN THIS DOCUMENT 

 viii  

SLV San Luis Valley 

SLVEC San Luis Valley Ecosystem Council 

SRMA Special Recreation Management Area 

SRM-CO RU  Southern Rocky Mountains ï Colorado Recovery Unit 

SRM-NM RU Southern Rocky Mountains ï New Mexico Recovery Unit 

SRMGA Southern Rocky Mountains Geographic Area 

T&E Threatened and Endangered Species 

TCP Traditional Cultural Property 

TMA Travel Management Area 

TMP Travel Management Plan 

TES Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species 

U.S.D.A. United States Department of Agriculture 

USDI United States Department of Interior 

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

VRM Visual Resource Management 

WAPA Western Area Power Administration 

WEPP Water Erosion Prediction Program 

WSA Wilderness Study Area 

yBP years Before Present 

 

 



 

 1 

INTRODUCTION 

PURPOSE AND NEED OF PROPOSED ACTION 

The purpose of the proposed action is to implement travel management goals and objectives 

identified in the San Luis Resource Area Resource Management Plan (approved December 18, 

1991).  Travel Management Planning is needed to identify travel management policy, establish a 

designated route system
3
, and address potential resource impacts identified during public scoping 

(see Identified Issues and Concerns on page 27). 

LOCATION AND SETTING 

A map displaying the boundaries of the San Luis Resource Area is located in Appendix 1A.  The 

planning area boundary for this Travel Management Plan is displayed on the same map.  The 

southern boundary of the planning area borders the New Mexico and Colorado state lines, with 

the northern boundary being the Rio Grande National Forest (RGNF), Poncha Pass, and Buffalo 

Pass, including the communities of Villa Grove and Saguache.  The eastern boundary is the 

RGNF/Sangre de Cristo Wilderness and includes the communities of Crestone and Fort Garland.  

The western boundary is again the RGNF and includes the communities of La Garita, Del Norte, 

and South Fork.  Several communities are included in the San Luis Valley floor and are not 

listed.  The planning area boundary includes portions of Saguache, Rio Grande, Alamosa, 

Conejos, and Costilla Counties and encompasses approximately 2,396,803 acres; including 

520,945 acres of BLM administered public lands.  The planning area could be described 

generally as the San Luis Valley (encompassing all ownership types).  The BLM SLRA is only 

those public land tracts managed in trust by the BLM.  The planning area is in Congressional 

District #3. 

Included within the planning area are: 

 San Luis Hills Wilderness Study Area (WSA); 

 Trickle Mountain, Blanca Wetlands, Elephant Rocks, Ra Jadero Canyon, Los Mogotes, San 

Luis Hills, Rio Grande River Corridor, and Cumbres and Toltec Scenic Railroad Corridor 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs); 

 Zapata Falls, Penitente Canyon, Rio Grande Corridor, and Blanca Wetlands Special 

Recreation Management Areas (SRMAs); and 

 Sections of the Old Spanish Trail. 

                                                 
3
 ñDesignated route systemò refers to the method of managing the transportation network in which the individual 

roads and trails (routes) are designated as open, limited or closed.  OHVs are permitted to operate on all 

designated roads and trails which are identified as open to that motorized use, identified on travel maps and/or 

posted on the ground as routes that are available for motorized use under a designated travel management system. 



 

 2 

The Luis Maria Baca Land Grant, Great Sand Dunes National Park, Alamosa and Monte Vista 

National Wildlife Refuges, Russell Lakes Colorado State Refuge, and San Luis Lakes State 

Wildlife Area are located in the San Luis Valley, but are not under the jurisdiction of the BLM 

and are not subject to decisions in this TMP.  The locations of the WSA, ACECs, and SRMAs 

are shown on in Appendix 1B. 

Topography, vegetation, and climatic conditions vary throughout the planning area.  The 

elevation of the public lands ranges from 7,544 feet to 11,068 feet.  The San Luis Valley is 

characterized by dry air, sunny days, clear nights, precipitation extremes, moderate/high 

evaporation rates, and large daily temperature changes.  The San Luis Valley is the largest high 

elevation flat valley in the world.  It is roughly 100 miles long and 50 miles wide for that portion 

of the valley in Colorado.  The rugged San Juan Mountains to the west and the Sangre de Cristo 

Mountains to the east flank the high, wide and flat San Luis Valley.  The topography of the 

planning area varies from flat valley floor in the San Luis Valley to steep mountainous rough and 

rocky terrain. 

There are 13 broad vegetation types in the planning area.  Three of these vegetation types (i.e., 

grassland, piñon/juniper, and half-shrub) comprise 80% percent of the area.  Vegetation in the 

grassland varies from blue grama, bottlebrush squirreltail, ring muhly, and red three-awn at the 

valley floor to Arizona fescue and mountain muhly in the high elevations.  Sagebrush and 

mountain shrubs (such as Gamble oak, skunk bush sumac, currant, and mountain mahogany) are 

interspersed with grasslands and forests.  Conifer forest such as Douglas fir and ponderosa pine 

are present.  Piñon/juniper occurs in the foothills at lower elevations along and around mountain 

ranges.  Greasewood, winterfat, four-winged saltbush, snakeweed, and rabbitbrush dominate the 

grassland in the valley floor.  Considerable foothill vegetation type exists with short grasses and 

piñon pine/Rocky Mountain juniper. 

Relatively mild winter conditions allow motorized, mechanized, and non-motorized use year-

round.  Summer months are typically mild, pleasant, and dry while the winters are 

characteristically cool with limited snowfall accumulation except in the higher elevations.  Only 

the highest elevations receive sufficient snow pack to prevent wheeled motorized travel and 

allow for snowmobile use as well as other winter sport activities on a regular basis.  

Temperatures vary with elevation.  Summer temperatures range from lows in the 40s to highs in 

the 80s but may reach as high as 98 degrees.  The winter temperatures range between zero to the 

30s with an extreme low of -42 degrees.  The average precipitation is 7.1 inches per year with a 

frost-free period of 98 days.  The snow accumulation period is generally September to May and 

is longer in the higher elevations with snow possible all year at extreme elevations.  Spring can 

be extremely windy.  Further details are described in the SLRA RMP, Chapter 2, Affected 

Environment. 

The populations most affected by this analysis reside in Villa Grove, Saguache, Crestone, 

Alamosa, Monte Vista, Center, La Garita, Del Norte, South Fork, La Jara, San Luis, Antonito, 

Romero, Mannassa, Sanford, Blanca, Fort Garland, Salida, Poncha Springs, Canon City, Pueblo, 

Colorado Springs, and Denver, with residential subdivisions and ranches scattered throughout 

the planning area.  The counties included in the SLRA (Alamosa, Rio Grande, Saguache, 

Conejos, and Costilla) experienced limited population growth between 1990 and 2000, 

increasing from 39,649 to 45,359 (12.6%) during this decade.  Forecasts for the same counties 
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predict populations to continue to grow to an estimated 61,604 people by 2030 (26.4%).  Chaffee 

County located north of Poncha Pass and the Resource planning area has a significant impact on 

recreation and route usage which means that the SLRA TMP will have some regional impact.  

Chaffee Countyôs 1990 population was 12,684 and increased during the decade to 16,242 

(21.9%).  The forecast for Chaffee County population growth by 2030 is 27,579 (41.1%).
4
 

The San Luis Valley planning area is reflected in Appendix 1A.  The project area covered by this 

TMP is smaller than the planning area and the total acres of public lands and of other land 

ownership within the planning area is indicated in Table 1. 

Table 1:  Planning Area Land Ownership 

Land Ownership Acres 

Public Lands (BLM Administered) 520,945 

State Lands including Colorado Division of Wildlife  184,687 

National Park Service 149,612 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 24,088 

Private Lands 1,517,471 

Total 2,396,803 

 

Table 2 indicates the total miles of routes on lands within the project area.  The NPS and United 

States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) routes could not accurately be determined and of 

those that would show on an area photograph the BLM is unable to determine which routes if 

any are county, State or other agency routes.  

Table 2:  Approximate Miles of Routes by Ownership within Planning Area 

Ownership or Jurisdiction Miles* 

County 3,959 

State 420 

Private 1,835 

Public Lands (BLM administered lands)**  1,679 

Total 7,892 
*Rounded to the nearest whole number 

** Includes 223.4 miles of non-BLM administered routes passing over BLM land 

 

History of Travel Management Planning in the Project Area:  Since the SLRA RMP and 

Record of Decision (ROD) were issued in 1991, further efforts at travel management have been 

limi ted to activity level planning on particular tracts or blocks of land. 

The Blanca Wetlands Habitat Management Plan was completed in August of 1995.  This plan 

included as part of the action limitations and restrictions on public use of roads and trails 

(including non-motorized and non-mechanized).  It designates those roads and trails where 

motorized and/or mechanized vehicles are permitted and identifies restrictions on season of use 

for foot traffic and season of use for the designated motorized routes.  The purpose of the plan 

was to promote water bird habitat maintenance, habitat protection, and nest success. 

                                                 
4
 Colorado Department of Local Affairs, Colorado Demography Section.  Available at: 

http://dola.colorado.gov/demog/demog.cfm. 
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The Trickle Mountain OHV Plan was completed in September, 1979.  The decisions from this 

plan were carried forward in the SLRA RMP.  These decisions included road closures, seasonal 

limitations, and roads limited to permittee and administrative purposes in an area larger than the 

Trickle Mountain ACEC.  The purpose of the Trickle Mountain OHV Plan was to support 

critical big game winter habitat and reduce big game harassment.  Bighorn sheep disturbance 

during lambing was of particular concern. 

The above plans (i.e., Blanca Wetlands Habitat Management Plan and the Trickle Mountain 

OHV Plan), as well as the Rio Grande Corridor Plan, were evaluated for consistency, feasibility, 

and effectiveness in this planning effort. 

The SLRA RMP in 1991 designated nine ACECs.  Each of these ACECs was to have roads and 

trails designated through an activity level plan.  Since activity level planning only occurred for 

Blanca Wetlands and Trickle Mountain, the remaining ACECs were to have roads and trails 

limited to the existing roads and trails as of 1991. 

The Rio Grande Corridor Plan in January 2004 completed an access analysis as part of the 

management development.  The decision resulting from this planning effort closed some routes 

to motorized uses and limited motorized uses in other instances. 

An integrated activity plan was completed on the McIntire Springs property in 1995 which 

required a seasonal closure on all public uses including motorized from October 1 to February 

15.  The decision did not apply to the Simpson property as that property had not yet been 

purchased. 

The designations made in these activity-level planning documents are carried forward under this 

TMP unless specifically noted otherwise. 

SCALES OF ANALYSES 

The travel management assessments for the SLRA TMP utilized a range of geographic scales of 

analysis, including regional, planning area, watershed, and travel management area (TMA) 

scales. 

Regional Scale Analysis.  The regional scale analysis was used to respond to the need to 

identify the origins of the affected users and the locations of existing recreational travel 

opportunities that surround the SLRA.  This scale was used to analyze regional recreational and 

access opportunities.   It provided a consideration of future demands from the motorized/non-

motorized recreational community such as dispersed recreation and visual resource 

opportunities.  This scale was used to evaluate the conditions of and impacts to natural resources 

from motorized and non-motorized recreation demand.  Unique habitats, wildlife resources, TES 

plants and animals for the Valley, rare natural resources that are not found in the region were 

identified.  Uses which are common in the region and not yet occurring in the Valley were 

identified and considered.  Some examples include sagebrush for Gunnisonôs sage-grouse, water 

for the closed basin storage, physically isolated streams for Rio Grande cutthroat trout, stable to 

improving big game populations, waterfowl and shorebird rest, nesting, and production areas, 

TES plant and animal habitat such as mountain plover, southwest willow flycatcher, and yellow-

billed cuckoo.  The regional scale analysis provided a "big picture" setting for the project.  The 
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regional scale analysis produced the following information and conclusions that guided the 

development and analysis of the alternatives considered.  A map of the region with the affected 

population centers and locations of existing recreational opportunities is located in Appendix 2A 

(Regional Population Centers & Recreation Opportunities). 

Origins of affected users:  The populations most affected by this proposal reside in Villa 

Grove, Saguache, Crestone, Alamosa, Monte Vista, Center, La Garita, Del Norte, South 

Fork, La Jara, San Luis, Antonito, Romero, Mannassa, Sanford, Blanca, Fort Garland, 

Salida, Poncha Springs, Canon City, and residential subdivisions and ranches scattered 

throughout the planning area.  Significant numbers of users originate from larger cities 

located outside of the immediate planning area, including Pueblo, Colorado Springs, and 

the Denver metropolitan area.  A map of the Colorado population centers proximate to 

the San Luis Valley is located in Appendix 2B (Colorado Population Centers Proximate 

to the San Luis Valley). 

Existing recreational travel opportunities:  Numerous federal, state, county, city, and 

community lands are scattered throughout the region that provide for a wide variety of 

recreational travel and use experiences.  Many miles of motorized recreational routes are 

available in other parts of the region that afford recreational experiences that either do not 

occur in this planning area or that are only found in limited amounts within the SLRA.  

Over 1,773 miles of 4WD, ATV, and motorcycle routes occur on public lands managed 

by the BLM and the RGNF in the vicinity of the planning area, including the Continental 

Divide Trail, the Rainbow Trail and numerous other trails on the RGNF.  Bicycle, horse, 

and hiking trails occur throughout the region on surrounding public lands administered by 

other Districts and Field Offices and managed by other National Forests.  The Gunnison 

National Forest, San Juan National Forest, the Pike San Isabel National Forest and the 

Gunnison BLM Field Office, Royal Gorge Field Office, the San Juan Field Office, the 

Carson National Forest, and the Taos Field Office. These are Forests and public lands 

adjacent to the San Luis Valley public lands.  This very large area has too numerous 

recreation facilities to list.  The routes on public lands provide connection from private 

property, county, and state roads to RGNF routes and are an integral part of the San Luis 

Valley transportation system.  This combined route system is part of a larger linear 

experience. 

Planning Area Scale Analysis.  An analysis was conducted at the planning area scale to identify 

the important qualities and recreation travel opportunities that exist within the San Luis Valley.  

The planning area scale analysis was used to guide the development of travel management 

alternatives that would respond to both local and regional needs for maintaining ecosystem 

health and provide recreation travel opportunities when combined with the information and 

conclusions that resulted from the regional scale analysis.  The combined regional and planning 

area assessments yielded the following information and conclusions. 

General characteristics of the existing transportation system:  An inventory of the 

existing transportation system was conducted prior to the initiation of the planning area 

analysis.  A total of approximately 1,679 miles of routes were inventoried and identified 

on public lands. 
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The majority of the existing routes are primitive native surface routes that were created 

for mining, ranching, timber, removing (chaining) dense stands of piñon and juniper 

trees, and for constructing retention dams.  User-created two-track routes of two widths 

have been steadily increasing over the last 10 years with the advent of more capable and 

increased power in 4WD vehicles, ATVs, and the increasing development of off-road and 

cross-country designed vehicles.  A casual review of routes created over the last five 

years reveals that three to five miles of user-created routes are being created annually in 

the particular areas of concern are Penitente Canyon, Elephants, Poncha Pass, Lime Kiln, 

and Los Mogotes ACEC.  This pattern has been observed in much of the project area.  It 

is expected that motorized use will continue to increase on existing routes and that the 

establishment of additional user-created routes would continue.  The recent increase in 

user created routes has been due to increased preference for motorized access and 

increased restrictions of motorized use on Front Range pubic lands/forests.  The 

motorized public users when questioned have confirmed that they have moved due to 

additional restrictions on public lands/forests closer to their residence. There is the 

potential for increased rate of growth as surrounding/regional National Forests and public 

lands managed by the BLM continue to develop/manage/increase travel management 

planning.  Recent trends indicate that ATV-created routes supersede all other OHV user-

created routes.  Other areas are receiving increased user-created routes but at a lower rate 

of development.  Travel management changes along the Colorado Front Range have 

resulted in increased San Luis Valley public lands uses.  Many of the Forests and BLM 

offices are heavily involved in some form of travel management planning efforts which 

will probably increase the restrictions on routes and reduce the number of routes 

available for motorized recreational use.  This increase in restricted use and enforcement 

has and will continue to move the motorized recreation public to areas not yet regulated 

to the same extent. 

Very few constructed single-track routes are located within the planning area.  Most 

single-track routes were created along drainage bottoms by cattle and have subsequently 

been used by the public for hiking, horseback riding, and accessing areas with dirt bikes 

and ATVs, and are not recognized as single-track trails due to their initial creation by 

livestock.  The agency does not have the resources to develop or maintain these trails.  

This TMP will restrict the use of cattle trails by ATVs and dirt bikes due to the resource 

damage created as they attempt to travel on these narrow, often serpentine trails.  These 

trails were not inventoried and were not designated as part of this TMP. 

Land ownership patterns:  The potential for increasing and enhancing travel 

opportunities is limited by land ownership patterns.  The public lands typically consist of 

contiguous blocks of land between private lands and the Rio Grand National Forest.  In 

the remaining situations the public lands consist of scattered tracts of varying sizes 

separated by surrounding private lands.  The opportunity to develop half- and all-day 

recreational experiences is somewhat limited by the size of the public land blocks and the 

distance from private land (state/county roads) to the RGNF.  When the public lands are 

considered with the RGNF routes, then many half- and all-day loops and routes are 

available for the high-quality recreational experience.  The planning process considered 

that the BLM routes were connector routes to Forest Service system routes and the 

overall benefit to recreational opportunity was significant.  One of the premises in the 
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planning process was if a BLM route connected to a RGNF system route and barring no 

known significant sensitive resource issues, then the BLM route would often remain open 

and available to the level the Forest was using the route.  

Classified special management areas:  The opportunity to increase and enhance 

recreational travel opportunities is constrained by existing classified special management 

areas, including the San Luis Hills WSA, Trickle Mountain, San Luis Hills, Los Mogotes, 

Blanca Wetland, Ra Jadero Canyon, Rio Grande River, Elephant Rocks, and Cumbres 

and Toltec Scenic Railroad ACECs.  The Rio Grande Corridor Plan, McIntire property, 

Blanca Habitat Management Plan, and the Trickle Mountain OHV Plan are previous 

planning documents with associated decisions limiting travel use categories on specific 

routes.  The existence of these special management areas places limits on the locations of 

travel routes and motorized uses. 

Major attractions:  The SLRA includes 11 unique features that set the area apart from its 

regional setting:  the Rio Grande, Great Sand Dunes National Park, San Luis Hills WSA, 

proximity of the Sangre de Cristo Wilderness, San Luis Lakes State Wildlife Area, 

Penitente Canyon Climbing Area, Cumbres & Toltec Scenic Railroad, Old Spanish Trail, 

old Fort Garland, Pikes Stockade, and many historic sites of cultural interest.  Each of 

these features attracts large numbers of visitors, including local and regional residents 

and out-of-state tourists.  Wilderness hiking and horseback riding attract much interest as 

soon as the snow melts.  The 14,000 foot peaks in the area are a particular draw.  The 

Penitente Canyon Climbing Area attracts rock climbers from across the nation, as well as 

from foreign countries.  The Cumbres & Toltec Scenic Railroad is a very popular scenic 

attraction for the spring, summer, and fall months, attracting thousands of visitors.  The 

San Luis Hills WSA is a rugged and sparsely trailed block of public lands that provides a 

high degree of solitude and challenge that is found in a few other areas.  The need to 

protect the unique resources and preserve the qualities of these attractions was an 

important consideration in the development and analysis of the travel management 

alternatives. 

The many lakes in the area and the high quality and quantity of hunting areas are very 

popular and provide significant income for the local economy during hunting season.  A 

major influx of visitors occurs during hunting and fishing seasons with major impacts and 

uses to access routes. 

Other significant recreational uses:  Recreational uses throughout most of the remaining 

portions of the planning area consist of a mixture of motorized, mechanized, and non-

motorized uses.  Motorized activities dominate, while non-motorized activities dominate 

more rugged areas.  The locations and recreational opportunities of these areas are 

defined and discussed in the Travel Management Area Scale Analysis on page 9. 

Traditional travel use opportunities that formed the main stay locally and regionally were 

horseback riding and hiking.  This emphasis/interest has changed over the last 10 to 15 

years with the advent of and affordability of powerful ATVs, dirt bikes, and four wheel 

drive vehicles.  The predominate demand and use is now for motorized access and 

activity opportunities.  The maintenance of the hiking and riding demand is primarily due 
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to the wilderness areas in the vicinity and the remote camping, fishing, hunting, and 

outfitting they provide.  The restrictions being applied in the region has brought to the 

publicôs attention the dispersed camping and recreational opportunities in the Valley.  

The regional importance of the area for hiking and bicycling is moderate, but increasing, 

due primarily to the quality of remoteness of many of the BLM and RGNF routes with 

prime dispersed campsites.  The only area with extensive bicycle trails is Penitente 

Canyon.  The Limekiln TMA contains the Hathaway Stone Quarry, which is being 

considered for a rock crawling area/trail under the Proposed Action Alternative C and 

Maximum Access Alternative D.  This area already receives considerable use of this 

type.  The primary use in the Limekiln TMA in the most recent years is 4WD and ATV 

on most if not all evident routes. 

Weather and Climate:  The San Luis Valley has a reputation for being extremely cold 

with long winters and deep snows.  Recent weather and climate patterns have moderated 

from the more historic patterns, such that snow accumulations are low to moderate and 

melt in most of the San Luis Valley in a day or so.  Temperatures may drop to -20° F at 

times but generally warm into the 30s.  Periods when access is limited by snow are short 

and infrequent at the lower elevations.  The lack of snow and the high number of sunny 

and mild days permit year-round access and use of most of the public lands in the San 

Luis Valley with the exception of areas above 9,000 feet.  The upper elevations and the 

area near Poncha Pass routinely offer dependable opportunities for snowmobiling, 

snowshoeing, and cross-country skiing.  Visitation and use of the Penitente Canyon and 

Elephants Rocks Climbing Areas, including camping at the Penitente Canyon 

Campground, occurs throughout the winter months.  Conditions for rock climbing and 

other recreational uses are considered by most users to be more favorable in the winter, 

when temperatures are cooler, than during the hot summer months.  The mild dry winters 

at the lower elevations that are characteristic for the area cause most of the TMAs to be 

accessible year-round, many of the routes are highly susceptible to rutting and erosion 

following rain storms and snowstorms when warmer temperatures melt the snow and 

road surfaces become muddy.  It takes several days to close routes due to their large 

number and dispersed nature (the spring thaw makes road surfaces very soft and 

susceptible to rutting).  Rutting usually results in hazardous travel, increased unregulated 

flow of run-off to surface waters, and sheet erosion. 

Watershed/TMA  Scale Analysis.  The watershed/TMA scale analysis was used where possible 

to respond to the need to identify environmental impacts from both private and public lands 

within a defined landscape.  Those areas with administrative decisions already in place (ACECs, 

WSAs, Blanca Wetland Habitat Management Area, McIntire property, Trickle Mountain OHV 

Plan, and the Rio Grande Corridor) were not analyzed on a watershed basis because they have 

management objectives that set them apart from the contiguous landscape.  In spite of these 

complications, the watershed/TMA scale analysis was utilized wherever feasible.  A watershed 

scale analysis was completed on the 6th level watersheds in the San Luis Creek, Villa Grove, 

South Fork, and Limekiln TMAs.  Some analysis was completed on a 6
th
 level watershed as 

appropriate in other TMAs.  The analysis displays the impacts from all the routes within the 

watersheds/TMAs, regardless of ownership.  The watershed/TMA scale of analysis helps to 

display the cumulative impacts of routes and other forms of development.  Those administrative 

areas that did not fit watersheds were analyzed based upon all land and route impacts in that 
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geographic area as defined by the TMA boundary and management objectives.  This was 

necessary in order to duplicate the level of analysis performed by the watershed analysis.  This is 

important because as more private land in the planning area becomes developed, the public lands 

become more valuable as wildlife habitat, intact watersheds, and open space.  The impacts 

resulting from the greater number of routes and people traveling on them increase substantially 

as private lands become more developed.  This increased impact from routes and other forms of 

development can have a dramatic effect on wildlife, water quality, vegetation, and other 

resources.  The 6th level watershed provides an appropriate scale within the San Luis Valley to 

differentiate the impacts between private and public lands. 

TMA  Scale Analysis  These smaller travel management areas (TMAs) helped the 

Interdisciplinary Team to focus on smaller scale areas and individual routes within the context of 

the different characteristics of each TMA throughout the evaluation and designation process.  

The Interdisciplinary Team applied a standardized process which considered each route based on 

its individual characteristics or merits, its relationship to and impacts with other routes and areas, 

its relationship to the TMA Desired Future Condition (DFCs) and management objectives, and 

applicable land management mandates (such as the Endangered Species Act (ESA)) in 

designating routes for the alternatives.  This process complemented the Interdisciplinary Teamôs 

extensive knowledge of the project area and its network of routes while ensuring that National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) guidance was closely followed.  For example, the 

Interdisciplinary Team applied their detailed knowledge of each TMA natural resources when 

designating routes at the TMA level.  They considered and reviewed these designations at a 

broader landscape scale.  The Interdisciplinary Team considered natural resources and potential 

cumulative impacts to these resources within the planning area and beyond, including other 

BLM, state, RGNF system routes, and areas surrounding the project area. 

The analysis completed at the TMA scale considered the special qualities and travel use 

opportunities that exist in different portions of the San Luis Valley.  A total of 23 TMAs were 

identified, based primarily like characteristics such as breaks along adjoining private and state-

owned land boundaries, classified special management area boundaries, access status (lack of 

easements for public access), vegetation characteristics, public land patterns, and by natural 

topographical features that limit travel management options.  These TMAs are identified in Table 

3.  

Table 3:  SLRA Travel Management Areas 

# TMA Name Size 

1 Blanca Wetlands ACEC 11,383 acres 

2 Elephant Rocks ACEC 1,869 acres 

3 Alamosa River 90,082 acres 

4 Limekiln 25,741 acres 

5 Lower Saguache 33,092 acres 

6 McIntire/Simpson 1,588 acres 

7 Los Mogotes ACEC 31,541 acres 

8 Ra Jadero ACEC 3,837 acres 

9 Tracy 46,058 acres 

10 Penitente Canyon 4,192 acres 

11 San Luis Creek 35,176 acres 

12 Cumbres and Toltec Railroad Corridor ACEC 4,040 acres 

13 Villa Grove 30,562 acres 
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14 Sangre de Cristo 20,768 acres 

15 Upper Saguache Creek 7,727 acres 

16 Trickle Mountain 67,342 acres 

17 Rio Grande Canal 7,939 acres 

18 San Luis Hills ACEC 25,769 acres 

19 San Luis Hills WSA 10,240 acres 

20 San Luis Hills 43,684 acres 

21 South Fork 5,092 acres 

22 Zapata SRMA 3,111 acres 

23 Rio Grande River Corridor ACEC 5,795 acres 

 

Brief descriptions of the TMAs, management objectives, and DFCs for each TMA are listed 

below.  Appendix 3 shows the locations of the T. 

The Interdisciplinary Team determined that some objectives and conditions were appropriate for 

all areas.  These overall goals/conditions were established for all areas and are not listed 

individually under each TMA. 

Two phrases are used several times during the following discussion; ñpromote non-motorized 

recreationò and ñmanage dispersed recreationò.  The promotion of non-motorized recreation in 

this planning effort is defined as the analyses of opportunity to locate, develop, and advance or 

increase awareness of opportunities for non-motorized recreation.  This effort was further refined 

in the planning process as an effort to search out routes that would provide appropriate 

recreational opportunity of this nature.  The management of dispersed recreation was defined as 

to control, direct, limit, develop, and open such that the BLM would be able to administer and 

arrange improved access to and for dispersed recreational opportunities so that resource damage 

would not occur and existing damage would be corrected.  

General Management Objectives Common to all Areas 

The following management objectives and DFCs were developed through internal and external 

scoping to assist in the development of a travel management system by providing a word picture 

of what the expected outcome of each action alternative should look like.  The general objectives 

and DFCs were to be considered in the planning of all TMAs: 

 Maintain and improve the designated routes for sustainable motorized, mechanized, and non-

motorized recreation access. 

 Manage for dispersed recreational opportunity where appropriate. 

 Improve interpretation, education, and signage.  

 Provide reasonable motorized access for private property access.  

 Maintain access for livestock permittees for conducting permitted activities. 

 Maintain administrative access to range improvements. 

 Protect threatened, endangered, and sensitive (TES) species habitat; enhance and maintain 

wildlife habitats. 

 Protect and enhance critical winter habitat. 
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 Improve fisheries. 

 Protect soils, watersheds, and riparian health. 

 Evaluate closure, relocation, and/or redesign of routes for riparian and resource protection. 

 Evaluate duplicate routes for closure.  

 Allow for temporary closure of routes due to weed treatment/infestations. 

 Revisit seasonal route closures annually for wildlife protection/enhancement. 

 Protect National Register eligible cultural resources and identify and protect cultural values 

and Native American Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs). 

 Manage the mountainous and scenic landscapes and views for recommended visual resource 

management (VRM) classes. 

 Promote responsible use of public lands (e.g., no illegal dumps). 

 Evaluate route density
5
 by TMA and make adjustments as appropriate based upon resource 

sensitivities, potential for user conflicts, DFCs, the individual alternative management goals, 

etc. 

 Protect the integrity of the long-term study sites.  

 Reduce weed proliferation through route reduction and/or improved management. 

 Evaluate access for forest and woodland management activities. 

 Define legal access through the SLRA TMP process. 

 

1. Blanca Wetlands ACEC TMA/ TMA  

The Blanca Wetlands ACEC TMA is located northeast of Alamosa.  The TMA includes a 

group of public land tracts in the vicinity of Mishak Lakes 22 miles north of Blanca 

Wetlands managed under an agreement with The Nature Conservancy for wildlife 

purposes.  These tracts are five miles east/southeast of the Russell Lakes Wildlife Area in 

Township 46 north, Range 24 and 25 south.  Mishak Lakes are located in the middle of 

the San Luis Valley, two to five miles west of Colorado State Route 17.  Some of the 

tracts can be reached by county roads G and 59.  The Blanca Wetlands and Mishak Lakes 

are surrounded by private lands.  Blanca Wetlands is accessed by county road 2 Mile.  

The Blanca Wetlands has a completed habitat management plan (the Blanca Wetland 

Habitat Management Plan) and is a SRMA. 

                                                 
5
 Route density is the total number of miles of route per square mile. 
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Very limited access is available to Mishak Lakes tracts primarily due to the soils types 

combined with extremely wet seasonal conditions in the riparian/lakes areas making any 

travel, but particularly motorized travel hazardous.  Mishak Lakes tracts share the 

wetland/riparian characteristics of the Blanca Wetlands. 

Most of the Blanca Wetlands is closed to public access by motorized and mechanized 

methods, but seasonally open to foot/horse travel.  A seasonal closure to the public due to 

water bird production exists from February 15 to July 15.  A road system is open to the 

public for motorized access from July 15 to February 15.  An extensive service road 

system is open to public foot/horse use on the motorized administrative system from July 

15 to February 15. 

Blanca Wetlands has two primary purposes:  one is water bird production and the other is 

recreational opportunities which do not conflict with the first purpose.  Numerous fishing 

lakes and wildlife viewing stations are available.  Nearly all existing routes are needed 

for lake/pond water level and vegetation community maintenance and wildlife 

monitoring. 

Excellent hunting, fishing, bird watching, and educational opportunities exist.  This area 

receives extensive public use.  Restrooms, handicapped access, and other developed 

recreational facilities have been constructed. 

Blanca Wetlands is in the Central Flyway and includes significant stopover and nesting 

habitat.  It has been identified as a core wetlands production area necessary for recovery 

of the San Luis Valley nesting water bird populations and an area critical for the 

conservation of amphibian populations.  A number of TES, waterfowl, and amphibian 

species inhabit the area.  It is a unique wetland riparian habitat providing limited bio-

diversity riparian/wetland habitat. 

Blanca Wetlands is known to contain significant cultural sites. 

The DFC is to maintain and improve the area for waterfowl/shorebirds and TES habitat 

and to provide the public with interpretative, educational, and recreational opportunities 

compatible with water bird production. 

Management objectives include: 

Å Strong emphasis on wildlife management opportunities in Blanca Wetlands and 

Mishak Lakes areas. 

Å Preserve cultural resources. 

Å Emphasis on public recreation opportunities and interpretive trails (including 

handicap accessibility) in the Blanca Wetlands compatible with wildlife 

management. 

Å Seasonal limitations to OHV and mechanized travel. 

Å Implement annual visitor restrictions to minimize human impacts to wetlands/

ecosystem. 

Å Maintain service roads to meet water bird production goals and infrastructure. 
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Å Continue the agreement with The Nature Conservancy for their management of 

the Mishak Lakes area, which emphasizes wildlife habitat conservation/

enhancement. 

2. Elephant Rocks ACEC TMA  

The Elephant Rocks ACEC TMA is named for the local description of the rock 

formations.  These formations are large rounded boulders of varying sizes in a variety of 

groupings formed of compacted volcanic ash and cinder.  Elephant Rocks is located 

southwest of the community of La Garita.  It can be reached from La Garita by county 

road 38A, which is the eastern boundary of the TMA.  The west boundary is the RGNF.  

This is a very small TMA interspersed with private property. 

This area is valued for its scenic and visual perspectives.  Traces of the Old Spanish Trail 

can be seen.  This area is generally accessible during winter and experiences warm, mild 

weather in the winter.  

The ACEC designation has not prevented significant user-created route proliferation.  

The route density in this TMA falls within the range of four to eight miles per square 

mile.  Illegal dumping and graffiti vandalism in this area are recognized management 

problems that BLM is making efforts to control. 

This is a popular area for rock climbers and mountain bikers.  A housing subdivision is 

being developed northwest of the TMA.  The sensitive plant species, rock-loving 

neoparrya, occurs in this TMA.  Rock collecting has been a historic use in the area.  

The DFC is the protection of unique geological, scenic, visual, special status plant values, 

recreation, and other significant natural resources. 

Management objectives include: 

Å Seasonal limitations to OHV travel. 

Å Decrease route density while maintaining public access. 

Å Improve the aesthetic recreational opportunity and protect geological resources. 

Å Eliminate access to rock collecting sites. 

Å Preserve traces of the Old Spanish Trail. 

3. Alamosa River TMA  

The Alamosa River TMA is the largest TMA (90,082 acres) and is located six miles 

southwest of Monte Vista.  The west boundary is the RGNF and the Hot Creek State 

Wildlife Area.  This TMA runs south to the Los Mogotes ACEC, which is five miles 

southwest of La Jara.  A portion of this TMA in the form of a small group of tracts 

extends so far south as to be two miles from the New Mexico state line.  The eastern 

boundary consists of private lands and the northern boundary is Rock Creek. 

The area is known for its quality winter wildlife habitat and populations.  Numerous big 

game resident populations exist.  The area varies from greasewood/grassland flats to 
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rocky/rugged foothills with piñon/juniper canopy.  Numerous drainages flow from west 

to east across the TMA.  Many private land tracts and some subdivisions are checker 

boarded throughout the TMA.  Many of the routes across public lands enter and become 

RGNF routes. 

The Hot Creek State Wildlife Area is located near the middle of the TMA.  Greenie 

Mountain is in this TMA and is the high point for the public lands in the San Luis Valley 

(elevation 11,068 feet).  This mountain gets a tremendous amount of use especially 

during hunting season.  In accordance with a DOW request, a portion of this area is 

closed seasonally to motorized travel due to the elk migration corridor.  The seasonal 

closure area is adjacent to the Monte Vista Wildlife Refuge to the east of the TMA. 

The DFC is to maintain quality wildlife habitat and manage the area for dispersed 

recreation opportunities. 

The management objectives include: 

Å Reduce route density while maintaining public access. 

Å Close, relocate and/or redesign roads for riparian and resource protection along 

Alamosa River. 

4. Limekiln TMA  

The Limekiln TMA is located west of Monte Vista.  U.S. Highway 160 is the northern 

boundary, the RGNF is the western boundary, Rock Creek is the southern boundary and 

private lands form the eastern boundary.  U.S. Highway 160 creates direct, easy access to 

this TMA. 

This TMA fits in a 5
th
 level watershed and analysis was completed on that basis.  This 

was unusual and contributed to significant efficiency in analysis.  The Limekiln TMA is 

rolling foothills and rocky rugged mesas and ridges.  Vegetation is grassland, sagebrush, 

shrubs, and piñon/juniper canopy.  This is a significant wintering area for big game 

populations and raptor habitat.  An extreme jeep route/play area is part of this TMA.  The 

old Hathaway Stone Quarry, which was used to quarry native rock for buildings in the 

area, is located in this TMA.  Numerous cultural sites exist. 

This is a very popular dispersed recreation area for Monte Vista, Alamosa, and Del 

Norte.  The topography lends itself to windbreaks making this a mild weather area in the 

winter.  Heavy use occurs on all routes from hikers, horseback riders, mountain bicycles, 

and 4WD sightseers on a year-round basis.  This TMA is subject to route proliferation.  

Several mountain biking trails start on the public lands and enter the RGNF.  There is an 

interpretative site for the Old Spanish Trail and at several locations the wagon tracks can 

be seen.  Housing subdivisions on private land are proposed for development adjacent to 

and within the TMA, but is contingent on whether water can be located by drilling.  This 

area contains moss rock sites which are available to motorized access.  This area would 

provide collection sites that are being depleted in other areas. 
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The DFC is to maintain quality wildlife winter habitat, manage dispersed recreational 

opportunities, and enhance non-motorized recreation. 

The management objectives include: 

Å Protect critical winter wildlife habitat and raptor habitat. 

Å Reduce route density while maintaining public access. 

Å Delineate a designated extreme jeep route system in the Hathaway Stone Quarry 

area. 

Å Manage appropriate dispersed/undeveloped recreation opportunities. 

Å Preserve cultural resources (including traces of the Old Spanish Trail/rock art 

sites/Hathaway Stone Quarry). 

Å Maintain access to moss rock sites. 

Å Reduce motorized/non-motorized user conflicts. 

5. Lower Saguache TMA  

The Lower Saguache TMA is bordered on the north by the RGNF.  Private property 

borders the TMA on the east, south and west.  Colorado State Highway 114 and U.S. 

Highway 285 run along the southern portion of the TMA.  The community of Saguache is 

located just to the south.  A portion of the TMA is located south of Saguache Creek, 

approximately three miles southwest of Saguache and is bordered on the north by private 

property and on the west/south by more of the RGNF. 

This TMA is characterized at its lower elevations by flat limy bench short grassland 

dominated by blue grama, bottlebrush squirrel-tail, and winterfat.  As the elevation 

increases in the foothills a vegetative canopy of piñon/juniper is added and once the more 

mountainous terrain is reached, ponderosa pine and Douglas fir dominate the over story, 

while the understory vegetation is dominated by mountain grasses.  Various shrub species 

are interspersed throughout this elevational gradient. 

The TMA is primarily utilized for grazing, local recreation, and firewood gathering.  

Numerous routes leave the highways and cross public lands before becoming RGNF 

routes.  Several hunting camps maybe found during hunting seasons.  Many deep, long 

drainages originating on the RGNF cross public lands before entering Saguache Creek.  

Illegal dumping is a problem due to the proximately to Saguache.  Several make-shift 

target shooting sites occur off the more primary routes. 

The DFC is to maintain critical winter wildlife habitat, manage dispersed recreation 

opportunity, and promote non-motorized recreation (e.g., mechanized and foot/horse 

recreation). 

The management objectives include: 

Å Reduce route density while maintaining public access. 

Å Develop route designations which address illegal dumping. 
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Å Allow appropriate dispersed and undeveloped recreation opportunity. 

6. McIntire/Simpson TMA  

The McIntyre/Simpson TMA is a very small TMA made up of two ranches purchased by 

the BLM (in 1995 and 2001, respectively) due to their unique high value riparian/wildlife 

habitat.  This TMA is located seven miles east of Sanford and 11 miles south of Alamosa 

on the Conejos River and can be reached by traveling south from Alamosa on the River 

Road. 

The historic McIntyre governorôs mansion is located on the McIntyre property and Pike 

Stockade is adjacent to the Simpson property.  The large producing McIntyre Spring 

contributes significant water to the Conejos River.  The BLM sensitive and State Species 

of concern fish species Rio Grande chub is located in McIntyre Spring.  The 

wildlife/riparian habitats are excellent for rearing waterfowl and other wildlife species.  

The largest population of breeding pairs of southwestern willow flycatchers in Colorado 

is located in this TMA.  There is a large bald eagle winter roost site along the Conejos 

River.  The only known San Luis Valley population of yellow-billed cuckoos resides in 

the cottonwood gallery. 

An integrated activity plan was completed in 1995 that required a seasonal closure to all 

public use from October 1 to February 15 on the McIntire Springs property.  This action 

focused on the bald eagle rockery.  The decision did not apply to the Simpson property as 

that property had not yet been purchased. 

The DFC is to preserve waterfowl/TES habitat, develop interpretation, education, and 

public recreation through non-motorized opportunities. 

The management objectives include: 

Å Maintain and improve waterfowl habitat. 

Å Develop appropriate non-motorized opportunities. 

Å Protect National Register eligible cultural resources, McIntyre Ranch, Simpson 

Ranch, and Pike Stockade (state). 

Å Maintain seasonal limitation on public uses of the McIntire Springs property. 

7. Los Mogotes ACEC TMA  

The Los Mogotes ACEC/TMA is located eight miles southwest of La Jara.  It is located 

adjacent to and on the boundary of the Alamosa TMA; the RGNF is located on its 

western boundary and private property along the Conejos River forms its southern 

boundary.  

This area was designated as an ACEC due to the critical winter range for big game 

species.  Mountain plover, a BLM sensitive bird species, nests in the TMA. 

The DFC is to protect and enhance critical wildlife winter/birthing habitats, special status 

plant values/TES habitat, and reduce route density/remove duplicate routes. 
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The management objective is: 

Å Restrict use to designated roads and trails in order to reduce route proliferation 

and close duplicate/user-created routes of low recreational value to reduce route 

density. 

8. Ra Jadero ACEC TMA  

The Ra Jadero ACEC/TMA TMA is a very small, remote TMA (3,837 acres) and is 

located 15 miles southwest of La Jara.  This ACEC was designated to protect the rare 

plant Astragalus ripleyi. 

The DFC is to reduce route density and remove duplicate routes, to protect unique special 

status plant values/TES habitat, as well as other significant natural resources, and to 

restore soil health. 

The management objective is: 

Å Establish seasonal limitations to OHV travel and restrict use to designated roads 

and trails. 

9. Tracy TMA  

The Tracy TMA is one of the larger TMAs (46,058 acres) and is located west of U.S. 

Highway 285 (a variable distance of one to four miles from the highway) with private 

property between the highway and the TMA.  The RGNF is the western boundary, the 

private property along Carnero Creek forms the southern boundary, and the Tracy Ridge 

formation is the northern boundary.  Several large tracts of Colorado State Lands are 

intermingled throughout this TMA.  The Rio Grande Canal is along the eastern boundary. 

This TMA contains a wide variety of soils, topography, vegetation, and concerns.  This 

TMA vegetation is characterized in the east by limy bench range site containing short 

grassland dominated by blue grama/bottlebrush squirreltail/winterfat.  Moving up in 

elevation into the foothills the characteristic vegetation is mixed grass and piñon/juniper 

over story.  Higher yet, approaching mountainous ridges and drainages, the vegetation is 

characterized by mountain grasses such as sheep fescue and an over story of ponderosa 

pine and Douglas fir.  This area contains significant year-round wildlife habitat.  Large 

numbers of big game species winter in the TMA.  Peregrine falcons and ferruginous 

hawk, sensitive species, nest in the area. 

The TMA is primarily utilized for grazing, local recreation, rock collecting, and firewood 

gathering. 

The lower elevations are usually free of snow in the winter and as a result are used by a 

number of local non-snow dependent winter recreationists (e.g., hiking, birding, 

mountain biking, OHV exploration, etc.)  Intermingled amongst the numerous drainages 

are residential subdivisions and private in holdings.  When these in holdings are located 

at the lower snow-free elevations, the combination of factors has led to routes 
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proliferating (radiating) out from these in holdings.  Routes of all descriptions transect 

these areas and many of these routes have become local access routes to the RGNF.  The 

Old Spanish Trail runs south to north across lower portions of the TMA. 

The DFC is to improve critical winter wildlife habitat, manage dispersed recreation 

opportunity, and secure long term easements and right-of-ways (ROWs) across private 

property. 

The management objectives include: 

Å Preserve traces of the Old Spanish Trail. 

Å Locate and develop a quiet use area. 

Å Reduce route density by addressing route proliferation/hunter proliferation of 

routes. 

10. Penitente Canyon TMA  

The Penitente Canyon TMA is three miles west of La Garita off of county road 38A.  The 

TMA is a SRMA.  This TMA contains the only developed BLM campground in the San 

Luis Valley.  The western boundary is the RGNF, private property along Carnero Creek 

forms the northern boundary, and other private lands form the eastern and southern 

boundaries. 

The campground and surrounding area receives very significant heavy public use year-

round.  The campground was developed to provide services to the rock climbers who 

come to the area from around the world.  Horseback riding and bicycling have become 

very popular in recent years and several trails have been constructed.  Many additional 

non-motorized trails have been created by the public due to the high demand. 

This area has mild winter weather, which encourages high recreation use during the 

winter months.  The rock climbing tapers off during the hotter portions of the summer.  

The high levels of non-motorized use have created some user conflicts.  The TMA 

contains important winter habitat for big game populations. 

There is a historic site identified from a rock painting in the canyon.  

The DFC is to promote non-motorized recreation, reduce route density, and remove 

duplicate routes. 

The management objectives include: 

Å Preserve traces of the Old Spanish Trail/wagon tracks/rock art. 

Å Reduce user-created motorized and non-motorized trails. 

Å Maintain access to the developed recreation sites. 

11. San Luis Creek TMA  
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The San Luis Creek TMA lies along the San Luis Creek from Villa Grove northwest to 

Poncha Pass.  This TMA is less than a mile from Villa Grove and is traversed down its 

middle by U.S. Highway 285, which runs southeast to northwest through it.  The RGNF 

borders the northern, western, and eastern boundaries.  The Sangre de Cristo Wilderness 

is located along the eastern boundary.  The private lands surrounding Villa Grove and 

Kerber Creek create the southern boundary. 

This TMA is comprised of two 5
th
 level watersheds.  The San Luis Creek TMA contains 

a wide variety of high quality wildlife habitat.  Populations of deer, elk, bear, bighorn 

sheep, turkey, and game birds reside in the TMA.  Numerous mountain streams flow off 

the RGNF onto public lands and eventually irrigate fields or flow to the San Luis Creek.  

The mosaic of habitat includes aspen, gamble oak, low elevation and mountain shrubs, 

sagebrush, introduced grass seedings, riparian vegetation, and several native grass 

communities.  The entire TMA is critical wildlife winter habitat. 

Both sides of the valley grade rapidly from relatively flat plains into extremely steep 

rugged, rocky, and rough mountains.  Dispersed camping occurs just below the very steep 

forested RGNF/wilderness areas.  The Sangre De Cristo Wilderness on the north and east 

is a major area of non-motorized/non-mechanized use which begins on the adjacent 

public lands.  The area to the south and west on the other side of Highway 285 though not 

a wilderness is very popular due to the close location to Salida, motorized access on the 

RGNF next to step timbered areas which can be accessed only by foot or horseback.  The 

Poncha Pass Loop at the Poncha Pass and the Decker Creek area receive very heavy year-

round use from Poncha Springs and Salida.  Uses include snowmobile, ATV, 4WD, and 

camping.  Many of the routes found become RGNF access routes.  The TMA is 

characterized as having one of the highest densities of dispersed campsites and highest 

hunting demands in the San Luis Valley.  An area near Poncha Pass between Dorsey and 

Decker Creeks is particularly impacted by route proliferation.  Much of the snowmobile 

and ATV use is cross-country, which often results in resource damage. 

A small population of Gunnison sage-grouse, a BLM sensitive species, is located in this 

TMA.  There is a popular launching site for hang-gliding north of Hayden Pass. 

The DFC is to maintain and improve fisheries/riparian, critical winter wildlife and TES 

habitat, manage for dispersed recreation, and promote non-motorized recreation. 

The management objectives include: 

Å Reduce route density. 

Å Maintain access to Villa Grove Turquoise Mine. 

Å Improve interpretation, education, and signage. 

Å Secure easements and ROWs across private property. 

Å Evaluate and manage snowmobile trails/use areas. 

12. Cumbres and Toltec Railroad Corridor ACEC TMA  

The Cumbres and Toltec Railroad ACEC was designated to protect the view shed for this 

historic railroad which runs from Antonito, Colorado to Chama, New Mexico.  The 



 

 20 

railroad is owned jointly by the states of Colorado and New Mexico.  It was determined 

that the VRM classification (Class II) was of critical importance for the railroadôs 

financial stability.  This is to protect the historic cultural resources in context with the 

railroad and the VRM classification. The TMA is located three miles southwest of 

Antonito and is oriented along a northeasterly-southwesterly direction to the New Mexico 

state line. 

The topography on public lands is open flats and low rolling hills with associated 

vegetation and wildlife.  Recreational use is low due to the small size of the ACEC and 

open terrain.  This open terrain allows excellent scenery viewing for the train passengers. 

The DFC is to maintain and protect unique historic values, visual values, and wildlife 

habitat. 

The management objectives include: 

Å Strict conformance to VRM class objectives. 

Å Protect historical and visual values. 

Å Protect National Register eligible cultural resources for Cumbres & Toltec Scenic 

Railroad. 

13. Villa Grove TMA  

The Villa Grove TMA is divided into two smaller TMAs with a few separate land-locked 

scattered tracts.  The southwest unit is located two miles south of Villa Grove.  The 

southeast unit is located four miles to the southeast along the Sangre de Cristo 

Mountains, south to an area north of the Luis Maria Baca Land Grant in the vicinity of 

Crestone.  Several scattered tracts are associated in this portion.  Most of the boundaries 

are with private property.  The west boundary of the southwest tracts is the RGNF.  The 

east boundary of the southeast tracts is the RGNF, which for most of the length is the 

Sangre de Cristo Wilderness. 

The Villa Grove TMA is made up of three 5
th
 level watersheds combined.  The 

topography is for the most part a flat, if not gradually sloping, grass/shrub land.  There 

are a few areas on the east portion that gradually progress into the foothills, but as is often 

the case adjacent to the Sangre de Cristo Mountains, most areas are flat to the edge of the 

mountains and then immediately and sharply increases into the very steep, rugged, rocky 

and mountains that characterize this range. 

Several RGNF trailheads exist on the public lands.  The area around Crestone receives 

high recreational use (both motorized and non-motorized) year-round and the RGNF has 

two campgrounds near that community. 

Most of the streams on the east side of the TMA are diverted for irrigation.  This TMA is 

important winter habitat for mule deer, elk, black bear, and bighorn sheep.  A large 

population of antelope resides in the TMA on a year-round basis.  Rio Grande cutthroat 

trout populations exist in streams on public lands and in the RGNF.  Rio Grande chub 

occur on private lands. 
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The DFC is to preserve mountainous and scenic landscapes, maintain/improve 

fisheries/riparian areas, and maintain/improve critical winter wildlife and TES habitat, 

manage dispersed recreation, and promote non-motorized recreation. 

The management objectives include: 

Å Reduce route density west of U.S. Highway 285 and remove duplicate routes. 

Å Secure easements and ROWs across private property. 

Å Evaluate and manage snowmobile trails/use areas. 

14. Sangre de Cristo TMA   

The Sangre de Cristo TMA is located west, southwest, and south of the Great Sand 

Dunes National Park on Highway 150 and Lane 6.  This TMA consists of several blocked 

and scattered tracts and includes three sets of tracts that can only be reached from Lane 6 

Road and are located seven and one-half miles west of the Lane 6 and Highway 150 

junction.  One tract is three miles north of Lane 6 and eight miles west of the junction.  

Some scattered tracts are included that start just south of the Great Sand Dunes National 

Park and run along the Sangre de Cristo Mountains.  The western tracts are located just 

north of the Blanca Wetlands Habitat TMA and the southern tracts begin just two to three 

miles east/southeast of that same unit.  These tracts are mostly surrounded by private 

property.  The eastern-most tracts border Highway 150 to the west and the Sangre de 

Cristo Mountains to the east, which includes the Sangre de Cristo Wilderness.  Several 

user-created routes have been created to reach the adjoining RGNF, which is located 

immediately to the east. 

The TMA has a wide variety of topography and vegetation.  The flat areas contain 

greasewood and vegetated sand dunes.  The eastern edge, which is located just west of 

the RGNF are in the foothills and are dominated by sagebrush and piñon/juniper 

overstory.  The areas adjacent to the RGNF have a much steeper incline and begin to 

contain mountain shrubs and grasses. 

This TMA contains the Como Lake Road to Mount Blanca and is the only public access 

to Mount Blanca, a 14,000 foot mountain.  Two chaining actions have taken place in the 

past and were performed to provide habitat for bighorn sheep and elk. 

The DFC is to preserve mountainous/scenic landscapes, develop non-motorized access, 

and manage dispersed recreation. 

The management objective is: 

Å Reduce route density. 

15. Upper Saguache Creek TMA  

The Upper Saguache Creek TMA is located in the Saguache Creek drainage where it 

turns south off State Highway 114, approximately 21 miles west from Saguache.  Private 
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property along Saguache Creek splits the TMA down the middle and the RGNF 

surrounds the TMA on three sides. 

This TMA contains valuable wildlife winter habitat.  It is especially important for mule 

deer and elk.  Sheep Creek and Saguache Creek provide important riparian habitat and 

raptor roosting and foraging areas. 

The DFC is to maintain and improve fisheries and riparian areas, critical winter wildlife 

habitat, and manage for and promote dispersed non-motorized recreation. 

The management objectives include: 

Å Reduce route density. 

Å Evaluate and manage snowmobile trails/use area. 

16. Trickle Mountain TMA  

The Trickle Mountain TMA has the same boundary as the Trickle Mountain OHV Plan 

boundary.  The Trickle Mountain ACEC is a smaller unit (39,136 acres) inside the OHV 

Plan boundary.  The ACEC was established for wildlife, big game winter habitat 

protection (particularly mule deer, elk, antelope and bighorn sheep), and is important 

raptor foraging and nesting habitat.  The north, south, and west sides are bordered by the 

RGNF.  The private property along Saguache Creek and Highway 114 split portions of 

the unit.  Five additional private property holdings along important north/south creeks 

split portions of the TMA into smaller blocks. 

Access and travel has been restricted in accordance to the OHV Plan since its 

implementation.  A portion of the Old Spanish Trail lies in the TMA and a large cultural 

site is present.  This TMA contains several drainages with trout fishing streams which 

feed Saguache Creek. 

Trickle Mountain and Hoagland Hill are high elevation features.  The topography is 

rugged and rocky with high flat mesas and moderately steep drainages and very thin 

fragile soils.  This is important wildlife and raptor habitat and several populations reside 

and winter here.  Many deep, long drainages originating on the RGNF cross the public 

lands before entering Saguache Creek. 

Many of the BLM routes provide primary access to RGNF routes and are used for 

hunting, fishing, camping, and other recreational activities on public lands and the 

RGNF.  These routes are important in that they allow access into the remote portions of 

the forest.  Several hunting groups/camps maybe found during the various hunting 

seasons.  Sergeants Mesa containing Soldiers Stones is located by access routes.  Several 

important cultural sites are located in this TMA.  The TMA is primarily used for grazing, 

hunting, local recreation, some moss rock collection occurs, and firewood gathering. 

The DFC is to protect and enhance big game, non-game, and raptor species, other 

significant resource values, special status plant values, and continue the implementation 

of the Trickle Mountain OHV Plan. 
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The management objectives include: 

Å Preserve traces of the Old Spanish Trail. 

Å Protect cultural properties in the Alkali Spring area. 

Å Maintain access to moss rock collecting sites. 

 

17. Rio Grande Canal TMA  

The Rio Grande Canal TMA is located off county road 38A four miles south of La 

Garita.  This TMA has flat to gentle rolling terrain and is characterized by short grass 

vegetation composed of blue grama, bottlebrush squirreltail, and winterfat.  County road 

38A is the western boundary, county roads E and D5 are the northern boundary, and 

private property east of the Rio Grande Canal make up the eastern and southern 

boundaries.  

The Old Spanish Trail runs south to north.  Critical winter wildlife habitat and a 

substantial antelope herd reside year-round.  Illegal trash dumping is a serious concern 

due to the ready access into this TMA and the amount of scattered homes and 

subdivisions. 

The DFC is to enhance critical winter wildlife habitat and manage dispersed recreation 

opportunity. 

The management objectives include: 

Å Reduce route density. 

Å Preserve traces of the Old Spanish Trail. 

Å Reduce illegal trash dumping. 

18. San Luis Hills ACEC TMA  

The San Luis Hills ACEC TMA is located four miles east of La Jara, toward the Rio 

Grande River, and then south to County Road V.  The primary purpose for the ACEC 

designation was to protect the Flat Top Mountain wetlands, big game habitat, and special 

status plant values.  Flat Top Mountain provides raptor nesting sites. 

This TMA is a rolling, very dry, high elevation desert with few live water sources.  

Considerable bare ground exists between plants, which are predominately rubber 

rabbitbrush, blue grama, Indian ricegrass, and some big sagebrush.  The San Luis Hills 

lay southwest to northeast across the northern portion and then cross the Rio Grande into 

Costilla County.  A portion of the Rio Grande Corridor Plan identified routes for 

limitations or closures, which were considered and incorporated as appropriate as part of 

this planning effort.  The public uses of this TMA primarily consist of rock climbing and 

rock hounding in the Flat Top Mountain area.  Flat Top Mountain (2,000 acres) is closed 

to OHV use.   
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The DFC is to maintain and improve the quality of the ACEC through route reduction on 

that portion of the area not including Flat Top Mountain, critical winter wildlife habitat, 

special status plant values, and improve management of ATVs. 

The management objectives include: 

Å Protect significant natural values. 

Å Consider open areas as appropriate locations are identified. 

Å Remain in compliance with Rio Grande Corridor Plan. 

Å Manage human activities (e.g., rock climbing) in the Flat Top Mountain area in 

order to minimize impacts to raptor nesting. 

19. San Luis Hills WSA TMA  

The San Luis Hills WSA/TMA is located nine miles southeast of La Jara.  It covers the 

majority of the Piñon Hills, which for the most part is a rather flat mesa.  Few routes ever 

existed due to the nature and construction of the mesa, which for the most part prevented 

public motorized access.  The John James Canyon provides some gradient access to the 

WSA and is not open to motorized or mechanized access (closed area). 

Vegetation is very sparse and consists of desert shrubs and cactus.  The soils are thin and 

undeveloped.  The primary concerns include maintaining the wilderness characteristics, 

improving the backcountry setting, and enforcing the John James Trail restrictions.  The 

WSA contains critical winter wildlife habitat. 

The DFC is to maintain wilderness characteristics (in accordance with the TMAôs WSA 

determination). 

The management objectives include: 

Å Continue the area closure to OHVs. 

Å Maintain the integrity of John James Trail. 

Å Maintain the wilderness characteristics. 

Å Enhance non-motorized and non-mechanized recreational opportunities that 

would maintain the remote backcountry setting. 

20. San Luis Hills TMA  

The San Luis Hills TMA is located east and south of the San Luis Hills ACEC and WSA 

TMAs and contains public lands to the New Mexico state line.  The topography and 

vegetation are similar to the adjoining TMAs.  The eastern portion consists of tracts of 

land between the Rio Grande River Corridor and the other TMAs.  The southern portion 

contains the South Piñon Hills, Punche Valley, and Punche Arroyo. 

This TMA is a major migration corridor for antelope from New Mexico.  Many herds of 

elk cross near Highway 285.  The TMA provides critical winter wildlife.  This TMA 

contains a feral horse herd. 
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The motorized access has been extended into the San Luis Hills WSA, which has become 

a serious issue due to erosion and the degradation of the WSA attributes. 

This TMA is being studied for the possibility of wind energy development.  Illegal 

dumping is unfortunately a significant issue.  There are many illegal dump sites and 

efforts to clean up and maintain public lands free of trash have met with limited success. 

The DFC is to maintain appropriate public access to the Rio Grande Corridor. 

The management objectives include: 

Å Reduce access to known illegal dump sites. 

Å Reduce access in and around the San Luis Hills ACEC and WSA. 

21. South Fork TMA  

The South Fork TMA contains many small, isolated tracts north and south of the Rio 

Grande from Del Norte to South Fork.  Some tracts are bordered on one side by the 

RGNF.  Those tracts that are available to public access generally have access from the 

RGNF.  Access is possible through private property, which historically was not an issue.  

New owners, fenced private property, subdivisions, and damage to private property by 

visitors not respecting the private property has led to many of the private property access 

points and gates being locked and public access denied.  Much of the RGNF lands that 

are adjacent do not have access routes connecting to the public land tracts. 

This TMA is comprised of three 5
th
 level watersheds.  The tracts vary widely in 

topography and vegetation.  Some are flat or gently rolling terrain and sparsely vegetated.  

Other tracts are in the foothills and vegetated with piñon/juniper over story, short grass 

under story, and/or desert and transitional shrub communities.  Some tracts are actually 

characterized as being low elevation mountainous in nature, with vegetation that is more 

often associated with montane environments.  The community of South Fork and the 

associated subdivisions are placing great pressure on the public lands directly adjacent to 

that community. 

This TMA provides critical winter wildlife habitat for mule deer, elk, and antelope in the 

area between South Fork and Del Norte.  It represents the only area for these animals to 

winter due to subdivisions and ranchettes, and the high quality of shrubs for forage and 

cover.  In addition to the issues surrounding the maintenance of critical winter range and 

mitigating for habitat loss due to development, the maintenance of public access through 

the acquisition of ROWs to the public lands remains a priority.  

The DFC is coordinate with communities, subdivisions, and private landowners to 

provide appropriate recreation opportunities and protect critical winter wildlife habitat. 

The management objectives include: 

Å If the parcel is isolated, seek to gain public access and manage appropriately. 
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Å If no public access is available, routes will be closed or assigned appropriate 

maintenance and ROW responsibility or maintained by BLM if administrative 

access is needed. 

Å If parcel has access (including access from RGNF), apply appropriate 

management. 

Å Work with the South Fork community on nearby tracts to develop open space and 

non-motorized recreation while protecting critical winter wildlife habitat. 

22. Zapata SRMA TMA  

The Zapata SRMA TMA is a block of public lands immediately adjacent to the Colorado 

State Land containing Zapata Falls and the associated recreation area.  The BLM has a 

cooperative agreement to manage Zapata Falls for the State.  It is located two miles south 

of the Lane 6 and Highway 15 junction.  This is seven miles south of the Great Sand 

Dunes National Park. 

The TMA receives a significant number of visitors annually.  The proximity to the Great 

Sand Dunes National Park has increased visitation.  There are over four miles of 

developed mountain bike and hiking trails.  It receives significant year-round recreational 

use.  The trail head to South Zapata Lakes on the RGNF is located in this TMA.  The 

county maintains the access road to the Falls Trailhead.  Campsites and vault toilets are 

planned. 

This TMA has a completed extensive urban wildland interface fuels reduction project due 

to proximity to the Zapata Subdivision. 

Zapata Falls contains the only population of black swifts in the San Luis Valley. 

The DFC is to coordinate with communities, subdivisions, county, state, other agencies, 

and private landowners to provide additional recreation opportunities. 

The management objectives include: 

Å Support the development of the recreational opportunities provided with Zapata 

Falls. 

Å Evaluate improving access to Zapata Falls and the South Zapata Lake trail. 

23. Rio Grande River Corridor ACEC  TMA  

The Rio Grande River Corridor ACEC/TMA consists of public lands adjacent to the Rio 

Grande beginning at a point on the river eight miles east of Sanford and following the 

river south to the New Mexico state line.  The Rio Grande Corridor Plan was completed 

in January 2004 and sets the management direction for the Corridor.  Federal legislation 

recently passed by Congress designated the Corridor as a Natural Area, which would be 

limited to one-quarter mile each side from the center line of the river.  Some access 

routes have been closed in accordance with the plan.  Most access issues were directed by 

the plan and little flexibility to take other actions is possible. 



 

 27 

Two primary issues drive plans for this area:  one is public access to the river where cliffs 

permit and the other is wildlife habitat.  This TMA is very important for raptor nesting 

habitat.  The river provides an important watering source for many classes of animals.  

The Corridor is proposed for designation as critical habitat for southwestern willow 

flycatcher. 

Visual aspects are critical for floaters on the river.  The plan calls for the management of 

the VRM Class I guidelines for the river.  Livestock and a feral horse herd are 

devastating to riparian habitat along the river.  Trespass grazing has been a historic 

problem.  Many cultural sites exist along the river.  One of the Rio Grande Corridor Plan 

goals is to develop commercial and non-commercial recreational opportunities. 

The DFC is to maintain and improve the natural scenic landscape and healthy water, 

riparian, and recreational values of the Rio Grande Corridor Plan. 

The management objectives include: 

Å Provide public access. 

Å Enhance wildlife habitat. 

Å Strict conformance to VRM class objectives. 

Å Protection of essential aquatic and riparian resources. 

Å Enhance recreational opportunities that would maintain the proposed Natural 

Area designation. 

Å Protect and enhance natural, historic, archeological, and scenic resources. 

Å Provide opportunities for commercial and personal uses. 

Å Minimize illegal grazing. 

IDENTIFIED ISSUES AND CONCERNS 

The issues for the SLRA TMP were identified through a public involvement process (see Public 

Participation section on page 228).  Public involvement was achieved in three ways:  interviews 

with affected stakeholders; formal public meetings; and informal meetings with representatives 

of various interests who were actively involved throughout the planning effort.  The purpose of 

these meetings with the public was to gather input that would assist with this planning process.  

These parties were not asked for advice on decisions or asked to help make those decisions.  In 

addition, issues and concerns were identified internally through meetings and discussions with 

BLM managers and resource specialists. 

INTERVIEWS: 

Interviews were conducted early in the planning process to identify the concerns of affected 

stakeholders.  The interviews were conducted by members of the Front Range Resource 

Advisory Council (RAC), along with BLM personnel.  Nineteen individual stakeholders were 

interviewed from April through August, 2004.  The selected stakeholders included a cross-

section of affected users, including individual ranchers, adjacent landowners, and representatives 

of clubs, organizations, and government agencies that have an interest in how travel on the 

public lands is managed. 
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PUBLIC MEETINGS: 

Public meetings were held in Monte Vista, Center, Del Norte, Saguache, and Antonito on 

May 24, May 25, May 27, June 1 and June 3, 2004, respectively.  The purpose of these meetings 

was to gather input for management objectives, DFCs, travel management issues, and what the 

public thought the TMP should provide including what the route system should look like.  

Despite extensive efforts to gather public input, the meetings were attended by a total of 43 

citizens.  In addition to the comments and opinions that were expressed during the meetings, 

attendees were encouraged to submit written comments.  A total of 69 individuals and/or 

organizations submitted written comments as a result. 

A second series of public meetings was held once the DFCs, management objectives, alternative 

criteria, and route analysis by TMA and alternatives had been developed.  These meetings 

provided the public with an opportunity to comment and make suggestions on the above work.  

These meetings were held in Alamosa, Saguache, and Monte Vista on May 16, May 18, and May 

20, 2005, respectively, and were attended by a total of 55 citizens.  In addition to the comments 

and opinions that were expressed during the meetings, attendees were encouraged to submit 

written comments at the meeting and prior to June 10, 2005.  Again, despite a comprehensive 

media blitz, including radio announcements, newspaper articles, public announcements, posters, 

and a letter to the interested publicôs mailing list, a total of only 77 individuals and/or 

organizations submitted written comments and/or completed feedback forms for specific routes. 

The public meetings were attended in total by 98 citizens and a total of 146 individuals and/or 

organizations submitted written comments through the process. 

INFORMAL MEETINGS: 

In addition to the stakeholder interviews and the comments received at the public meetings, 

BLM personnel communicated and met with individuals and representatives during the public 

comment period who indicated a desire to be actively involved in this planning effort, including 

the Jacarilla Apache Nation; representatives of environmental organizations such as the Rocky 

Mountain Recreation Initiative, Colorado Mountain Club, Sierra Club, Audubon Society, 

Audubon Colorado, Quiet Use Coalition, Arkansas Valley Audubon Society, The Wilderness 

Society, Colorado Environmental Coalition, San Luis Valley Ecosystem Council (SLVEC), and 

Shumei International Institute; representatives of motorized recreation groups such as the 

Colorado Off-Highway Vehicle Coalition and Blanca Peak 4X4 Club; and representatives of 

non-motorized recreation groups such as the Backcountry Horsemen of America, International 

Mountain Bicycling Association, Arkansas Valley Cycling Club, local hikers and bicycle users.  

Affected holders of grazing permits and ROWs (e.g., power transmission lines, irrigation ditches, 

radio towers, etc.) were contacted to identify their access needs, and presentations were made to 

county commissioners. 

As a result of public involvement, five key issues were identified for the SLRA TMP: 

1. Providing Appropriate and Reasonable Access ï The comments related to this issue 

indicate a need to provide public access and travel opportunities that benefit all types of users 

(recreational and non-recreational; motorized, mechanized, and non-motorized).  The 
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majority of the respondents recognized the need to limit or restrict access where it is 

necessary to protect important resource values or to avoid conflicts with other uses. 

2. Achieving Compliance ï The comments pertaining to this issue indicate that people are 

concerned that user acceptance and compliance with new OHV travel regulations will not be 

easily achieved.  Most of the comments related to this issue supported the need for restricting 

travel to designated routes but recommended that the BLM employ a variety of measures to 

ensure that the new system will be effectively implemented, including such measures as: 

a. setting priorities for implementing travel management decisions so that the areas 

that need the most attention are treated first; 

b. maintaining routes so that they are designed to minimize maintenance, maximize 

safety and functionality, and minimize impacts to resources; 

c. providing on-the-ground signing of designated routes, and installing interpretative 

kiosks at key locations and informative signs/panels on designated closures; 

d. providing location maps of the designated road and trail system; 

e. promoting acceptable use practices through outreach programs to user 

groups/venders, such as the ñTread Lightlyò and ñLeave No Traceò programs, and 

providing other user education programs/materials that promote low impact 

travel; 

f. recruiting organized user groups and clubs to help monitor and maintain routes 

and to promote acceptable practices; 

g. providing adequate BLM personnel to monitor use and enforce travel regulations; 

h. ascertaining adequate funding sources to manage and maintain the transportation 

system; 

i. developing a program of public education and a method of dissemination; 

j. being as consistent with the RGNF as possible; 

k. closing roads as necessary to lessen wet-season impacts to road stability and 

condition; 

l. protecting and enhancing visual resources in treated areas (i.e., vegetated 

treatments and route reclamation); 

m. working with cooperating and other agencies to the extent possible to insure 

consistency and maximize efficiencies; and 

n. implementing and continuing in a timely fashion a monitoring and maintenance 

plan. 

3. Abating the Proliferation of User-Created Routes and Cumulative Impacts of OHV 

Activities ï The comments related to these issues indicate that many people are concerned 

with the growing amount of OHV use on public lands and the increasing impacts that OHV 

use is having on the natural resources, especially to wildlife habitat, riparian habitat, and 
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water quality.  Many respondents supported the need to limit motorized and non-motorized 

access and travel to benefit and protect the overall health and condition of the public lands. 

4. Reducing User Conflicts ï Comments related to this issue indicate that some people are 

concerned about the conflicts that exist between non-compatible motorized and non-

motorized recreation uses and support travel management actions that will better serve the 

needs of all types of recreation users.  Some respondents cited conflicts and safety concerns 

related to various user types on single track non-motorized trails. 

5. Responding to Population Growth and Increased Use of Public Lands ï A lot of people 

expressed awareness of the increased amount of use that the public lands have experienced in 

the last 10 years.  They are concerned about the impacts that additional population growth 

will have on the ability of the BLM to manage even greater uses on the public lands in the 

future.  Many respondents recognized and supported the need to plan and implement travel 

management actions to meet expected increased uses on the public lands to keep in step with 

future growth. 

These issues will be addressed in this TMP and issues relating to implementation, maintenance, 

mitigation measures, and monitoring will be further addressed in the document developed after 

the TMP to address those actions. 

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITIONS 

DFCs are short vision statements that describe the major goals of the SLRA TMP and that 

directly respond to the major issues and concerns that were identified through public 

involvement.  There are three overall DFCs and then specific DFCs were identified for each 

TMA. 

1. Maintain and Improve Public Land Health ï Environmental impacts resulting from access 

and travel uses on the public lands are improving or moving towards being in compliance 

with the Public Land Health Standards (see Appendix 4).  (Responds to issues 3 and 5.) 

2. Maintain  Recreational Access ï Access and travel uses on the public lands are improving 

or moving towards being in compliance with the Recreation Management Guidelines for 

Meeting Public Land Health Standards (see Appendix 5) and other applicable recreation 

management planning documents.  User conflicts and safety issues are satisfactorily 

resolved.  (Responds to issues 1, 3, 4, and 5.) 

3. Provide Appropriate and Reasonable Access ï The public lands are served by an 

effectively managed and maintained system of roads and trails that provides access and travel 

opportunities for legitimate recreational and non-recreational purposes for motorized, 

mechanized, and non-motorized users.  (Responds to issues 1 and 2.) 

DESCRIPTIONS OF THE ALTERNATIVES USED FOR THE ASSESSMENT 

Four alternatives were developed to analyze and compare the benefits and environmental 

consequences that would result under different levels of access and use.  Each alternative 
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represents a defined level of access and travel uses for the routes, as well as identifying the 

changes in area designations.  The alternatives are named: 

 Proposed Action Alternative C 

 Current Use (No Action) Alternative A 

 Minimum Access Alternative B 

 Maximum Access Alternative D 

Before reviewing the alternatives, the reader should become familiar with the Travel Use 

Categories that are used in the written descriptions, tables, and maps that are found throughout 

this document (see Table 4).  The Travel Use Categories define the individual routes in terms of 

the types of uses that are permitted on them. 

Table 4:  Travel Use Categories 

Type of 

Route 
Symbol and Map Color 

Permitted Public Uses And 

Explanations 

Route Designation 

Category 

Foot and 

Equestrian 

Closed to Motorized and 

Mechanized Travel (Red) 

Foot, horse Limited or Mitigate 

Limit  

Bicycle Non-Motorized Access Only 

(Orange and Black Dashed) 

Foot, horse, bicycle Limited or Mitigate 

Limit  

ATV and 

Motorcycle 

Limited Motorized Access 

(Orange & White Dashed) 

Foot, horse, bicycle, ATV, motorcycle Limited or Mitigate 

Limit  

General Open and Mitigate Open (Green 

and Dashed Green) 

Open to all motorized, mechanized, and 

non-motorized uses (includes maintained 

dirt and gravel roads suitable for sedan 

travel, as well as un-maintained primitive 

4WD roads) 

Open or Mitigate 

Open 

Non-BLM Highways, County Roads, Other 

Routes (Dark Blue) 

Open to street-legal motor vehicles (i.e., 

closed to non- street-legal motor vehicles) 

and other mechanized and non-motorized 

uses (includes county, state, and federal 

roads and highways that access BLM 

lands but do not fall under BLM 

management jurisdiction) 

[Not designated by 

BLM]  

Limited 

User 

Limited to Authorized Users 

(Light Blue) 

Routes not available for motorized access 

to the general public but may be used for 

motorized administrative, grazing 

permittee, utility company and private 

property purposes.  May also allow for 

public non-motorized access (bicycle, 

foot and equestrian). 

Limited or Mitigate 

Limit  

Closed Closed (Thin Grey Lines with 

Round Grey Markers) 

A route that is permanently closed to all 

motorized and mechanized use; non-

motorized and non-mechanized use 

would be allowed (as cross-country 

travel) unless specifically identified 

otherwise. 

Closed 

For the purpose of this document  legal public access exists if the route can be legally accessed without trespassing 

over private lands (i.e., access is provided from county, state, or federal highways or via routes where the BLM or 

Forest Service  has obtained a public easement or ROW). 
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ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES  

The dramatic increase in route proliferation within the project area since the SLRA RMP was 

signed has resulted in commensurate increases in resource damage.  There are many reasons for 

the increase in motorized routes, including the combined effects of the lack of specific travel 

management planning, on the ground management, significant regional population growth, the 

increase in popularity of OHV recreation and the open area designation that allowed cross-

country travel.  There were many duplicate routes such as one route on a ridge and one route in 

the next drainage or a route created over the last decade in each drainage.  The visitorôs ability to 

travel cross-country without consideration or knowledge of the impacts to resources created 

many additional routes.  Many user-created motorized routes occurred as one person followed 

the tracks of another.  The use of motorized modes of travel has allowed visitors to enjoy the 

public lands perhaps longer than they would have in generations past regardless of their age or 

any physical challenges they may face.  A more urban population has resulted in fewer 

horseback riders and more ATV users.  An increase in the power and capability of ATVs allows 

them to reach places not accessible previously.  A population which is more sedentary and not 

conditioned to walk cross-country has sought out motorized methods to utilize public lands.  

Individuals seeking to go where no one has gone with a motorized conveyance has caused many 

user-created routes. 

Several actions are common to all action alternatives (excluding the Current Use [No Action] 

Alternative A).  They are: 

 Change in Area Designations:  The action alternatives change the area designation of public 

lands in planning Area #1 from open with some routes falling in a limited seasonal closure in 

crucial wintering and birthing areas to the area designation of limited.  The RMP designated 

Area #1 as open.  Any action alternative by necessity would have to change this designation 

to Limited.  The Limited designation would allow the development of a travel management 

plan and a route by route evaluation which would not purposeful under Open or Closed 

designation.  The No Action Alternative leaves Area #1 Open as it is in the RMP.  An action 

alternative with an open designation but restricting route access is meaningless as any use 

would remain legal off of the routes even if the routes were limited or designated in some 

fashion.  Area #2 and Areas #4 through #10 (ACECs) would remain with an area designation 

of limited and the San Luis Hills WSA would remain with an area designation of closed to 

motorized and mechanized use.  The action alternatives further refine limited area 

designations for the project area to limited to designated roads and trails (rather than limited 

to existing roads and trails). 

 Road-Side Use Limitation:  Pulling a motorized vehicle off a designated route (e.g., for 

parking, camping, and other dispersed recreational activities associated with limited access 

points adjacent to the route) would be limited to a single perpendicular distance of 300 feet 

from the edge of the route (no travel parallel to a route).  This policy will be an interim policy 

until further monitoring can be completed and additional analysis is conducted during the 

revision of the RMP.   

 Game Retrieval:  Motorized use off designated motorized routes (cross-country travel), 

including game retrieval, would not be permitted. 
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 Seasonal Wildlife Closures:  Wildlife seasonal restrictions to the motorized/mechanized 

public would occur in critical winter wildlife habitat
6
 from January 1 to April 30.  This 

closure would be adjusted to December 1 through April 30 should the DOW close the late 

season cow elk hunt.  Those routes utilized for commercial, administrative, and private 

property access will remain available for those uses during the seasonal motorized restriction 

period.  Wildlife seasonal restrictions will be identified in cooperation with the DOW.  

Further short-term emergency wildlife winter restrictions may be implemented in 

coordination with DOW should extremely severe winters occur that force the concentration 

of big game species into what was considered non-critical winter wildlife habitat. 

 Administrative Use for Livestock Grazing Related Activities:  Many of the routes in the 

planning area are identified as limited to administrative purposes.  Under this designation, 

livestock grazing permittees would be permitted to use the routes for management of 

livestock grazing and movement only from two weeks prior to turning livestock onto the 

public lands to two weeks after removal of livestock from public lands.  Special 

authorizations could be granted to a permittee outside this time period as needed on a case-

by-case basis through the local Field Office Manager. 

 Horse Gates:  Horse gates through BLM fences would be authorized by permit only through 

the local Field Office Manager. 

 Bicycle Limitations:  Travel by bicycles and other non-motorized mechanical vehicles would 

be limited to designated routes only (no cross-country travel). 

 Foot and Horse Travel:  Foot and horse travel will still be permitted under all action 

alternatives, as well as the Current Use (No Action) Alternative A, across all public lands and 

shall not be limited to designated routes. 

 Snowmobile Use:  Snowmobile use would be authorized on designated motorized routes.  

There will be an open area for snowmobile use near Villa Grove from Kerber Creek on the 

south and west side of U.S. Highway 285 to Wild Bill Gulch Road and on the north and east 

side to Raspberry Creek Road.  There is a closed area on all routes from Wild Bill Gulch 

Road to Clover Creek on the south and west and on the north and east from Raspberry Creek 

Road to the forest boundary.  Snowmobile use in the area south and west from Clover Creek 

to the forest boundary (the Poncha Pass Loop area) will be limited to routes specifically 

signed and designated for snowmobile use. (See map in Appendix 6.) 

 Open Areas:  Two areas are proposed to remain designated as open motorized areas, both of 

which are in the San Luis Hills TMA.  The first area (81.1 acres) is located 1.4 miles south of 

Antonito off U.S. Highway 285 and 0.4 mile east on road SLH1002.  This is north towards 

the perlite processing plant.  The second area (179 acres) is reached via U.S. Highway 285 to 

                                                 
6
 BLM critical winter habitat is identified by BLM in conjunction with DOW as winter concentration, resident 

population, and concentration areas. 
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Colorado State Highway 142 east, 7.1 miles through the towns of Romeo and Mannassa, 

south on BLM Emory Orr Road 5006.  The recommendation to keep these areas designated 

as open was carried through each alternative following recommendations from the public 

during the scoping process after a determination was made that the areas would not 

revegetate fully from previous activities, and to allow for focus of ATV and dirt bike use 

from nearby communities without substantial additional damage to resources. 

 Emergency Access:  Motorized emergency access would be available (i.e., in accordance 

with appropriate federal regulations) throughout the planning area regardless of the area or 

route designation.  When possible, emergency vehicles will attempt to utilize existing routes, 

however there may be instances where access off-route would be necessary. 

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE C  

The establishment of designated travel uses under the Proposed Action Alternative C, would be 

guided by, among other directives and statutory requirements, the need to maintain or improve 

the health of the public lands as defined by the Colorado Public Land Health Standards (see 

Appendix 4) and BLMôs mandate to provide recreation opportunities for the public as required 

under the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA).  Some user-created and existing 

routes would be closed to public use.  Other user-created routes would be left open or limited 

(allowing for limited uses).  The user-created routes were not illegal because Area #1 was 

designated open in the SLRA RMP.  Establishing ROWs across some private property lands will 

be a priority to facilitate public access and loop development.   

The Proposed Action Alternative C is to designate a travel system for use by motorized, 

mechanized, and non-motorized users that would provide for protection of sensitive resources 

while providing recreational opportunities, commercial, and administrative access. 

The routes designated open would be signed on the ground and maps would be prepared for 

kiosks at primary entry points and for distribution to users.  Bicycles and other mechanized 

vehicles would be limited to routes designated for motorized, mechanized, and identified limited 

users such as administrative purposes.  No cross-country travel would be authorized.  A total of 

650.9 miles of routes would be available to the public for motorized use.  When compared to the 

Current Use (No Action) Alternative A, this is a reduction of approximately 51% of existing 

BLM routes.  It is estimated that approximately 75% of this route reduction results from closures 

of user-create routes.  

Reclamation of closed routes would be prioritized based on wildlife habitat productivity, 

resource sensitivity, soil loss potential, cultural resource impacts, or other resource protection 

needs.  The emphasis for natural resource management would be to improve vegetation, 

hydrology, soils, and water quality across all TMAs through the designation of routes that direct 

visitors away from sensitive resource areas.  This alternative strives to provide for a mix of 

quality motorized and non-motorized recreation experiences and opportunities. 

The Proposed Action Alternative C is designed to provide for access and recreational 

opportunities within the limits of the lands and resources and to manage recreational impacts and 

traffic flows within the capabilities of the BLM to maintain and monitor the proposed system of 
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designated routes.  Maps 1 through 8 display the Proposed Action Alternative C and are located 

on the CD at the back of this document. 

Some of the questions asked by the interdisciplinary team for this alternative (as well as the other 

alternatives considered) included:  What are the natural resources being damaged and how 

badly?  What are the larger resource issues and would they be better served by closing or 

restricting use on this route?  Is there a greater need than access?  In addition to recreational 

access uses, are there commercial, private property or administrative needs that should be 

considered?  Would the area provide a quiet use area?  If the route was not a trunk line or 

significant loop, it was evaluated for access to private property, commercial access, permittee 

needs, and administrative needs.  These types of questions assisted the interdisciplinary team to 

evaluate each area and route to provide a balanced alternative. 

Implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative C would include the miles of routes by the 

respective travel use categories shown in Table 5.  When reviewing the data in this table the 

reader is reminded that each individual travel use category also allows uses by those categories 

that are listed above it (excluding the limited user category).  For example, the ATV category 

also allows uses by the Bicycle, Equestrian, and Foot categories.  A few exceptions were 

developed to reduce user conflicts between horseback riders and mountain bicycles.  The 

locations of the routes by travel use categories are displayed on the Proposed Action 

Alternative C Maps 1 through 8. 

Table 5:  Miles of Routes by Alternative and Travel Use Categories* 

Travel Use 

Category 

Proposed Action 

Alternative C 

Current Use  

(No Action) 

Alternative A  

Minimum Access 

Alternative B 

Maximum Access 

Alternative D 

Foot and Equestrian 25.7  7.4 21.2  17.3  

Bicycle 64.7 

Plus (19.3)**  

29.1 46.1 

Plus (24.1)**  

67.4 

Plus (13.0)**  

Motorcycle 0 0 0 1.8 

ATV 8.1 8.9 2.9 25.7 

General 642.8 1,319.8 397.4 865.3 

Non-BLM 223.4 223.4 223.4 223.4 

Limited User 296.6 47.8 376.1 172.5 

*This table is not able to show the extent of seasonal closures as they will be variable from year to year based upon 

the amount of critical winter habitat, which will be determined annually by the BLM in conjunction with DOW. 

**Motorized travel limited to authorized users (utility companies, permittees, administrative, and private property 

owners for access) and available by bicycle, horse, and foot to the public.  These miles are included in limited user 

category. 

 

The Proposed Action Alternative C considers recreational needs and access in conjunction with 

the occurring and potential resource impacts.  This alternative allows access and uses that do not 

conflict with other resource protection while continuing to fully address excess routes and 

impacts from routes/users on the natural resources.  It provided the middle ground between 

maximum access and minimum access.  As routes were evaluated, an effort was made to 

determine the use level and route condition because during the primary inventory this data was 

not sufficiently collected.  The process identified natural and cultural resource issues and 

recreational values/needs.  Recreational opportunities, commercial, private property and 
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administrative uses, and resource impacts were identified and evaluated.  It was determined if 

there was a purpose or need for the route.  The use level and user type was determined.  The type 

of route was identified.  The public uses and impacts from changes in uses were evaluated.  The 

resource impacts were gathered and evaluated for changes if changes to the routes occurred. 

The Proposed Action Alternative C designates 650.9 miles of motorized BLM routes in the 

travel use categories of General and ATV.  The Proposed Action Alternative C provides the 

public an additional 387 miles of restricted non-motorized/non-mechanized access routes (travel 

use categories of Foot and Equestrian) and 109.7 miles are limited to the bicycle, foot, and 

equestrian travel use categories.  There are 19.3 miles of limited user administrative routes that 

are open to bicycles in this total.  Snowmobile use will be permitted on 619.3 miles of motorized 

routes, routes designated and signed in the Poncha Pass loop area plus the open cross-country 

area north and west of Villa Grove. This alternative contains technical 4WD rock crawling routes 

in the Limekiln TMA.  Specific routes in this area would be open for casual and permitted event 

use.  Routes LK23117, LK23118, LK23119, LK23122, and LK23123 were evaluated based 

upon general motorized use not strictly on access for rock crawling pods (play areas).  These 

routes were designated as mitigated open to allow the general motorized public use and to allow 

the rock crawler access to pods (play areas).  LK23123 is mitigated limit to grazing permittee 

and private landowners.  Routes LK23126 and LK23127 identify rock crawling pods (play areas) 

and are open to rock crawling activities on a seasonal basis (summer).  Access routes LK23120 

and LK23121 are closed to rock crawling access and pod (play area) identified by route 

LK23125 is closed under this alternative (see Appendix 7B).     

CURRENT USE (NO ACTION) ALTERNATIVE A 

The Current Use (No Action) Alternative A would postpone changes to the management of 

motorized and non-motorized recreation use until the SLRA RMP is either amended or revised.  

Area #1 (389,279 acres) would remain open to motorized cross-country travel.  It is expected 

that motorized use will continue to increase on existing routes and that the establishment of 

additional user-created routes would continue based upon the 26% and 40% growth rate of 

surrounding communities over the next 15 years.  The potential exists for continued route 

proliferation at a rate at least the same as the population growth.  There is the potential for 

increased rate of growth as surrounding/regional National Forests and public lands managed by 

the BLM continue to develop/manage/increase travel management planning.  This anticipated 

proliferation of routes would occur legally; as the Area #1 designation under the current 

designation is open over Area #1(this open area designation permits cross-country motorized 

travel).  This would mean the addition an undetermined amount of user created routes.   

A portion of Limekiln TMA has been used for technical 4WD rock crawling trails and play areas 

and these activities would continue to legally expand unchecked.  Soils, hydrological, minerals, 

potential cultural, and vegetation damage to resources would continue.  A lack of funding and 

staffing has prevented the development of a NEPA document to evaluate this occurrence.  The 

routes involved in contributing to the resource impact are:  LK23117, LK23118, LK23119, 

LK23120, LK23121, LK23122, LK23123, LK23125, LK23126, and LK23127 (see maps in 

Appendix 7). 
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In this alternative, 1,328.7 miles of inventoried routes would be available for motorized 

recreation (travel use categories of General and ATV).  Any proposed closures or restrictions of 

existing OHV routes to prevent resource damage or user conflicts would be reviewed and 

implemented subject to special rules authorities provided under 43 CFR 8340 - Off-Road 

Vehicles.  Formal proposals for new roads or trails would be evaluated in a site-specific 

environmental assessment.  Motorized cross-country travel would continue to be allowed. 

The Current Use (No Action) Alternative A analyzes the effects of continuing under the current 

area designation of open for most of the planning area.  The limited category would continue for 

the ACECs and closed would remain in effect for the WSA.  The route designations would 

remain as they currently are in Blanca Wetlands Habitat Plan, Trickle Mountain OHV Plan, 

McIntire Springs property, and the Rio Grande Corridor Plan.  The seasonal closures for crucial 

wildlife winter range would remain in affect.  Maps 9 through 16 display the Current Use (No 

Action) Alternative A. 

The restrictions in the Proposed Action Alternative C for road-side use limitation/game retrieval, 

seasonal wildlife closures, permittee/administrative use, horse gates, bicycle limitations, and 

snowmobile use would not be implemented under the Current Use (No Action) Alternative A.  

Routes created since the 2003 inventory would be considered unauthorized user-created routes 

and be closed.  Future closures or restrictions of existing OHV routes to prevent resource damage 

or user conflicts would be evaluated and implemented as needed through separate individual 

activity plans or per emergency closure authorities provided under the CFRs.  Future 

development of new routes would be evaluated and implemented through individual activity plan 

analysis. 

Implementation of the Current Use (No Action) Alternative A would include the miles of routes 

by the respective travel use categories, shown in Table 5.  When reviewing the data in this table 

the reader is reminded that each individual travel use category also allows uses by those 

categories that are listed above it (excluding the limited user category).  For example, the ATV 

category also allows uses by the Bicycle and Foot and Equestrian categories.  The locations of 

the routes by travel use categories for the Current Use (No Action) Alternative A are displayed 

on Maps 9 through 16.  

 

The Current Use (No Action) Alternative A would continue to allow motorized uses on 1,328.7 

miles of existing routes (0% reduction).  Snowmobile use is not restricted to routes and is open 

cross-country in all areas except in the WSA. 

MINIMUM ACCESS ALTERNATIVE B  

The Minimum Access Alternative B would provide for minimal motorized recreation 

opportunities within a limited to roads and trails designation.  This would be accomplished by 

changing the Area #1 designation from open to limited (i.e., motorized vehicle use limited to 

designated routes).  The primary management emphasis would be the protection and 

enhancement of natural and cultural resource values through a substantial reduction in the travel 

routes available for motorized use.  This alternative was an attempt to close or limit any route 

without a specific purpose or that was not a system route or a connector route to a Forest Service 

system route.  Bicycles and other mechanized vehicles would be limited to routes designated for 
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those uses and to open motorized routes (no cross-country travel).  Approximately 400.3 miles of 

routes would be designated and available for motorized recreation (travel use categories of 

General and ATV).  The number of miles available to the public for motorized use would be 

reduced by about 70% when compared to the Current Use (No Action) Alternative A.  It is 

estimated that approximately 60% of this route reduction would be from the closure of routes 

created since the ROD for the SLRA RMP.  Non-motorized recreation activities would be 

encouraged and quiet zones would be created where possible.  Reclamation of closed routes 

would be prioritized based on wildlife habitat productivity, soil loss potential, visual impacts, 

cultural resource impacts, or other resource protection needs. 

The Minimum Access Alternative B contains most of the elements of the Proposed Action 

Alternative C.  The significant difference between the two alternatives is that there is more 

extensive use of the limited route designation, such that more of the routes would be closed to 

public motorized use and only left open to administrative motorized uses.  The level and 

designation of routes would be further refined to emphasize natural resource management to 

improve vegetation, hydrology, and water quality across all TMAs through closures or 

limitations on routes with known or potential resource damage or conflict. 

The route system would be further refined causing changes in the designation of routes in the 

ACECs, including designations made previously in the Blanca Wetlands, Trickle Mountain OHV 

Plan, McIntire Springs property, and the Rio Grande Corridor Plan.  Routes maybe restricted by 

user and/or transportation type, or a route could be modified from one route designation category 

to another (Open, Mitigate Open, Limit, Mitigate Limit, and Closed). 

This alternative provides a relatively low level of motorized access and motorized recreational 

uses when compared to the other alternatives.  Maps 17 through 24 display the Minimum Access 

Alternative B. 

The Minimum Access Alternative B closes or limits use on every route that did not have a 

determined purpose related to commercial, administrative or private property use, was a system 

route or connector to a Forest Service system route, had resource damage occurring, or would 

potentially have damage in the near future with increased use levels.  Some of the questions 

asked by the interdisciplinary team to assist in formulating a route by route basis for this 

alternative (as well as the other alternatives considered) included:  What are the natural resources 

being damaged and how badly?  What are the larger resource issues and would they be better 

served by closing or restricting use on this route?  Is there a greater need than access?  In 

addition to recreational access uses, are there commercial, private property, or administrative 

needs that should be considered?  Would the area provide a quiet use area?  If the route was not a 

trunk line or significant loop, it was evaluated for access to private property, commercial access, 

permittee needs, and administrative needs.  This alternative would look first at the natural 

resource issues such as damage and the extent of the damage, as well as any larger resource issue 

that might be at stake.  Route closure or limitation action would be taken.  The potential for quiet 

use areas was assessed and attempted if possible.  The routes meeting the general criteria 

regarding resource damage would be closed or limited as appropriate.  The Minimum Access 

Alternative B would designate 400.3 miles of motorized access routes, consisting of General and 

ATV travel use categories.  The Minimum Access Alternative B provides a total of 91.4 miles of 
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non-motorized routes, consisting of 67.3 miles in the Bicycle, Equestrian, and Foot travel use 

categories. 

MAXIMUM ACCESS ALTERNATIVE D  

The Maximum Access Alternative D would provide for the highest levels of motorized and 

mechanized recreation opportunity within limited to a roads and trails designation. 

Motorized and mechanized recreation would be provided with a wide variety of opportunities as 

892.8 miles of routes would be available to the public (travel use categories of General, ATV, 

and Motorcycle).  The total number of routes available to the public for motorized use would be 

reduced by 33% when compared to the Current Use (No Action) Alternative A.  It is estimated 

that approximately 90% of the reduction is from routes created since the ROD for the SLRA 

RMP.  The emphasis for natural resource management would be to maintain the integrity of 

existing vegetation with some improvements to condition through closures of routes with 

resource damage or serious visitor conflict.  Reclamation of closed routes would be prioritized 

based on wildlife habitat productivity, soil loss potential, visual impacts, cultural resource 

impacts, or other resource protection needs. 

This alternative contains technical 4WD rock crawling routes in the Limekiln TMA.  Specific 

routes in this area would be open for casual and permitted event use.  Events held in this area 

would be limited to 50 rock crawling vehicles and require a special recreation permit.  Routes 

LK23117, LK23118, LK23119, LK23122, and LK23123 are access routes for the rock crawling 

pods (play areas) and for the general motorized public which will be open or mitigated open.  

Routes LK23120 and LK23121 which are access to rock crawling pods (play areas) will be 

closed to all uses.  Routes LK23125, LK23126, and LK23127 which identify the rock crawling 

pods (play areas) will be open on a seasonally limited basis for the summer (see Appendix 7C). 

The Maximum Access Alternative D contains most of the elements of the Proposed Action 

Alternative C.  The significant difference from the Current Use (No Action) Alternative A is 

changing the Area #1 designation from open to limited (i.e., motorized travel is limited to 

designated routes), thereby eliminating cross-country travel.  The level and designation of routes 

would be further refined to provide maximum motorized access and minimum necessary 

protection of natural and cultural resources.  Some of the questions asked for this alternative (as 

well as the other alternatives considered) included:  What are the natural resources being 

damaged and how badly?  What are the larger resource issues and would they be better served by 

closing or restricting use on this route?  Is there a greater need than access?  In addition to 

recreational access uses, are there commercial, private property or administrative needs that 

should be considered?  Would the area provide a quiet use area?  If the route was not a trunk line 

or significant loop, it was evaluated for access to private property, commercial access, permittee 

needs, and administrative needs. 

The route system would be further refined causing changes in the designation of routes in the 

ACECs, including designations made previously in the Blanca Wetlands, Trickle Mountain OHV 

Plan, McIntire Springs property, and the Rio Grande Corridor Plan.  Routes may be restricted by 

user type and/or transportation type, or a route could be modified from one route designation 

category to another (Open, Mitigate Open, Limit, Mitigate Limit, or Closed). 
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The Maximum Access Alternative D focused on access and travel use designations for 

motorized, mechanized, and non-motorized uses would be established with a high emphasis 

placed on providing increased and enhanced recreational access.  Some ñuser-createdò and 

currently motorized routes would be closed or limited in accordance with general and TMA 

DFCs and objectives.  Other ñuser-createdò routes would be left open. 

Implementation of the Maximum Access Alternative D would include the miles of routes by the 

respective travel use categories shown in Table 5.  When reviewing the data in this table the 

reader is reminded that each individual travel use category allows uses by those categories that 

are listed above it (excluding the limited user category).  For example, the ATV category allows 

uses by the Bicycle, Equestrian, and Foot categories.  The locations of the routes by travel use 

categories for the Maximum Access Alternative D are displayed on Maps 25 through 32.  

The Maximum Access Alternative D seeks to provide access for recreation and other purposes 

provided significant resource damage is not occurring or going to occur.  The routes were 

examined for a purpose and checked for the potential of being a duplicate route.  The key 

thought with this alternative is even without a purpose and need the route could remain open if 

resource damage was not occurring and did not have a significant potential for occurring.  The 

route was left open if natural or cultural resource damage could be mitigated.  A justification had 

to be present to close the route, otherwise it remained open.  Every effort was made to create 

loops.  Special uses were identified if that would allow continued use and reduce damage or 

conflict.  In addition to the questions asked under the Proposed Action Alternative C, questions 

were asked in an effort to focus the route analysis to address an alternative such as:  Can this 

route be left open without resource damage?  Can natural or cultural resource damage or 

potential damage be mitigated?  Is there a justification for closing the route?  Can a loop be 

created?  Should a special use be identified that would reduce damage or conflict?  The 

Maximum Access Alternative D would designate 892.8 miles of motorized BLM access routes, 

consisting of the general, ATV, and motorcycle travel use categories.  The Maximum Access 

Alternative D provides a total of 257.2 miles of restricted non-motorized BLM access routes, 

consisting of 97.7 miles in the bicycle, equestrian, and foot travel use categories. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED  FROM ANALYSIS  

Due to the many combinations of possible travel use designations that could be created from the 

large number of routes (roads and trails), numerous other alternatives could have been developed 

for this TMP.  The three action alternatives adequately address a range of alternatives as required 

by NEPA.  The alternatives brought forward in this environmental assessment (EA) cover a wide 

variety of options for many of the routes, giving the decision maker the opportunity to select 

different motorized and non-motorized options for individual routes. 

The SLVEC, a group of interested volunteers, suggested two alternatives.  The SLVEC spent a 

considerable time developing and submitting these two alternatives.  The ñBalanced Travel 

Alternativeò provided for foot/horse use on some routes instead of completely closing the routes.  

Their ñConservation Travel Alternativeò listed the same routes as closed.  The two alternatives 

amount to identical alternatives from the perspective of the administrative BLM travel 

management process.  The public lands are and will remain open to horse/foot traffic unless a 

recognized maintained trail is to be identified.  For this reason, only the Conservation Travel 
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Alternative was considered.  When a comparison of the BLM Minimum Access Alternative B 

with the SLVEC Conservation Travel Alternative was performed, the result indicated a potential 

of 334 routes for which the designations did not match with BLM Alternative B, Minimum 

Access out of the total of 1,600 routes.  This was reduced to 92 routes after close inspection of 

the commercial, administrative, and private property access needs for those 334 routes.  Many of 

the routes could not be closed as suggested in the Conservation Travel Alternative due to access 

needs for range improvements, utility lines, mining patents and claims, commercial activities, 

private property owners, or other administrative requirements for which the BLM, county, state 

or federal governments require access, and for which the SLVEC was unaware and did not take 

into account in their proposals. 

The remaining 92 routes were analyzed by the Interdisciplinary Team in an attempt to determine 

the potential for incorporation as suggested by the SLVEC into the Minimum Access Alternative 

B.  The remaining 52 routes were not modified due to the following reasons:  the preliminary 

review missed a commercial, administrative, or private property issue; closure of the route in 

question with previously identified closures for that alternative would have eliminated access to 

a large area; displacement of users to other areas was estimated to be excessive; other input from 

publics during scoping pointed out errors in the initial route designation; it was better to leave a 

route open or limited than closed and cause an alternative route to be re-designated as open or 

limited; hunting/fishing access issues; and/or closure would have eliminated access to a RGNF 

route.  The Interdisciplinary Team modified 40 of the remaining 92 routes as a result of the 

SLVEC proposal.  The SLVEC Conservation Travel Alternative after thorough consideration 

was eliminated because it was adequately represented by the Minimum Access Alternative B.     

OTHER PERTINENT BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

This section contains information pertaining to the procedures, methods, and other 

considerations that members of the planning team utilized in conducting this assessment. 

TRENDS AND ASSUMPTIONS 

The following trends and assumptions were considered in assessing continued population growth 

and increased demands on public lands for recreation and other uses that are expected to occur 

over the next 20 years: 

 There will be an estimated 26% to 40% population growth in surrounding communities over 

the next 25 years. (Colorado Division of Local Government, State Demography Office. 

ONLINE July 2004. Available: http://dola.colorado.gov/dlg/demog/pop_cnty_forecasts.html) 

o There will be an increase in traffic use on routes. 

o Residential development of lands adjacent to public lands will increase. 

o Route densities within private lands surrounding public lands will increase. 

o Acres of wildlife habitat on private lands will continue to shrink and become 

degraded; wildlife will become increasingly more dependent on public lands for 

habitat needs. 

o Demands for all types of recreation uses will increase. 
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o  Conflicts between competing recreation use and commercial permitted uses will 

increase. 

 Soil erosion from routes/traffic will increase without proper/adequate maintenance. 

 Technological advances will produce mechanized and motorized vehicles that will enable 

people to go places where they could not go before, which may change planning priorities. 

 Technological advances in GPS, computerized mapping applications, and tele-

communications will encourage increased off-trail exploration of previously inaccessible 

areas and reduce the opportunities for primitive experiences. 

o Areas that provide solitude and low levels of use will decrease. 

 Illegal activities will increase (e.g., dumping, off-road travel, theft of forest products, fire, 

violations, drug labs, vandalism, etc.). 

 Costs for law enforcement and travel management compliance will increase. 

 Costs of maintaining routes will increase as the cost of labor, fuel, maintenance, and 

machinery increases. 

 Parking at trailheads will become more congested. 

 Increasing population pressure will result in increasing problems with management of routes 

unless adequate funding is available. 

 Some existing routes that are closed to vehicles will vegetate and naturally reclaim 

themselves; the route bed will gradually be confined to a narrower tread.  Other routes will 

require reclamation action. 

 Increased human activity will increase the potential for fire ignition. 

 Motorized uses if left unmanaged during wet periods will increase cumulative resource 

damage unless restrictions are in place. 

 Increased cross country motorized travel under RMP designation would lead to increased 

disruption of wildlife and degradation of habitat. 

 Unmitigated/unmanaged access related activities would adversely affect soil stability, 

vegetation, and water quality. 

 Big game hunter age groups are modifying the type of demand and changing the acceptable 

hunting experience, causing higher demand for motorized routes as evidenced from hunter 

surveys, public interviews, and observed hunter characteristics and methods. 

 Recreational activities tend to be motorized- and/or mechanized- based. 

 There is an increase in bird watching. 

 There is increasing use of existing routes for pleasure driving based upon recreationistsô 

interviews and observed occurrences.  

 There is an increasing demand for more direct access and more access to motorized 

recreational opportunities and commercial resources based upon public field office visits and 



 

 43 

requests for information and interviews with the public in the field.  Several scoping 

comments supported this demand. 

 Motorized access increases opportunities for dispersed camping, target shooting, and hunting 

more than non-motorized access would. 

 There will be an increased demand for information and public relations. 

 There will be a need for increased interaction and planning between agencies. 

 There will be an increased opportunity to develop partnership and funding/activities with 

non-governmental public land use organizations. 

ROUTE EVALUATION PROCESS  

The San Luis Valley Interdisciplinary Team utilized the Route Evaluation Tree Process
©
 to 

evaluate and designate routes on public lands throughout the project area.  The Route Evaluation 

Tree Process
©
 is a tool designed by Advanced Resource Solutions Inc. located in Cameron Park, 

CA to assist land management agencies with preparing for and performing route 

evaluation/designation and compiling data that may be utilized by the agency during analysis and 

development of the TMP.  A detailed description of the Route Evaluation Tree Process
©
 can be 

found in Appendix 8. 

Some routes were subject to previous designation decisions through activity-level planning or 

were identified as non-BLM routes and therefore were not designated under this recent effort. 

PLAN CONFORMANCE REVIEW 

The proposed action is subject to the following plan: 

Name of Plan:  San Luis Resource Area Resource Management Plan (SLRA RMP) 

Date Approved:  12/18/91 

Decision:  Locations of decisions from the ROD are listed with a summary of the 

decision. 

San Luis Valley General Area #1: 

 Page 13, paragraph 1-3, third subparagraph:  Limited OHV designations in riparian 

zones. 

 Page 15; paragraph 1-18:  This is a series of four subparagraphs providing priorities 

for access easements. 

 Page 15, paragraph 1-15:  Paragraphs 1 through 3 discuss non-permissible and 

permissible locations for utility corridors.  Utility corridors usually require motorized 

access. 
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 Page 15, paragraph 1-16:  ROWs crossing riparian areas with impacts will be 

mitigated. 

 Page 15, paragraph 1-17:  Public lands are open to ROWs for utilities, roads, etc., and 

will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. 

 Page 16, paragraph 1-8:  Identify and designate access corridors. 

 Page 16, paragraph 1-20:  The majority of lands in Area #1 will remain open or 

limited (seasonal, designated roads and trails) to vehicle travel.  The WSA will be 

closed to motorized and mechanized travel.  The public is encouraged to stay on 

roads.  Designation of corridors that lead to RGNF, state lands, and private lands will 

be identified. 

 Page 16, paragraph 1-21:  Crucial big game winter and birthing areas designated as 

limited (seasonal) for OHV use. 

 Page 16, paragraph 1-22:  Manage area west of U.S. Highway 285 for VRM Class III 

to allow for utility corridor. 

 Page 16, paragraph 1-23:  Five eligible National Register sites will be closed to OHV 

use. 

Trickle Mountain Area #2: 

 Page 18, paragraph 2-4:  Limited OHV use and all travel at other times to designated 

roads and trails.  Existing OHV plan remains in affect. 

Blanca Area #4: 

 Page 20, paragraph 4-3:  Limited OHV designations (seasonal and travel restricted to 

designated roads and trails per CRMAP) to maintain and protect significant values.  

Travel limited to existing roads and trails. 

 Page 20, paragraph 4-4:  A seasonal limitation in the ACEC from February 15 to July 

15 is established. 

Elephant Rocks Area #5: 

 Page 21, paragraph 5-2:  Limited OHV designations (seasonal limitations and travel 

restricted to designated roads and trails per CRMAP) to maintain and protect 

significant values.  Travel limited to existing roads and trails. 

La Jadero Canyon Area #6: 

 Page 22, paragraph 6-2:  Limited OHV designations (seasonal limitations and travel 

restricted to designated roads and trails per CRMAP) to maintain and protect 

significant values.  Travel limited to existing roads and trails. 
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Los Mogotes Area #7: 

 Page 23, paragraph 7-2:  Limited OHV designations (seasonal limitations and travel 

restricted to designated roads and trails per CRMAP) to maintain and protect 

significant values.  Travel limited to existing roads and trails. 

San Luis Hills Area #8: 

 Page 24, paragraph 8-4:  Flat Top Mountain portion of ACEC will be closed to OHV 

use. 

 Page 24:  Rest of ACEC limited OHV designations (seasonal limitations and travel 

restricted to designated roads and trails per CRMAP) to maintain and protect 

significant values.  Travel limited to existing roads and trails. 

Rio Grande River Corridor Area #9: 

 Page 25, paragraph 9-8:  Limited OHV designations travel restricted to designated 

roads and trails per CRMAP to maintain and protect significant values.  Travel 

limited to existing roads and trails. 

Cumbres and Toltec Scenic Railroad Corridor Area #10: 

 Page 27, paragraph 10-4:  Limited OHV designations (seasonal limitations and travel 

restricted to designated roads and trails per CRMAP) to maintain and protect 

significant values.  Travel limited to existing roads and trails. 

The Proposed Action and Alternatives have been reviewed for conformance as required by 43 

CFR 1610.5-3 and were found to be consistent with the 1991 SLRA RMP. 

Public Land Health Standards:  The Standards are addressed in the appropriate Affected 

Environment/Environmental Consequences sections. 

CONFORMANCE TO STATUES, REGULATIONS, AND POLICIES  

The Proposed Action and Alternatives conform to the following statutes, regulations, policies, 

and guidelines: 

FLPMA:   In the Declaration of Policy, Section 102(a) and 102(a)(8) of the 1976 FLPMA, 

Congress set forth the policy statement that:  

éit is the policy of the United States that ïéthe public lands be managed in a 

manner that will protect the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, 

environmental, air and atmospheric, water resource, and archaeological values; 

that, where appropriate, will preserve and protect certain public lands in their 

natural condition; that will provide food and habitat for fish and wildlife and 

domestic animals; and that will provide for outdoor recreation and human 

occupancy and use. 



 

 46 

National Management Strategy for Motorized Off-Highway Vehicles Use on Public Lands:  
In 2001, the BLM issued a national strategy for providing guidance to ñdetermine and implement 

better on-the-ground motorized off-highway vehicles management solutions designed to conserve 

soil, wildlife, water quality, native vegetation, air quality, heritage resources, and other 

resources, while providing for appropriate motorized recreational opportunities.ò 

Instruct ion Memorandum No. 2004-005:  In October of 2003, the BLM through an Instruction 

Memorandum emphasized policy and provided clarification and additional guidance for 

management of motorized and other access on the public lands in accordance with existing law, 

executive orders, proclamation, regulation, and policy.  Within this context, this memorandum, 

states that ñSelection of a network of roads and trails should be performed for all limited areas 

in each RMP.  This requires establishment of a process that includes selecting specific roads and 

trails within the limited area or sub-area and specifying limitation(s) placed on use.ò 

Public Land Health Standards:  In January 1997, Colorado BLM adopted the Public Lands 

Health Standards (Standards) in all of their RMPs.  The Standards described natural resource 

conditions needed to sustain public land health and relate to all uses of the public lands.  They 

encompass upland soils, riparian systems, plant and animal communities, threatened and 

endangered species (T&E), and water quality.  Because a standard exists for these five 

categories, a finding must be made for each of them in an EA.  These findings are located in 

specific resource elements listed below.  A copy of the Standards is contained in Appendix 4 and 

is available for review at the San Luis Public Lands Center in Monte Vista, Colorado. 

Recreation Management Guidelines to Meet Public Land Health Standards:  In December 

2000, Colorado BLM issued Recreation Management Guidelines (Guidelines) to help achieve 

and maintain healthy public lands as defined by the Public Land Health Standards.  These 

Guidelines are tools, methods, and techniques that can be used by managers to maintain or meet 

the Standards.  A copy of the Guidelines is contained in Appendix 5 and is available for review 

at the San Luis Public Lands Center in Monte Vista, Colorado. 

This TMP is an implementation action (activity level plan) for the OHV designation decisions 

made in the SLRA RMP.  In addition, the guidance that came out of the Blanca Wetlands Habitat 

Management Plan, Rio Grande Corridor Plan, McIntire property, Trickle Mountain OHV, and 

San Luis Hills WSA were incorporated into this TMP.  Coordination was conducted with the 

RGNF on consistency with the Forest Plan. 



 

 47 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL  
CONSEQUENCES/MITIGATION MEASURES 

CRITICAL ELEMENTS 

AIR QUALITY  

Affected Environment 

Air quality, while not specifically monitored in the planning area, is considered good to 

excellent. This is due to the high elevation geographical location, constant wind circulation 

within the valley, and a sparse human population within the large land mass of the valley. There 

can occur, on an infrequent basis, an inversion layer during cold calm winter days within the 

valley towns which traps gases and particles from vehicles, wood stoves, and other sources. This 

event can cause air quality to decrease until the temperature rises and breaks the inversion layer.   

The State of Colorado has two particulate monitoring sites within the city of Alamosa, Colorado.  

The RGNF and the Great Sand Dunes National Park and Preserve do some local monitoring for 

their information. Air Quality on the RGNF rates among the best in the country as stated in the 

RGNF FEIS (1996). Ambient air quality standards are achieved.  No violations of ambient Air 

Quality Standards have occurred on the Forest as stated in the RGNF FEIS (1996). The SLRA 

TMP project area is located within the San Luis Valley, the largest alpine valley in the world, 

and is bordered on the east side by the Sangre de Cristo Wilderness that is designated a Class II 

air quality area. 

Environmental Consequences 

Current Use (No Action) Alternative A:  Available routes for use (1,319.8 miles) have not 

resulted in excessive generation of dust and non-dust particulates as a result of recreational use.  

Specific mitigation measures have been not been implemented or are not contemplated. 

 Proposed Action Alternative C:  The change from open area designation to motorized use 

limited to designated routes is likely to lead to significant reductions in dust and non-dust 

particulates being blown from user-created routes.  This alternative in relation to 

Alternative A reduces general motorized routes from 1,319.8 miles to 642.8 miles which 

could result in a commensurate decrease in the amount of dust and non-dust particulates.  If  

the current use on the 1,319.8 miles were concentrated onto the 642.8 miles, the decrease in 

the amount of dust and non-dust particulates may be rather small. There would have to be a 

rather large reduction of the amount of vehicle use on the remaining routes to realize a 

noticeable reduction in dust and non-particulates.  Proposed Action Alternative C should 

require limited mitigation due to the closing of over 50% of the existing routes.  Natural 

reclamation and restoration of disturbed soils through the closure of routes and the 

elimination of motorized cross-country travel is expected to significantly reduce the 

production of dust.    

Minimum Access Alternative B:  The Minimum Access Alternative B would likely reduce the 

levels of use and dust due to the significant decrease in use from 1,319.8 miles to 397.4 miles in 

the number of routes open, improving air quality.  Any air quality improvement other than 
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pollution from dust would be minimal if total use is merely shifted to routes that remain open.  

Only if users moved outside of the Valley, would a noticeable improvement in non-dust air 

pollution occur.  

Maximum Access Alternative D:  This alternative includes a substantial increase in the miles of 

trail accessible by ATVs, from 8.9 to 25.7.  This increase is more than offset by the decrease in 

the routes open to general motorized use (i.e., from 1,319.8 miles to 865.3 miles).  The use and 

amount of generated dust is scattered over a large general area and occurs year-round with the 

heaviest use occurring during the fall hunting seasons.  A fairly new concentrated use area called 

the Rock Crawling Area is in the Limekiln TMA.  Recreationists with their extreme jeeps and 

other such vehicles use this area several weekends each year.  Air quality may be temporarily 

lowered during these weekends in this portion of this TMA.  Overall due to the reduction in open 

route mileage and the elimination of the open area designation with the resultant limitation of 

motorized use to designated routes the project  area should experience improvements in air 

quality (i.e., particularly as it relates to dust).  

Mitigation  

The following mitigation measures would apply to all alternatives: 

 If air quality standards are not met dust mitigation measures including, but not limited to, 

closure or limitation of use on particular routes would be considered and implemented as 

appropriate.   

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Affected Environment 

A wide variety of cultural resources are located within the project area including prehistoric sites 

dating as early as 11,200 yBP (years before present) and historic sites relating to later mining, 

ranching, and homesteading activities dating as recent as the mid-20
th
 century.  Routes intersect 

or are in the proximity (within ¼ mile) of approximately 100 cultural sites that have either been 

determined to be eligible to the National Register of Historic Places or are in the ñNeeds-Dataò 

category (cultural resources in the ñNeeds-Dataò category require additional information in order 

to determine historical significance). 

Prehistoric occupation included utilization by groups of Paleoindians who seasonally occupied 

the San Luis Valley and the surrounding foothills and mountains beginning around 11,200 yBP.  

Folsom Complex occupation, beginning around 10,900 yBP, is rather well represented in the 

archaeological record.  Folsom people focused on hunting Bison antiquus.  This culture persisted 

until around 10,200 yBP when this species of bison became extinct.  People of later Paleoindian 

cultures including Agate Basin, Dalton, Hell Gap, Eden, James Allen, and Scottsbluff visited the 

area until about 7,000 yBP.  

After the extinctions of Ice-Age animals, nomadic bands associated with the Archaic Stage 

occupied the area, again mostly seasonally, from about 7,500 yBP to 1,500 yBP.  People adapted 

to changing climatic conditions by hunting bison, elk, deer, bighorn sheep, and other smaller 
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animals during the Archaic Stage.  There was a demonstrated increase in the use of plant 

gathering activity during this period. 

The Ute people, who are the oldest continuous residents of Colorado, probably arrived in the 

area around 700 yBP (1,300 AD).  The Capote band of Utes inhabited the San Luis Valley in 

Colorado.  By 1873, under the Brunot Treaty, the Utes were removed from the mountains of 

Colorado and by 1881 they were confined to small reservations in southwestern Colorado and in 

Utah. 

Site types, relating to past Native American populations, include: 

1)  Open Camp sites, located in open topographic situations, consist of features and/or 

artifacts indicative of domestic activity.  They are defined by the presence of grinding 

stones, ceramics, and/or fire hearths.  Chipped stone tools such as projectile points, 

scrapers, knives, gravers, and drills are usually found.  Numerous waste flakes of stone 

are usually found. 

2)  Open Lithic sites, located in open topographic situations, consist of chipped stone 

tools such as projectile points, scrapers, knives, gravers, and drills.  Numerous waste 

flakes of stone are usually found.  No evidence of domestic activity is found.  Open lithic 

sites are by far the most plentiful type of cultural resource in the San Luis Valley and 

surrounding mountains.  The historic significance of open lithic sites is often dependent 

on the presence of buried cultural deposits.  

3)  Open Architectural sites, located in open topographic situations, contain architectural 

features.  Those found usually are dry-laid stone structures such as stone enclosures, 

simple stone alignments, and stone fortifications.  Open Architectural are often 

accompanied chipped stone tools or evidence of domestic activity (grinding stones, 

pottery, and/or hearths). 

4)  Sheltered Architectural sites have architectural features but are located in rock 

overhangs, alcoves, and rock shelters.  Sheltered Architectural sites are often 

accompanied chipped stone tools or evidence of domestic activity (grinding stones, 

pottery, and/or hearths). 

5)  Lithic Quarries are locations where there is evidence of the extraction of raw lithic 

material for the production of chipped stone tools.  

6)  Rock Art sites consist of symbols either pecked into or painted on rock surfaces.  

They are generally concentrated on public and private lands in foothill locations near the 

towns of Monte Vista, Del Norte, and La Garita.  Rock images are found adjacent to the 

Rio Grande in the south-central portion of the San Luis Valley.  The rock images are 

thought to be Archaic, Pueblo, and Ute motifs dating as early as several thousand years to 

as late as 1890.  There are a number of Hispanic-based culture rock images, probably 

done by sheepherders, dating from the late 1800s to the 1930s.  

Historic Cultural Resources:  Historic cultural resources found, or with the potential to be 

found, include sites associated with the following themes:  Trading and Trappers 1800-1860, 
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American Exploration and Expeditions 1806-1920, U.S. Military Posts and Installations 1852-

1890, Trails and Transportation 1820-1900, Precious Metals Mining Industry 1860-1920, the 

Railroad Era 1870 to 1945, Early Farming and Ranching 1840-1890, and  Federal Influences 

1890-1940. 

The route of the West and East Forks of the North Branch of the Old Spanish Trail are located 

through public and private lands within the planning area.  The Old Spanish Trail is a historic 

trade route which connected the northern New Mexican settlement of  Santa Fe with that of Los 

Angeles in California.  The North Branch proceeded into the San Luis Valley and crossed west 

over Cochetopa Pass to follow the Gunnison and Colorado rivers to meet the Southern Branch 

near Green River, Utah.  Remnants of the trail are found, or have the potential to be found, in the 

following sub-units:  Railroad, Alamosa River, Limekiln, Rio Grande Canal, Penitente SRMA, 

Tracy, Lower Saguache, Trickle, Upper Saguache, Sangre de Cristo, Zapata, and Villa Grove.  

Mining related cultural resources on public lands are found or have the potential to be found 

anywhere but especially in the vicinity of Bonanza, Saguache, La Garita, and along the base of 

the Sangre de Cristo Mountains.  

Cultural Resource Considerations in Route Evaluation, Designation and Analysis:  The 

process used by the Interdisciplinary Team to evaluate travel routes took into account cultural, 

historical, and scientific sites and objects protected by the National Historic Preservation Act 

(NHPA), as well as other specially protected resources.  Systematic consideration of mitigation 

and/or limited access designation addressed resource impacts associated with cultural and other 

resources.   

A geographic information system (GIS) analysis was completed to determine what previously 

recorded cultural sites intersect, or are within the proximity (within ¼ mile), of all identified 

route segments.  Cultural resources that were determined to be eligible to the National Register 

as well as those in the ñNeeds Dataò category were included in the route analysis process.  

Known but as-yet-unrecorded sites and areas considered to have a high probability for cultural 

resources were considered in the route analysis process.  

Potential Impacts of Road Management:  It is important to note that the implementation of a 

travel management system (where motorized travel is limited to designated routes versus the 

existing open area designation which allows motorized cross-country travel) will serve to better 

protect cultural resources across a broad landscape.  Because fewer areas would be directly 

accessible by vehicles there would most likely be a significant reduction in looting, vandalizing, 

and illegal artifact collecting at cultural sites. 

Even with a travel management system limiting motorized travel to designated routes, the 

potential for impacts remains. 

 Routes may provide access to cultural resources for looters, vandals, and artifact collectors. 

 A number of existing roads are not adequately maintained thereby resulting in the potential 

for increased erosion-related impacts to cultural sites. 

http://www.answers.com/main/ntquery;jsessionid=f76gsng196gpe?tname=new-mexico&sbid=lc07b
http://www.answers.com/main/ntquery;jsessionid=f76gsng196gpe?tname=los-angeles-california&sbid=lc07b
http://www.answers.com/main/ntquery;jsessionid=f76gsng196gpe?tname=los-angeles-california&sbid=lc07b
http://www.answers.com/main/ntquery;jsessionid=f76gsng196gpe?tname=los-angeles-california&sbid=lc07b
http://www.answers.com/main/ntquery;jsessionid=f76gsng196gpe?tname=california&sbid=lc07b
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 Direct physical impacts to cultural resources from the use of vehicles are possible.  Open 

camp and open lithic sites can be directly impacted by destruction of the buried cultural 

content of the site.  Open architectural sites, often consisting of stacked rock structure 

remains, could be directly impacted.  

An additional factor that could contribute to potential impacts is that motorized traffic may 

increase on a specific routes because nearby routes have been closed.  Presently, and for the 

foreseeable future, the level of travel on most unpaved routes through the project area is 

considered relatively low compared to use on public lands in more densely populated areas; 

closing nearby routes in those areas with relatively low use will most-likely not result in an 

appreciable increase in traffic on routes remaining open. 

Cultural Resource Inventory:  Because of the large number of existing routes that will be 

designated within the project area the BLM will use a phased approach to complete the 

inventory, evaluation, and treatment of cultural resources after the TMP is completed.  In most 

cases cultural resource inventories will be undertaken during the implementation phases of the 

plan in response to planned activities such as road and trail construction, closure, or 

maintenance.  Evaluations of routes to be designated as closed to protect cultural resources are 

based on existing inventory information.  

BLM will determine whether a cultural resource inventory is necessary, and if so, the type of 

inventory that will be completed.  In most cases, route or area closures need not be inventoried 

unless there is a reasonable expectation that the closure will shift vehicle use into other areas or 

the closure treatment is ground disturbing, resulting in the potential for adverse effects on 

historic properties.  In most cases, inventories are not required for paved roads, gravel roads, 

crowned and ditched roads, and regularly maintained roads.  If a paved, graveled, and previously 

maintained route is upgraded or improved a cultural resource inventory will be required.  Where 

inventory is performed, the archaeologist will survey a corridor that extends at least 50 feet on 

both sides of the centerline of the route.  When determining the order of inventory, BLM will 

place greatest emphasis on the routes for which the type of use is most likely to adversely affect 

historic properties.  

Environmental Consequences 

Current Use (No Action) Alternative A:  Nearly 390,000 acres would remain open to motorized 

cross-country travel due to the area designation of open in Area #1.  The addition of 

approximately 437 to 672 miles of routes over the next 15 years is projected.  Motorized use 

would continue to increase on existing routes and the establishment of additional user-created 

routes would continue. Potential impacts to cultural properties would likely increase dramatically 

due to the high potential for increased establishment of user-created routes, possibly into 

culturally sensitive areas.   

The closures will restrict access to existing sites in some cases and in others user created routes 

will not inadvertently go through or near sites creating damage or artifact hunting. 

Proposed Action Alternative C:  Under the Proposed Action Alternative C the area designation 

would be changed from open to limited to designated routes.  The potential impacts to cultural 
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properties would be decreased because of the closure of a high percentage of "user-created" 

routes and the enactment of a limitation to designated routes.  When compared to the Current 

Use (No Action) Alternative A, there is a reduction of approximately 51% of BLM routes.  A 

designated travel system would address the issues of route proliferation of ñuser-createdò routes. 

Minimum Access Alternative B:  The Minimum Access Alternative B would provide for 

minimal motorized recreation opportunities that would be limited to designated routes.  The area 

designation would be changed from open to limited to designated routes.  The primary 

management emphasis would be the protection and enhancement of natural and cultural resource 

values through a substantial reduction in the travel routes available for motorized and/or 

mechanized use.  The potential impacts to cultural resources would be considerably fewer than 

the Current Use (No Action) Alternative A. 

Maximum Access Alternative D:  The Maximum Access Alternative D would provide for the 

highest levels of motorized and mechanized recreation opportunity.  The potential impacts to 

cultural resources would be higher than the Proposed Action Alternative C due to the greater 

number of designated routes.  Since travel would be limited to designated routes there would still 

be an increase in cultural resource protection as compared with Alternative A. 

The Proposed Action Alternative C and the Maximum Access Alternative D address the 

establishment of technical 4WD rock crawling routes in the Limekiln TMA.  

Specific routes in this area would be open for casual and permitted event use.  Events would be 

limited to 50 rock crawling vehicles and require a special recreation permit.  This rock crawling 

system includes the following routes:  LK23117, LK23118, LK23119, LK23122, LK23123, 

LK23125, LK23126, and LK23127 (see maps in Appendix 7).  
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Photo of technical 4WD rock crawling activity on outcrop of  

volcanic tuff in the Limekiln TMA 

A cultural resource inventory of the specific routes proposed for 4WD rock crawling was 

conducted in October, 2005.  This inventory resulted in the recording of one prehistoric heritage 

resource site (5RN1000) and three isolated finds (5RN990, 5RN991and 5RN992).  Site 

5RN1000, approximately 0.3 acres in size, has been determined to be eligible to the National 

Register of Historic Places because of the potential for buried cultural material and the presence 

of culturally and chronologically diagnostic artifacts.  Site 5RN1000 should be avoided and 

protected from all activities with the potential to impact the site associated with the Limekiln 

Rock Crawling Trail Project.  Routes in the rock crawling area may need to be lined with large 

boulders to prevent traffic from impacting potential sites. 

Mitigation  

The following mitigation measures would apply to all alternatives: 

 If a cultural property is experiencing adverse impacts resulting from the use of a route the 

BLM San Luis Valley Public Lands Center (BLM-SLVPLC) will immediately take action, 

such as rerouting traffic or emergency treatment of the site, to protect the property from 

further damage.  A formal site-specific mitigation plan will be prepared after the situation is 

stabilized in order to assure site protection. 

 Cultural Resource Monitoring:  A monitoring program will be instituted to monitor cultural 

resources intersected by or in the proximity (within ¼ mile) of travel routes in order to 

determine if travel-related impacts are occurring.  If a cultural property is found to be 

experiencing adverse impacts resulting from the use of a route BLM-SLVPLC will 

immediately take action, such as re-routing traffic or emergency treatment of the site, to 

protect the property from further damage until further consultation is complete.  If the 

affected property may be of traditional religious or cultural significance to a tribe or tribes, 

BLM will consult with the tribe(s) regarding the proposed treatment of the property.  

Monitoring of ñNeeds Dataò sites will include updating of the site form and a significance 

recommendation. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS  

A number of cultural resources have been impacted by past activities before laws and 

regulations were promulgated to protect them, especially cultural sites in rock shelter 

situations.  Other cumulative impacts are associated with past over-grazing and resultant 

impacts to cultural resources caused by increased erosion.  Recreation, especially dispersed 

camping, has caused impacts to cultural resources in the form of increased compaction and 

other soil disturbance such as the building of fire pits. 

The degree of impacts to cultural resources due to cumulative impacts is not presently known.  

Further inventory and monitoring will be formulated to help disclose the level of cumulative 

impacts to cultural resources. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE  

Affected Environment 

The San Luis Valley has a large Hispanic minority population and a low income 

population. The Valley has a rural agricultural based economy and many jobs are of a 

seasonal basis which limits income potential for individual with those jobs.     

Environmental Consequences 

Disproportionately high and/or adverse human health or environmental effects would not occur 

with this plan on minority populations and low-income populations. 

FLOODPLAINS, WETLANDS AND RIPARIAN ZONES  

This section includes information related to Land Health Standard 2 

Affected Environment 

The San Luis Valley planning area contains several riparian and wetland vegetative communities 

that support water, cover, and forage for wildlife species and livestock.  Factors that contribute to 

riparian vegetative diversity include elevation, ecological range sites, soil types, topography, 

annual precipitation, human influences, climatic changes, and daily temperature fluctuations.  

Plant communities imitate the variation in the water table, ranging from communities that require 

perennial saturated areas (obligate species), to those communities that survive in intermittent 

(facultative), and ephemeral (upland) runoffs.  Resources dependent on riparian and wetland 

assets include drinking water sources, fisheries, terrestrial wildlife habitat, migration corridors, 

flood protection, commercial ranching, irrigational practices, and recreational resources.  

Sustaining the health, diversity, and productivity of riparian and wetland resources, while 

providing multiple uses for present and future generations, is a challenging task for BLM. 

The travel management planning area includes lands within watersheds of the Rio Grande, 

Saguache Creek, San Luis Creek, Alamosa River, and Conejos River.  The majority of public 

lands lie within small watersheds of these major systems.  Streams for the most part are 

ephemeral or intermittent.  The planning area includes one 3
rd

 Field, six 4
th
 Field, 42 5

th
 Field, 

and 160 6
th
 Field watersheds.  These hydrological unit codes (HUC) and the name of the major 

creeks within these watershed are listed in Appendix 9 (Watersheds by 4th-6th Hydrological 

Unit Codes (HUC)).  BLM monitors 76 streams (91 reaches), and 28 springs for Proper 

Functioning Condition (PFC) (see Appendix 11A) within the HUCs listed in Appendix 9 from 

7,544 feet to 11,068 feet elevation.  The streams vary in size and stream channel classification.  

Stream classification is based on entrenchment ratio, width depth ratio, sinuosity, slope, and 

landform features (Rosgen, 1996).  Generally, A channels fall within steep (4-10% slope), 

entrenched rocky mountain slopes and have low sinuosity 1-1.2.  As the stream travels down the 

mountains there may be B channels (associated with structural contact zones).  B channels have a 

sinuosity >1.2, slope range .02-.039% and width/depth ration >12.  Further down slope, C 

through G channels are present at <2-4% slopes.  C channels are located in narrow to wide 

valleys in well developed floodplains.  C channels are moderately sinuous (>1.2) and have width 

depth ratios exceeding 12.  D channels are braided and have a high width depth ratio (>40).  E 
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channels are highly sinuous (>1.5) and have a width/depth ratio <12.  F Channels have a 

sinuosity >1.2 and width/depth ration >12.  G channels are essentially gullies with a sinuosity 

>1.2 and width/depth ratio <12 and no floodplain.  F and G channels have high bank erosion and 

fall early in channel evolution.  C and E channels have the most developed floodplain associated 

with them.  B, C, E, and G channels are most common.  High flows during spring runoff or 

summer monsoons on these streams can cause localized sedimentation and erosion impacts.  

Detrimental impacts within associated floodplains are primarily attributed but not limited to 

routes that may cross or lie within 30 meters of unhealthy riparian habitat.  

All of the watersheds eventually empty into the HUC 3 Rio Grande watershed either through 

surface or subsurface pathways.  The Rio Grande is the largest river in the San Luis Valley.  

Many other ephemeral stream channels empty into the Rio Grande watershed. 

Spring and wetland (lentic
7
) health determination on public lands in the San Luis Valley is based 

primarily on ocular assessments of hydric vegetation, hydrology, erosion, and hydric soil 

attributes.  Some springs run overland up to two miles and have riparian habitat associated them.  

These springs are monitored using the PFC method.  There are several more small springs that 

are used for livestock and wildlife.  Riparian vegetation is not associated with these springs and 

monitoring at these locations is carried out via livestock grazing term permit environmental 

assessments and maintenance inspections. 

Wetlands are primarily found in the Blanca Wetlands ACEC, and McIntire/Simpson TMAs, 

Mishak Lakes, and OôNeal Spring.  There are approximately 2,367 acres of wetlands in the 

planning area (see Table 6).  Blanca and McIntire/Simpson Wetlands are partially maintained by 

irrigation ditches.  Other water is available via sub irrigation.  Appendix 10 (Wetlands & 

Monitored Springs in the Project Area) displays the location of the wetlands and springs.  Table 

10 displays the types of wetlands.   

The table in Appendix 11A summarizes the wetland and springs by TMAs, including the riparian 

monitoring results, alternative comparisons of open motorized routes within 30 meters, and 

number of motorized routes crossing the channels of the streams and springs. 

Table 6:  Acres of Springs and Wetlands by TMA  

Wetland Name TMA  Acres 

Blanca Blanca Wetlands ACEC and Sangre de Cristo 1,388 

Simpson/McIntire McIntire Simpson 769 

OôNeal Spring Lower Saguache 2.3 

Mishak Lakes Blanca Wetlands 208 

 Total Acres: 2,367.3 

 

                                                 
7
 ñLenticò means pertaining to or living in still water. 
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Table 7:  USFWS Wetlands and Deepwater Classification for Monitored Wetlands 

Wetland Name Wetland and Deepwater Classification Legend 

Blanca U PEMAh 

PUSCh PEMA 

PUSC PABGx 

PUBFx PABG 

PEMJh PABFx 

PEMJ PABFh 

PEMFh PABF 

PEMF L2USC 

PEMCh L2ABGh 

PEMC L2ABG 

L = Lacustrine 

P = Palustrine 

R = Riverine 

U = Unknown 
 

2 = Lower Perennial 

3 = Upper Perennial 
 

AB = Aquatic Bed 

EM = Emergent 

FO = Forested 

SS = Scrub-Shrub 

UB = Unconsolidated Bottom 

US = Unconsolidated Shore 
 

A = Temporary Flooded 

B = Saturated 

C = Seasonally Flooded 

F = Semi permanently Flooded 

G = Intermittently Exposed 

H = Permanently Flooded 

J = Intermittently Flooded 
 

h = Diked/Impounded 

x = Excavated 
 

Example:  PEMCh 

P = Palustrine 

EM = Emergent 

C = Seasonally Flooded 

H = Diked/Impounded 

Simpson/McIntire U 

PEMA 

PEMC 

PFOA 

PSSC 

R3USC 

PEMF 

PABF 

PABH 

R2USC 

PEMB 

OôNeal Spring PEMA 

PEMB 

Mishak Lakes U 

PUSAx 

PEMJ 

PEMC 

PEMA 

PABFx 

 

PFC monitoring is conducted on all known perennial and some intermittent streams (lotic
8
) with 

riparian vegetation.  Periodic PFCs on lotic riparian systems are performed in order to 

understand conditions and determine if management objectives are met.  These assessments 

determine whether riparian habitat is in PFC, Functional-at-Risk (FAR) or Non-Functional (NF).  

The PFC analysis aids decision-making processes aimed at meeting Standard 2 for the Public 

Land Health Standards.  Standard 2 for Public Land Health is defined as:  

Riparian systems associated with running water and standing water, function 

properly and have the ability to recover from major disturbance such as fire, 

severe grazing, or 100-year floods.  Riparian vegetation captures sediment, and 

provides forage, habitat and bio-diversity.  Water quality is improved or 

maintained.  Stable soils store and release water slowly. 

A stream in PFC and most streams in FAR condition are meeting Standard 2. 

                                                 
8
 ñLoticò means running water habitat such as rivers, streams and springs (as defined by BLM Technical Reference 

1737-9 1993, Revised 1995,  Riparian Area Management). 
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The focus of this assessment will be on public lands.  This focus is in spite of the fact that there 

are many miles of streams and acres of riparian habitat on privately owned, state, and other 

federally managed lands that will benefit by the travel management system.  Many of the lotic 

and lentic sites have water development structures for livestock and wildlife.  There are many 

canals and ditches.  This assessment will focus on monitored lotic and lentic systems on public 

lands.  Consideration was given to water development sites, canals, and ditches for providing 

maintenance access.  Although the focus is on public lands, the final route designation will 

impact not only public lands, but any adjoining lands. 

TMAs and their associated monitored stream and riparian reaches, route association and 

alternatives are listed in Appendix 11A and 11B.  Mileage and acreage numbers are based on 

GIS data that are regularly maintained and updated as new information is collected.  Based on 

data compiled from monitoring results, field reconnaissance and Colorado Decision Support 

Systems (http://cdss.state.co.us), 124.17 miles of stream are classified as perennial, ephemeral 

and intermittent (see Appendix 11A). A 30 meter buffer is used due to proper road maintenance 

practices.  A 30 meter vegetation buffer should be adequate to negate nearly all expected impacts 

from adjacent routes (see Table 12 page 69:  Effects of Different Route Treatments on Soil 

Erosion Based on the WEPP Model).  Additional off road resource protection is provided via 

(43CFR 8365.1-5a Property and Resources).  Additional impact to floodplains, wetlands, and 

riparian zones are not anticipated outside the 30 meter buffer zone from a vehicle pulling off a 

designated route because of the added resource protection provided in 43CFR 8365.1-51 .  The 

300 foot policy for dispersed recreation uses will not be further analyzed. This policy will be an 

interim policy until further monitoring can be completed and additional analysis is conducted 

during the revision of the RMP.  Depicted in the table are miles of stream within 30 meters of 

routes and number of crossings in the TMA by alternative.  There are 26.55 miles of riparian 

within 30 meters of routes, and 82 stream crossings.  The table in Appendix 11A and the map in 

Appendix 11B identify the latest results of past monitoring and the potential riparian systems that 

may benefit from the proposed action and alternatives.  There are many miles of stream and 

acres of riparian on non-public lands that are outside the jurisdiction of BLM and are not directly 

monitored by BLM. 

Some of the TMAs have little or no true riparian associated with them.  These TMAs include:  

Sangre de Cristo, San Luis Hills ACEC, San Luis Hills WSA, and San Luis Hills.  Where county 

and other federal roads and private in holdings may influence riparian zones, management 

direction on alternatives is very limited. 

The map in Appendix 12 (Motorized Routes within 100ô of Stream Channels) and Table 11 

(Miles of Routes within 30 Meters of Delineated Wetlands) summarize the affected wetland 

environment by TMA, proposed action, and alternatives. 

The majority of riparian and wetland impacts are primarily found in TMAs that have riparian and 

wetlands within 30 meters of the route or numerous stream, riparian, and wetland crossings.  

Alternative B will have the greatest percent reduction of routes with 30 meters of riparian and 

wetland habitat, followed by the proposed action. 
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Environmental Consequences 

The various alternatives may impact the functionality of floodplain, riparian, and wetlands.  The 

action alternatives reduce route miles that may lie within floodplain, riparian, and wetland areas 

more than the Current Use (No Action).  Alternative A would increase the amount of 

unauthorized user-created routes over time due to the unrestricted travel by the public.  Changes 

in route density within wetlands and riparian areas associated with intermittent and perennial 

stream reaches that are monitored are depicted in Table 8 and Appendix 15B. 

Table 8:  Miles of Routes Within 30 Meters of Delineated Wetlands 

Wetland Name 

Current Use  

(No Action) 

Alternative A  

Proposed Action 

Alternative C 

Minim um Access 

Alternative B 

Maximum Access 

Alternative D 

Blanca  16.5 open 

motorized route 

plus 37.1 motorized 

administration use 

only 

11.5 open 

motorized route 

plus 39.5 motorized 

administration use 

only 

9.7 open motorized 

route plus 37.1 

motorized 

administration use 

only 

13.9 open 

motorized route 

plus 37.1 motorized 

administration use 

only 

McIntire/Simpson 1.71 open 

motorized route 

0.07 open 

motorized route 

plus 1.38 motorized 

administration use 

only 

0.07 open 

motorized route 

plus 1.20 motorized 

administration use 

only 

0.25 open 

motorized route 

plus 1.20 motorized 

administration use 

only 

OôNeal Spring 0.06 open 

motorized route 

0.05 open 

motorized route  

0.05 open 

motorized route  

0.05 open 

motorized route 

Mishak Lakes 5.82 open 

motorized route 

0.73 open 

motorized route 

plus 0.50 motorized 

administration use 

only 

0.65 open 

motorized route 

plus 0.08 motorized 

administration use 

only 

1.23 open 

motorized route 

Total 24.09 open 

motorized route 

plus 37.1 motorized 

administration use 

only 

12.3 p open 

motorized route 

plus 41.43 

motorized 

administration use 

only 

10.42 open 

motorized route 

plus 38.43 

motorized 

administration use 

only 

14.15 open 

motorized route 

plus 38.3 motorized 

administration use 

only 

% reduction of routes 

within 30 meters of 

riparian relative to the 

Current Use (No 

Action) Alternative A 

0 51 56.7 41.3 

 

Current Use (No Action) Alternative A:  Colorado is one of the fastest growing states in terms 

of population and recreational attraction.  As the majority of routes are open and cross-country 

travel is still permitted across significant portions of the land in Area #1, floodplains, wetlands, 

and riparian habitat would likely become heavily impacted.  These impacts would be caused by 

increased travel as well as the development of new routes with increased tourism.  These impacts 

will occur largely unchecked under the current open route and area designations.  Increases in 

use under this alternative and its management protocols would likely:  

 Lead to the narrowing and loss of riparian habitat, increasing the impacts of flooding. 
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 Lead to increased sediment and water runoff. 

 Promote stream bank erosion. 

 Contribute to poor water quality. 

 Decrease habitat for wildlife. 

 Lead to lower recreational benefits to the public. 

 Convert productive floodplains, wetlands and riparian habitat to barren road surfaces. 

 Constrain and divert surface flows. 

 Concentrate and accelerate runoff. 

 Create a source of toxic pollution. 

 Intercept groundwater flows. 

Indirect impacts could affect riparian/wetland hydrology and suppress biotic productivity by: 

 Increasing/decreasing channel gradients and runoff velocities. 

 Accelerating soil erosion and the loss of soil nutrients and fine sediments. 

 Dewatering floodplains, wetlands, and riparian areas. 

 Trigger site conversion from riparian/wetland vegetation to upland species. 

 Reduce organic production and forage yields. 

 Impair floodplains, wetlands, and riparian habitat effectiveness for wildlife. 

 Reduce base flows, increase peak flows, and flood frequencies. 

Because of the relatively high number of routes (with potential for an increased numbers of user-

created routes), desired values for meeting Standard 2 on Public Land Health Standards would 

greatly decrease in all relevant TMAs under the Current Use (No Action) Alternative A. 

Proposed Action Alternative C:  Of the 1,319.8 miles of routes currently available to the public 

for generally unrestricted motorized use, 642.8 (48.7%) miles would be designated open to the 

public without limitations, 98.5 miles (7.5%) would be designated open with some form of 

transportation limitation, and 296.6 miles (22.5%) would be closed to public use but restricted to 

administrative use and 417.9 miles (31.7 %) would be closed to all forms of motorized use (see 

Table 5).  Floodplain, riparian, and wetland would be improved and maintained by: 

 Seasonal closures limiting motorized recreational access and providing resource protection. 

 Maintaining and providing good water quality. 

 Allowing responsible recreational opportunities in areas such as wildlife watching, hunting, 

fishing, quiet, scenic areas, and rafting, etc. 

 Improving aesthetics, thereby increasing property value. 



 

 60 

 Providing educational opportunities. 

 Floodplain, riparian, and wetlands physical structure would be less compacted and hold 

runoff for longer periods. 

 Impaired floodplain, riparian, and wetlands habitat will be reduced. 

 Property damage will be reduced by flood activity. 

This alternative provides reasonable public access and is moderately resource protective for 

floodplains, wetlands, and riparian habitat.  Riparian protection can be adjusted to serve areas in 

the most need of meeting Standard 2.  This alternative, like alternatives B and D, through the use 

of adaptive management may allow additional routes to be closed.  Although closures would 

further impact recreational opportunity, such closures would be in recognition of the high 

priority assigned to riparian management and protection.  The Proposed Action Alternative C 

would protect riparian resources while still allowing reasonable and flexible public recreational 

opportunities thus meeting BLM commitment to multiple use. 

Minimum Access Alternative B:  Of the 1,319.8 miles of routes currently available to the public 

for generally unrestricted motorized use, 397.4 (30.1%) miles would be designated open to the 

public without limitations, 67.3  miles (5.1%) would be designated open with some form of non-

motorized transportation limitation, 376.1 miles (28.5%) would be closed to public use but 

restricted to administrative use, 611.9 miles (46.4 %) would be closed to all forms of motorized 

use, and 2.9 miles (.2%) will have limited open motorized use (see Table 5). 

This alternative would promote healthy riparian areas by reducing the miles of routes available to 

public motorized travel.  This alternative has the least probability of causing floodplain, wetland, 

and riparian damage.  Floodplain, wetland, and riparian habitat would respond to new growth 

and regeneration at a faster pace than any of the other alternatives.  This has been demonstrated 

in the Trickle Mountain Travel Management Plan, Dorsey Creek Road Relocation, Rio Grande 

Corridor Plan implementation efforts.  Some of the ways in which the Minimum Access 

Alternative B would improve floodplain, wetland, and riparian habitat might include: 

 Positive changes in stream dynamics and natural sinuosity. 

 Vegetation community structures would become stable with floodplain, wetland, and riparian 

vegetation. 

 Allow an occasional healthy disturbance such as high flows. 

 Improved and/or increased biodiversity and valuable habitat for wildlife. 

 Decreased stream bank erosion and sedimentation. 

 Improved water quality and quantity. 

 Improved non-motorized recreational and educational opportunities. 

 Increased natural quiet use area for the public. 

The Minimum Access Alternative B will have the greatest impact to motorized users by affecting 

the number of motorized and mechanized recreational opportunities. Specific areas that would 
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benefit from this alternative are too numerous to mention.  This alternative would provide 

management with a greater opportunity for habitat improvement, thus it is the best alternative for 

allowing floodplain, wetland, and riparian habitat to meet Standard 2 of the Public Land Health 

Standards. 

Maximum Access Alternative D:  Of the 1,319.8 miles of routes currently available to the public 

for generally unrestricted motorized use, 865.3 (65.6%) miles would be designated open to the 

public without limitations, 84.7  miles (6.4%) would be designated open with some form of non-

motorized transportation limitation, 172.5 miles (13.1%) would be closed to public use but 

restricted to administrative use, 305.7 miles (23.2%) would be closed to all forms of motorized 

use, and 25.7 miles (1.9%) will have limited open motorized use.  Route density would be 

greater than the other action alternatives, maximizing loops and developing routes with various 

levels of difficulty.  In spite of these improvements in public access this Maximum Access 

Alternative D would still have fewer impacts than the Current Use (No Action) Alternative A.  

This is due to the fact that some routes were closed under this alternative and cross-country 

travel would not be permitted except in two small open areas.  Routes closed under this 

alternative primarily consisted of short spur routes without significant purpose, leaving routes 

along riparian areas open.  Riparian habitat would potentially be significantly impacted in areas 

where routes cross riparian stream channels.  For example, potential impacts might include some 

of the following: 

 Crossings that fragment floodplain, wetland, and riparian habitat causing loss of accessible 

habitat. 

 Vertebrates and invertebrate genetic diversity reductions. 

 Reductions in vegetative and animal range. 

 Loss of nutrients to floodplain, wetland, and riparian habitat. 

 Reductions in vegetative and animal communityôs assemblages. 

 Creation of excessive sediment and water in streams which could then degrade riparian 

vegetation habitat. 

 Weakening of stream bank stability, which could then lead to widening of the stream channel 

and loss of riparian habitat. 

 Degradation of natural stream sinuosity. 

Riparian conditions in areas that are FAR would be greatly impacted.  Increased access would 

likely lead to an increase in invasive and noxious species, decrease native hydric vegetation 

(decreasing stream bank protection), and routes would degrade stream channels by directing 

stream water away from riparian areas, and increase widening of the stream channel, erosion, 

and sedimentation.  Overall, this alternative would have the greatest negative impact on all 

accessible riparian areas of the action alternatives. 

Mitigation  

The following mitigation measures would apply to all action alternatives (i.e., Minimum Access 

Alternative B, Proposed Action Alternative C, and Maximum Access Alternative D): 
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 Full consideration will be given to the standards for proper route management, construction, 

operation, and maintenance because these actions critically change floodplain, wetland, and 

riparian habitat morphology. 

 Instigate seasonal closures during wet seasons as necessary. 

 Identify potential problems clearly at the onset of any route construction. 

 Install culverts and bridges where necessary and in such a manner as to maintain flow 

direction and gradient. 

 Identify and establish reclamation priorities on closed routes. 

 Monitor routes for unforeseen impacts due to route designations and establish adaptive 

management protocols. 

INVASIVE, NON -NATIVE SPECIES 

Affected Environment 

The public lands in the San Luis Valley have been inventoried for invasive non-native weeds 

over the last seven years by the BLM weed specialist.  The inventories have shown that invasive 

non-native weeds are more common on the private lands than on the public land.  The public 

lands located in the northern part of the project area are generally at higher elevation and are 

susceptible to invasion by Russian knapweed, black henbane, and Canada thistle, if severe soil 

surface disturbance occurs.  The public lands located in the southern part of the project area are 

generally at lower elevation and are susceptible to invasion by Russian knapweed, Canada 

thistle, and hoary crest, if severe soil surface disturbance occurs.  The majority of the weeds 

found throughout the San Luis Valley are associated with roads and range improvements. 

The risk of invasive non-native weed invasion increases with greater quantities of routes and/or 

larger numbers of users.  Weed seeds that become attached to and are carried by people, animals, 

motor vehicles, and construction equipment are a major factor in the spread of weeds.  Seed 

imbedded in mud carried on vehicles and equipment, and weed seed contained in hay for feeding 

horses is of particular concern. 

Weed treatment alongside county, state, and federal highways is the responsibility of the 

respective transportation agency.  BLM is responsible for the treatment of weeds on public land 

under the jurisdiction of BLM.  Weeds are treated annually with chemicals, hand pulling, and 

appropriate insects, except where the BLM is crossed by county, state and federal routes.  All 

chemical treatments are accomplished with a competitive bid weed spraying contract, while 

insects are dispersed on selected sites by the BLM Certified Weed Management Specialist; hand 

pulling of certain species is accomplished with volunteers and BLM employees.  Treatment has 

been very effective.  Continued inventory and monitoring on public lands locates new 

infestations and on occasion new species.  When these sites/species are located appropriate 

treatment methods are applied.  

Environmental Consequences 
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Current Use (No Action) Alternative A:  Increased levels of motorized use on routes and 

unrestricted overland travel will result in the increased spread of weeds along 1,376.5 miles of 

existing routes and across the project area that are open to unrestricted cross-country travel.  This 

will greatly increase the invasive species treatment cost in direct proportion to the number of 

acres that become infested as a result of unrestricted travel.  Treatment cost will go up as more 

acres become infested; the current average of $90.00 per acre to an estimated FY 2007 cost of 

$130 per acre due to the increased cost of fuel and chemicals related to the recent sharp increase 

in petroleum cost. 

Invasive non-native weed issues will continue to increase if user-created routes are not controlled 

or if the number of users on the existing routes increases substantially.  The potential for the 

spread of weed seeds by motor vehicles is very high under the Current Use (No Action) 

Alternative A because of the relatively high mileage of motorized routes and cross-country travel 

available.  Current and future route maintenance activities along the unpaved routes and open 

areas will continue to spread the seed from infested areas to new areas. 

Proposed Action Alternative C:  There would be 650.9 miles (47%) of existing routes 

designated open to the public with limitations, 98.5 miles (7%) would be designated open with 

some form of limitation, 296.6 miles (22%) would be closed to public use but limited to 

permittee/private landowner/utility/administrative use, and 417.9 miles (30%) would be closed to 

all forms of motorized use.  The potential for invasive non-native weed spread will be reduced 

by an estimated 25% under this alternative and the total number of potential acres of infestation 

will be reduced with the restriction of cross-country travel.  The maintenance activities 

associated with each of the remaining open travel routes will continue to remain the major factor 

in the spread of invasive non-native weed seeds. 

Minimum Access Alternative B:  There would be 397.4 miles (29%) would be designated open 

to the public with no limitations, 70.2 miles (5%) would be designated open with some form of 

limitation, 376.1 miles (27%) would be closed to public use but limited to permittee/utility 

company/private landowner/administrative use, and 611.9 miles (44 %) would be closed to all 

forms of motorized use.  This alternative may reduce the potential for an increase in the spread of 

invasive non-native weed infestations.  The total number of acres infested as a result of 

motorized travel will be reduced, since cross-country travel will not be allowed, except in two 

small open areas, and motorized public travel will be restricted to the routes designed for that 

purpose.  The maintenance activities associated with each of the remaining open travel routes 

will continue to remain the major factor in the spread of invasive non-native weed seeds.  This 

alternative contains technical 4WD rock crawling routes in the Limekiln TMA.  The spread of 

weeds within the technical rock crawling area is not expected to significantly increase the spread 

of weeds as these vehicles are generally cleaned after each outing and vehicles are restricted to 

specific trails. 

Maximum Access Alternative D:  There would be 112.2 miles (8%) would be designated open 

to the public with limitations, 172.5 miles (13%) would be closed to public use but limited to 

permittee/private landowner/utility company/administrative use, and 305.7 miles (22 %) would 

be closed to all forms of motorized use.  This alternative has the highest level of use among the 

action alternatives in terms of numbers of potential users, miles of routes.  The total number of 

acres infested as a result of motorized travel will be reduced since motorized travel will be 
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restricted to open routes.  This alternative has the highest potential for spreading invasive noon-

native weeds through route maintenance and vehicle related activities when compared to the 

other action alternatives   This alternative contains technical 4WD rock crawling routes in the 

Limekiln TMA.  The spread of weeds within the technical rock crawling area is not expected to 

significantly increase the spread of weeds as these vehicles are generally cleaned after each 

outing and vehicles are restricted to specific trails. 

Mitigation  

Mitigation measures for the spread of weeds will be needed under all alternatives since the 

amount of recreational use is expected to increase.  The risk of invasive non-native weed spread 

and the degree to which mitigation may be necessary to prevent and control the spread of weeds 

is relative to the number miles of designated travel routes and the amounts and kinds of use that 

occur. 

The following mitigation measures would apply to all action alternatives: 

 Minimize disturbance to riparian habitat resulting from route maintenance. 

 Ground-disturbing activities will require re-seeding with approved native vegetation. 

 Continue to work with road and trail maintenance crews, to ensure that the proper 

maintenance methods necessary to prevent the spread of invasive non-native plant 

species. 

NATIVE AMERICAN RELIGIOUS CONCERNS  

Affected Environment 

A traditional cultural property (TCP) is defined as: ñ...one that is eligible for inclusion in the 

National Register because of its association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living 

community that (a) are rooted in the communityôs history, and (b) are important in maintaining 

the continuing cultural identity of the communityò (National Register Bulletin 38:1.) 

Unless specifically identified by Native Americans, many TCPs are extremely difficult or 

impossible for a field archaeologist to recognize.  Such sites, often considered sacred, include 

mountain tops, clay sources, lithic material sources, places of origin, and specific springs.  More 

readily identifiable TCPs can be sites such as rock art, stone structures, battle sites, and 

identifiable vision quest locations. 

In compliance with regulations interpreting the NHPA of 1966, amended 1992, specifically 36 

CFR 800.2(c)(3)(i)-(vi), BLM-SLVPLC consulted Native American tribes that might have an 

interest in the planning area.  The method of consultation was issuance of the Tribal Consultation 

Bulletin, Rio Grande National Forest & Bureau of Land Management La Jara, Del Norte, and 

Saguache Field Offices on March 31, 2004.  An entry for the Bureau of Land Management San 

Luis Valley Public Land Center TMP was contained in the bulletin.  Tribal representatives of the 

Southern Ute Indian Tribe, Ute Mountain Ute Tribe, Jicarilla Apache Tribe, The Hopi Tribe, 

Northern Ute Tribe, Navajo Nation, Pueblo of Pojoaque, San Ildefonso Pueblo, Pueblo of 
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Nambe, San Juan Pueblo, Picuris Pueblo, Santa Clara Pueblo, Tesuque Pueblo, Pueblo of Jemez, 

and Taos Pueblo were sent the bulletin on March 31, 2004.  One response, from the Jicarilla 

Apache Tribe, was received requesting the San Luis Valley BLM route inventory.  They were 

sent the requested information on December 15, 2004.  

Environmental Consequences 

Current Use (No Action) Alternative A:  Motorized use will continue to increase on existing 

routes and the establishment of additional user-created routes would continue due to the area 

designation of open.  Potential impacts to cultural properties of Native American Religious 

Concern would increase due to the increased establishment of user-created routes, possibly into 

culturally sensitive areas.  Cultural sites not impacted by motorized use could experience impacts 

due to the open area designation. 

Proposed Action Alternative C:  A designated travel system would result in a significant 

reduction of available motorized routes.  The potential impacts to sites of Native American 

Religious Concern would be greatly decreased due to the lower number of routes and the closure 

of routes into sensitive areas.  The closure of a high percentage of "user-created" routes would 

reduce potential impacts to TCPs.  A designated travel system would address the issues of route 

proliferation ñuser-createdò routes. 

Minimum Access Alternative B:  The Minimum Access Alternative B would provide for 

minimal motorized recreation opportunities limited to designated routes.  The area designation 

would be changed from open to limited to designated routes.  The primary management 

emphasis would be the protection and enhancement of natural and cultural resource values 

through a substantial reduction in the travel routes available for motorized and/or mechanized 

use.  The potential impacts to cultural resources of Native American Religious Concern would be 

considerably fewer than the Current Use (No Action) Alternative A. 

Maximum Access Alternative D:  The Maximum Access Alternative D would provide for the 

highest levels of motorized and mechanized recreation opportunity.  The potential impacts to 

cultural resources of Native American Religious Concern would be higher than the Proposed 

Action Alternative C due to the greater number of designated routes.  Since travel would be 

limited to designated routes there would still be a significant increase in cultural resource 

protection as compared with the Current Use (No Action) Alternative A. 

Mitigation  

The following mitigation measures would apply to all alternatives: 

 If a Traditional Cultural Property is experiencing adverse impacts resulting from the use of a 

route or trail BLM-SLVPLC will immediately take action, such as rerouting traffic or 

emergency treatment of the site, to protect the property from further damage.  A formal site-

specific mitigation plan will be prepared after the situation is stabilized. 
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PRIME AND UNIQUE FARMLANDS  

Affected Environment 

There are no prime or unique farmlands on public lands in this project area. 

Environmental Consequences 

None anticipated. 

SOIL RESOURCES 

Affected Environment 

A designated travel management system is essential for public access to public lands and other 

lands in the San Luis Valley.  Motorized travel can have impacts to soils through erosion, 

compaction, sedimentation, and loss of soil productivity.  Landslides (mass movement) are 

generally not an issue along BLM routes because the land types are relatively dry and not prone 

to sliding.  Wind erosion occurs in isolated areas but water erosion is the primary mechanism of 

soil movement analyzed in this route analysis.  

There are a variety of soil types across the public lands.  The soil surveys for Alamosa, Conejos, 

Rio Grande, and Saguache Counties were used as the basic soils layer.  Soils vary in depth, 

textures, classification, climate, landform, and geology.  Because there are more than 100 

detailed soil map units across public lands, they were grouped into similar soil types to facilitate 

planning and analysis.  Range sites (an ecological site description that includes soils, vegetation, 

climate, and landform) were used to help group the various soil types and thereby facilitate their 

use in land management planning.  Table 9, below, shows the collection of soils and range sites 

into analysis units.  Soils information is automated and available for applications in GIS.  A map 

of the ecological types is available at the San Luis Valley Public Lands Center office in Monte 

Vista. 

Travel routes exist across public lands.  Current management allows cross-country travel where 

roads do not exists in Area #1.  This can result in the proliferation of more routes and soil 

impacts like erosion, compaction, sedimentation, and loss of soil productivity.  

Existing soil and route conditions vary considerably by specific areas.  In some locations, routes 

are functioning properly and there is ample drainage waterbars to keep erosion minimized.  In 

other cases, routes lack proper waterbars, are too close to stream channels, and are creating 

resource impacts.  In some areas, routes go through wetlands and vehicle-side-tracking is 

ongoing (a condition where one set of vehicle tracks become entrenched so the vehicle operator 

creates adjacent impacts by driving on nearby grass until there are two new sets of entrenched 

tracks).  In general, there is a backlog of route maintenance needs on public lands. 
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Environmental Consequences 

Soil Erosion Effects:  Soil erosion analysis is based upon a broad planning level perspective 

(potential soil erosion), as well as upon site-specific information based upon a route-by-route 

analysis.  

Potential Soil Erosion Effects:  Erosion Hazard Ratings were developed by using the Water 

Erosion Prediction Program (WEPP) to show the inherent erodibility of various land types.  The 

WEPP model includes soil, climate, and slope factors to predict runoff, erosion, and 

sedimentation probabilities.  Range sites were used as grouping categories since they represent a 

collection of similar soils and vegetation types.  The potential erosion hazard ratings are high, 

moderate, and low.  

Potential erosion hazards are greatest where soil cover is relatively sparse, but precipitation is 

high.  The WEPP model indicates that where rainfall amounts are low (e.g. 7 to 10 inches 

precipitation zone), erosion hazard is minimal.  Some of the more erosive soils are in the 10 to 15 

inches precipitation zone where vegetative cover is 30 to 40 percent.  This is a zone commonly 

referred to as the foothills area where piñon and juniper vegetation predominates.  

Table 9:  Potential Erosion 

Range Sites 
Precipitation 

Inches 

Main Plant  

Associations 

Probability of Occurrence 

of First year Runoff, 

Erosion, Sedimentation 

Erosion 

Hazard 

Rating 

Sandy bench, Deep 

Sand, Limy bench, 

Basalt Hills, Mountain 

Outwash, Wet 

Meadow 

7-10 Indian ricegrass-needle-and-

thread; Winterfat-blue 

grama,  

20, 20, 20 Low 

Mountain Loam, 

Foothill Sand, 

Foothills, Rocky 

Foothills, Foothills 

Loam 

10-15 Western Wheatgrass- 

Needlegrass; Piñon/Juniper  

50, 50, 50 High 

Shallow Loam, 

Loamy park, 

Mountain Loam 

15-20 Arizona fescue-Mountain 

Muhly 

43, 33, 40 Moderate 

Subalpine Loam 20-30 Thurberôs Fescue 73, 57, 60 

(<100 acres) 

High 

 

An analysis was conducted to show the potential erosion hazards and the miles of routes that are 

planned for being left open or closed by alternative (Table 10). 

Table 10:  Miles of Road Left Open or Closed by Potential Erosion Classes by Alternative 

 Road Miles in Potential Soil Erosion Classes 

Alternative  Low Moderate High 

Current Use (No Action) Alternative A  
     Miles Open 

     Miles Closed 

 

997.4 

12.5 

 

190.0 

20.3 

 

353.7 

13.6 
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Table 10:  Miles of Road Left Open or Closed by Potential Erosion Classes by Alternative 

 Road Miles in Potential Soil Erosion Classes 

Alternative  Low Moderate High 

Minimum Access Alternative B  
   Miles Open 

   Miles Closed 

 

656.4 

353.5 

 

109.7 

100.6 

 

199.7 

167.6 

Proposed Action Alternative C  
   Miles Open 

   Miles Closed 

 

753.9 

256.0 

 

128.8 

81.5 

 

246.7 

120.6 

Maximum Access Alternative D  
   Miles Open 

   Miles Closed 

 

776.9 

233.0 

 

144.7 

65.6 

 

276.7 

90.6 

 

The potential erosion analysis shows that routes in all erosion classes are scheduled to remain 

open or closed.  The route miles in the ñhighò erosion class are of particular interest.  In the 

Current Use (No Action) Alternative A, 13.6 miles are closed in high erosion classes, 

representing about 3.7% of all routes in the high erosion class.  In the Minimum Access 

Alternative B, 45.6% of the routes occurring in high erosion hazard would be closed, reducing 

present and future potential soil erosion problems.  In the Proposed Action Alternative C, 32.8% 

of routes in high erosion class would be closed.  In the Maximum Access Alternative D, 24.7% 

of routes in high erosion class would be closed.  Travel would be reduced in Alternatives B, C, 

and D.  Increased use levels on designated routes would result in erosion increases that may 

offset some of the erosion reductions from ñopen areaò elimination. 

Route by Route Analysis for Erosion Hazards:  Actual erosion hazards are those identified 

during a route-by-route analysis conducted by a team of specialists.  The team identified site-

specific routes where erosion concerns were evident based on their experience and knowledge of 

a particular route (Table 11). 

Table 11:  Site-Specific Route Analysis - Miles of Routes Having Erosion Concerns by Alternative 

Alternative  

Miles of Routes Open or 

Limited to Authorized 

Motorized Users Only: 

Miles of Routes Closed or 

Limited to  

Non-Motorized Travel:  

Alternative A (Current Use) 878.1 10.9 

Alternative B (Minimum Access) 512.9 376.1 

Alternative C (Proposed Alternative) 620.5 268.5 

Alternative D (Maximum Access) 709.2 179.8 

 

Table 11 shows that the Current Use (No Action) Alternative A leaves open the most miles of 

routes having actual identified site-specific erosion problems, followed by Alternatives D, C, 

and B.  The route closures in Alternatives B, C, and D would likely reduce the amount of 

erosion.  Route closure techniques would need to be implemented for recovery to occur. 

User-created routes are those routes created by vehicles going across country to some destination 

point or other routes.  Once one vehicle creates tracks, it is likely that others would use these 

tracks and soon they become established as a route.  Route proliferation would be especially 

prevalent in the Current Use (No Action) Alternative A where open area travel is allowed.  The 

current mileage of motorized routes under the Current Use (No Action) Alternative A is expected 

to increase based on increased population in the Valley and from those coming to the Valley to 
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enjoy recreation.  Based upon annual population increases, the amount of additional motorized 

route mileage is projected to increase by an additional 437 to 672 miles.  It is expected that fewer 

routes would be created under the action alternatives where motorized travel will no longer be 

allowed to occur cross-country and is limited to designated routes only.  Erosion and compaction 

from user-created route proliferation would be greatest in the Current Use (No Action) 

Alternative A and significantly less in all of the action alternatives.  Public cooperation and 

education would be important aspects of implementing any action alternative that might be 

selected.  

Route Treatments and the Effects on Soil Erosion:  The WEPP-Roads model can be used to 

demonstrate the effects of different route treatments.  Treatments include leaving routes open for 

use, the effects of constructing waterbars (mounds of earth constructed in the roadway 

perpendicular to the route direction to take runoff into an appropriate buffer filter), as well as the 

effects of route closure on soil erosion.  Table 12 shows the results of the WEPP-Roads model 

and erosion predictions based on local soil and climatic conditions. 

Table 12:  Effects of Different Route Treatments on Soil Erosion  Based on the WEPP Model 

Road Type and Treatment 

Road 

Length 

(feet) 

Use 

Level 

30 Year Cumulative 

Erosion from 

Profile (pounds) 

Sediment (pounds) 

Leaving an 80-Foot 

Buffer  

Outsloped, Rutted, Current Condition 500 Low 357 34 

Outsloped, Rutted, Construct Waterbars 250 Low 95 3 

Outsloped, Rutted, High Use 250 High 355 5 

Outsloped, Rutted, Closed Road 250 None 83 2 

 

The results of the WEPP-Roads analysis shows that considerable reduction in erosion can be 

achieved by constructing waterbars and breaking up the route length so that erosive energy is 

dissipated into an appropriate buffer.  A buffer is an unspecified amount of vegetation or 

branches, debris, and woody materials that dissipates the energy associated with the water and 

traps the sediment as it leaves the roadway or water bar.  An 80-foot buffer was modeled in this 

analysis and approximates local conditions.  The WEPP model shows that a change in use level 

from low to high will increase the amount of erosion.  Use levels could change if one route is 

closed and another route gains additional traffic.  The last row shows that changing the use level 

to none (no traffic) through a route closure results in reduced erosion and sedimentation levels.  

WEPP-Roads model is intended to show relative results and not absolute values.  

Effects of Roads on Soil Compaction:  Compaction is an expected consequence on designated 

routes.  It is not considered detrimental as routes are considered a dedicated use.  Where routes 

are not designated, then compaction is a concern since soil compaction can limit plant growth, 

reduce infiltration, and create runoff that can enter water systems.  The effect of vehicles on soil 

compaction is shown in Table 13 (Lull, 1959).  Trucks have the greatest amount of compactive 

force on soils due to their heavy weight, which magnifies the pounds per square inch of pressure 

each tire has on the ground.  ATV effects on soils are minimal.  This is because the ATV tires 

have relatively high surface area which reduces the pounds per square inch of surface force.  

ATV impacts to soils are slight under all alternatives.  Game retrieval would have minimal 

effects on soils due to low pounds per square inch of compactive force.   Soil erosion can 

become an issue if ATVs continue to use the game retrieval tracks. Wet and moist soils are most 

subject to compaction.  
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Table 13:  Compactive Forces by Different Source 

Compactive Source 
Pounds Per Square Inch  

Ground Force 

Truck 50 to 100 

Passenger Car 30 

Horse 29 to 57 

Human 6 to 13 

ATV
9
 3 to 5 

9 Estimate developed by RGNF. 

Wet soils, wetlands, and moist riparian soils are highly susceptible to compaction and a loss of 

soil productivity.  Impacts to wetlands and soil in general can be reduced by designating travel to 

specific routes.  Seasonal route closures from February through March can help reduce route 

erosion during the runoff season.  Seasonal route closures during the winter (January through 

mid-February) have little effect on soils as they are frozen.  

There would be some additional soil compaction and erosion from those frequently used sites if 

vehicles are allowed to use a 300 foot limit to park and camp off of main designated motorized 

routes. The sod may often stay in tact and only compaction would be an issue where use is not 

heavy. There would be little compaction and erosion from dispersed parking and camping if the 

300 foot policy is not selected. 

Soil Protection Mitigation and Restoration Treatments:  Road restoration techniques can be 

used to reclaim existing roads and trails.  Kolka and Smidt (2004) evaluated different systems of 

forest road amelioration and concluded that subsoiling may represent the most economically-

viable road retirement method.  A subsoiler is the state-ofïthe-art implement to reduce soil 

compaction, restore favorable growing conditions for plants, and restore soils to a productive 

capacity.  Davis (1990) reported that a subsoiler restored soil bulk densities caused by logging to 

undisturbed levels in Oregon.  When a winged subsoiler is compared to rippers on compacted 

soils, subsoilers provided superior profile shatter of 137% versus 26% (Carr, 1989).  A winged 

subsoiler is available for use at the San Luis Valley Public Lands Center and has been used 

successfully on nearby National Forest lands.  

Mitigation:  

Revegetation of reclaimed or subsoiled 

routes would be completed with Certified 

Weed-free native species and Certified 

straw mulch.  Certification assures that the 

product would not introduce any noxious 

weed species.  There are numerous 

resource benefits that would result for 

routes planned for closure.  These include 

restoration of hill slope integrity, 

                                                 
9
 Estimate developed by RGNF. 

Subsoiling effectively reduces soil compaction. 


