


FXJKEAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Montrosc Ihstrict Office 
2465 South Townsend 

Montrose, Chlorado 81401 

April,1992 

Dear Reader: 

Enclosed for your review is the Gunnison Resource AreaDs Proposed 
Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(PRMP), The PRMP is a refinement of the Preferred Alternative and 
accompanying environmental consequences in the Draft Gunnison 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (DRMP), 
with consideration given to public comments, corrections, and 
rewording for clarification. Included as Appendix I is the Wild 
and Scenic River Study Analysis For The Lake Fork of The Gunnison 
River and Other Streams in The Planning Area. This retitled 
Appendix is an update of Appendix I of the DRMP. The PRMP is 
published in an abbreviated form and is designed to be used in 
conjunction with the DRMP that was published in March, 1991. 

At the end of the 30-day protest period, and after the Governorus 
consistency review, the PRMP, excluding any portion under protest, 
shall become final. Approval shall be withheld on any portion of 
the PRMP under protest until final action has been completed on 
such protest. The Record of Decision and the Approved Resource 
Management Plan will then be prepared. 

We appreciate the time and effort you have given during your 
involvement in this process. Your continued participation is 
essential to achieve wise management of public lands and resources. 

Sincerely, 

Alan L. Kesterke 
District Manager 
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GUNNOSON 
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AND 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL I PACT STATEMENT 

Draft ( ) Final (X) 

Lead Agency: The United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management. 

Type of Action: Administrative (X) Legislative ( ) 

Abstract: This is the Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Gunnison Planning Area of the Gunnison Resource Area. Included as Appendix I is the retitled 
Wild and Scenic River Study Analysis For The Lake Fork of The Gunnison River and other Streams in 
The Planning Area. 

This document responds to public comments on the Draft Gunnison Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement (DRMP), and the Wild and Scenic River Study Report for the lake Fork 
of The Gunnison River (Included as Appendix I of the DRMP). This document corrects errors found in 
the DRMP and, based on public comments and internal BLM review, adopts a refined and modified 
version of the Preferred Alternative, and accompanying environmental consequences, that was presented 
in the DRMP. The modified Preferred Alternative is the Bureau of Land management’s Proposed 
Resource Management Plan. 

This document incorporates by reference the DRMP which was released in March, 1991; the DRMP must 
be used in conjunction with this document. 

For further information on this PRMP, contact Bill Bottomly, RMP Team Leader, Bureau of Land 
Management, 2505 South Townsend Avenue, Montrose, Colorado 81401; telephone commercial 
(303)249-6047 or FTS 322-7327. 

Protests to this PRMP must be received within 30 days of the date of the publication of the Notice of 
Availability by the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency in the Federal Register. 
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PROTEST PROCEDURES 

The resource management planning process includes an opportunity for administrative review via a plan protest to 
the BLM Director if yoabelieve the approval of the Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (PRMP) would be in error. (See 43 CFR 161052) Careful adherence to these guidelines will 
assist in preparing a protest that will assure the greatest consideration to your point of view. 

only those persons -or organizations who participated in our planning process leading to this PRMP may protest. 
If our records do not indicate that you had any involvement in any stage in the preparation of the PRMP, your 
protest will be dismissed without any further review. 

A protesting party may raise only those issues which he or she submitted for the record during the planning process. 
New issues raised in the protest period should-be directed to the Montrose District or Gunnison Area Manager for 
consideration in plan implementation, as a potential plan amendment, or as otherwise appropriate. 

The period for filing a plan protest begins when the Environmental Protection Agency publishes in the Federal 
Register its Notice of Availability of the Final environmental impact statement containing the PRMP. The protest 
period extends for 30 days. There is no provision for any extension of time. To be considered “timely”, your 
protest must be postmarked no later than the last day of the protest period. Also, although not a requirement, we 
suggest that you send your protest by certified mail, return receipt requested. 

Protests must be in writing to: 

Director (760) 
Bureau of Land Management 

1849 “C” Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

In order to be considered complete, your protest must contain, at a minimum, the following information: 

1. The name, mailing address, telephone number, and interest of the person filing the protest. 

2. A statement of the issue or issues being protested. 

3. A statement of the part or parts of the PRMP being protested. To the extent possible, this should be 
done by reference to specific pages, paragraphs, sections, tables, maps, etc., included in the document. 

4. A copy of all documents addressing the issue or issues that you submitted during the planning process, 
or a reference to the date the issue or issues were discussed by you for the record. 

5. A concise statement explaining why the Colorado BLM State Director’s proposed decision is believed 
to be incorrect. This is a critical part of yourprotest. Take care to document all relevant facts. As much 
as possible, reference or cite the planning documents, environmental analysis documents, or available 
planning records (i.e., meeting minutes or summaries, correspondence, etc.). A protest which merely 
expresses disagreement with the Colorado BLM State Director’s proposed decision, without any data, will 
not provide us with the benefit of your information and insight. In this case, the Director’s review will 
be based on the existing analysis and supporting data. 

At the end of the 30-day protest period and after the Governor’s consistency review, the PRMP, excluding any 
portions under protest, will become final. Approval will be withheld on any portion of the PRMP under protest 
until final action has been completed on such protest. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

This Gunnison Proposed Resource Management Plan 
and Final Environmental Impact Statement (PRMP) 
identifies and describes the future management of the 
lands administered by the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) in the Gunnison Planning Area 
and Gunnison Resource Area, in west-central 
Colorado for the next lo-12 years. The planning area 
encompasses a total of approximately 960,730 acres 
in the BLM’s Montrose District. The BLM has 
administrative’ responsibility for the land and 
resources on 585,012 surface acres and 726,918 acres 
of mineral estate within the planning~area. 

A summary of the description of the proposed plan, 
presented under resource or resource use headings, 
follows. Please refer to Chapter Four of this PRMP 
for the complete description of the PRMP. Table l-l 
in this chapter compares the management under the 
proposed plan and Alternatives A (Continuation of 
Current Management), B, C, D, and E (Preferred 
Alternative), as presented in the March, 1991, Draft 
Gunnison Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement (DRMP). 

The PRMP is an abbreviated document, in that the , 
entire DRMP is not reprinted in this document. The 
DRMP may have to be referred to during review of 
this document. 

NARRATIVE SUMMARY 

Air Quality. Existing air quality would be 
maintained. Activities and projects would comply 
with all air quality regulations. 

Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources. 
Approximately 623,416 acres of federal oil, gas, and 
geothermal estate would be open to leasing with 
standard terms; about 26,205 acres would be open to 
leasing with yearlong, no surface occupancy 
stipulations; about 13,166 acres would be open to 
leasing with controlled surface use stipulations; and 
about 1 iJ323 acres would be open to leasing with 
seasonal stipulations. About 46,007 acres in the 
Powderhorn Primitive Area SRMA would be. closed 
to oil and gas .exploration, development, and leasing. 

l-l 

Locatable Minerals. Approximately 672,891 acres 
of Federal mineral estate would be open to mineral 
entry and location. About 54,047 acres would be 
withdrawn from mineral entry and location, including 
lands within the Alpine Loop National Backcountry 
Byway, Red Bridge and The Gate campgrounds, 
Powderhorn Primitive Area Special Recreation 
Management Area (SRMA) and Cochetopa Canyon 
SRMA, the recommended Slumgullion Earthflow 
National Natural Landmark, the American Basin, and 
the Dillon Pinnacles Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACECs), isolated parcels along Cebolla 
Creek, plus BLM and other agencies’ miscellaneous 
withdrawals. 

Saleable Minerals. Disposal of mineral materials 
would be authorized on’ 505,900 acres of public land 
with federal mineral estate. Disposal on 173,221 of 
these acres would be subject to seasonal restrictions. 
Disposal on lands within other agency withdrawals 
would require approval of these agencies. Disposal 
would not be authorized on 61,855 acres.’ 

Soil and water Resources. Soil and water resources 
would continue to be monitored to define problem 
areas, and to determine effectiveness of solutions. 
Measures to reduce erosion and increase plant basal 
cover on soils with moderate to severe erosion 
potential would be designed and incorporated into 
vegetation or land treatment plans. Best management 
practices, and other measures designed to reduce soil 
erosion and water quality deterioration would be 
required in all plans involving surface disturbance. 
Water rights would be applied for where appropriate. 
All actions under the proposed plan would comply 
with federal. and state water quality standards and 
regulations. New water source developments would 
consider riparian values, and existing water source 
developments would be maintained, improved, or 
reclaimed. 

Implementation and intensive management of Long 
Gulch Sediment Control and Riparian Habitat 
Improvement Plan, and other such plans, would 
continue. About 320 acres in the Wildcat Creek 
drainage would continue to be managed to maintain 



the quality of Crested Butte’s water supply. Soil 
erosion and watershed improvement projects would 
be permitted on 28,215 acres in the recommended 
West, Antelope Creek ACEC if compatible with 
management of crucial big game winter range, and 
within the recommended 4,565 acre South Beaver 
Creek ACEC if compatible with protection and 
management of skiff milkvetch (‘trugalus 
micr~cymbus), or management of other special status 
SpecleS. 

Vegetntiorn. Vegetation would generally be managed 
to achieve at least a late seral ecological status. 
Specific, desired plant communities would be 
identified in activity plans, as would any exceptions 
for managing vegetation to achieve other than a late 
ecological status. In riparian areas, vegetative 
management objectives would be aimed at 
maintaining, restoring, or improving the diversity, 
vigor, and quality of herbaceous and woody plants 
necessary for, (1) the hydrologic functioning of 
riparian systems, (2) the control of accelerated soil 
erosion and (3) sustained high quality livestock forage 
and wildlife habitat. 

Riptim zones. Existing ripariau demonstration 
areas and improvements would continue to be 
managed and maintained. Riparian areas would be 
inventoried and prioritized where necessary to 
determine site-specific management strategies. 
Strategies, projects, or improvements would be 
included in activity plans, such as Coordinated 
Resource Management Activity Plans (CRMAPs) and 
would be implemented first in high priority areas. 
Measures .designed to minimize site-specific riparian 
deterioration would be required in all plans for 
surfacedisturbing activities. Special road construction 
standards and protective measures would apply in 
ripariauareas, in order to retain and protect as much 
riparian vegetation, soils, and water as possible. No 
commercial timber harvesting, logging decks, or 
staging areas would occur in ripariau areas or within 
an adjacent 30-foot area either side of riparian zones, 
unless wildlife or riparian values would be improved. 
Existing water source developments or roads that 
occur within riparian areas would be relocated, 
redesigned, or modified if study shows that the 
hydrologic condition or ripariau system is being 
negatively impacted. New water sources would be 

developed with concern for the protection of riparian 
areas. 

About 56 miles (1,000 acres) of riparian areas in 
Management Units 11 and 14 would be managed to 
improve and maintain vegetation to help optimize 
sage grouse populations. About 99 miles (1,800 
acres) of riparian zones in Management Unit 12, 
crucial big game winter range, would be managed to 
increase production and diversity of vegetation to 
help support wintering big game. A Habitat 
Management Plan (HMP) would be prepared for 
Management Unit 12, and would include riparian 
zone management strategies. Riparian improvement 
projects would be permitted along .58 miles of 
riparian areas containing fisheries or potential 
fisheries iu Management Unit 15, if compatible with 
fishery management. 

S@d ShUaus Rant ad AnimalI swies ad 
IHInbitat. Habitat supporting existing populations of 
threatened and endangered species (T & E spp.) 
would be maintained and protected to insure suitable 
habitat conditions and viable populations. Monitoring 
and inventories would continue to be conducted to 
provide information for future management. 
Measures to protect T & E spp. and their existing or 
potential habitat would be required for surface- 
disturbing activities, including mining, drilling, 
facility construction, mineral material disposal, and 

similar activities. Predisturbance clearances and 
consultations with the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USF & WS) would continue to be 
conducted. Supplemental releases or the 
reintroduction of T & E spp. could be authorized. 

, 

Redcloud Peak and South Beaver Creek Areas of 
Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs), 
Management units 5 and 8 respectively, totalling 
10,512 acres in size, would be designated and 
managed to protect and enhance skiff milkvetch and 
Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly populations and 
habitat. 

WihMife Habitat Management. The HMP for the 
Planning Area would be revised and implemented in 
accordance with BLM’s Fish and Wildlife Plan for 
Colorado-Program for the Future. Public lands 
would be managed for the mutual benefit of wildlife, 
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include, but would not be limited to, methods to 
manage public lands to help meet CDOW long range 
herd goals, within carrying capacities of the habitat, 
and maintain or improve vegetation communities to 
benefit both game and non-game wildlife. New or 
additional forage made available as a result of 
wildlife management projects or treatments would be 
used first to satisfy watershed objectives, as defined 
in the Montrose District Soil Erosion Monitoring 
Guidelines. See Appendix N for more detail 
regarding meeting watershed objectives. Any excess 
available forage would then be used to meet 
objectives of individual wildlife projects. 

The BLM would continue to participate in the 
Colorado Habitat Partnership Program, aimed at 
helping eliminate or mitigate conflicts between 
livestock and wildlife forage utilization. 

Terrestrial Wildlfe and Habitat 

Elk ami Deer habitat: Measures to increase 
important deer and elk winter shrub species on 
uplands and riparian areas on public lands within 
crucial deer and elk winter ranges would be 
determined and implemented to help achieve, within 
carrying capacities of the habitat, Colorado Division 
of Wildlife (CDOW) long-range herd goals of 9,000 
elk and 16,600 deer. Crucial winter ranges and 
commercial forest lands would continue to be 
inventoried and monitored to gather information 
pertinent for big game management. Public lands 
would be inventoried to identify- elk calving areas. 
Temporary reductions in big game numbers would be 
recommended if necessary in order to achieve proper 
use levels and better forage conditions on habitat 
receiving heavy utilization by wildlife. Temporary 
reductions in CDOW’s long-range herd goals would 
be recommended in certain Game Management Units 
(GMUs) until the vigor and production of important 
habitat species increases such that long-range goals 
could be supported. Permanent reductions in elk and 
deer numbers in GMU 64 south and east of 
Cimarron, in Management Unit 12, would be 
recommended and implemented in order to reduce 
resource conflicts. West Antelope ACEC, 
Management Unit 7, totalling 28,215 acres, would 
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SUMMARY OF THE PRMP 

be designated and managed to improve habitat for 
wintering elk, deer, and bighorn sheep. A’ I-IMP 
would be prepared for 76,192 acres of crucial deer 
and elk winter range in Management Unit 12. 

Pronghorn Antelope. and Bighorn Sheep: Pronghom 
antelope and bighorn sheep habitat would be managed 
for 500 animals of each species. Inventories would 
be completed to identify bighorn sheep lambing areas 
and suitable winter ranges, and suitable areas in 
which to establish new populations of bighorn sheep 
and pronghom antelope. Supplemental releases and 
reintroductions could be authorized. Monitoring 
studies would be established within pronghom 
antelope ranges. Management Unit 10 would be 
managed to minimize disturbance to bighorn sheep 
and potential lambing areas along Cebolla and 
Cochetopa Creeks, and a HMP would be prepared. 
for these lands. 

Sage Grouse and Other Upland Gume Bird Habitat: 
Sagebrush and riparian vegetation on public lands 
would be managed to support approximately 9,000 
sage grouse. Identified sage grouse habitat, including 
nesting, brood-rearing, and wintering areas, would be 
maintained or improved. Sage grouse struking 
grounds,- or leks, would be protected by seasonally 
restricting or excluding surface-disturbing activities. 

The introduction of Merrians’ turkey and Columbian 
sharp tailed grouse would be considered for lands 
with suitable habitat. 

Non-game Wiidlqe Habitat: Non-game species 
habitat would be enhanced by improving or 
maintaining a variety of vegetation communities, and 
management within commercial forest lands. Raptor 
nesting inventories and monitoring would be 
conducted or updated to identify nesting areas and 
establish population trends. Disturbance to or near 
raptor nest sites would be excluded or restricted, 
depending on the species. 

Other Terrestrial Wiidll$?: The introduction of moose 
would be considered within the Powderhorn Primitive 
Area Special Recreation Area (SRMA), Management 
Unit 2, if Congress does not designate the unit as a 
wilderness area. 



CHAPTER ONE 

Fishery Resources (Aquatic Habitat) 

Fishery streams and associated riparian areas would 
be managed to improve their overall condition in 
order to enhance fisheries. Streams and aquatic 
habitat would be inventoried and monitored to 
determine site-specific management strategies that 
would be implemented as activity plans are carried 
out. The BLM and Forest Service Recreational 
Fisheries Policy, 1990, would be implemented. 
Measures designed to prevent fishery stream or 
riparian zone deterioration would be required in all 
plans for surfacedisturbing activities. 

Instream water flow appropriations would be pursued 
on 113 miles of fishery streams in order to ensure a 
sufficient amount of water for fisheries maintenance 
and protection. About 57 miles of streams in 
Management Unit 15 would be intensively managed 
to improve fishery conditions. 

Livestock grazing would be temporarily eliminated 
along North Willow Creek in grazing Allotment 6202 
(in the West Antelope Creek ACEC, Management 
Unit 7), and within l/4 mile of Los Pinos Creek in 
unit 13 in order to allow riparian conditions to 
recover. Fishery improvement projects would be 
permitted in the Powderhom Primitive Area SRMA, 
Management Unit 2, if compatible with the objectives 
of the unit. 

Livestock Glazing Management. About 470,460 
acres of public land suitable for grazing would be 
available for graxing in existing allotments, with 
about 46,904 Animal Unit Months (AUMs) being 
available for allocation. Public lands unsuitable or 
unavailable for livestock graxing would continue to be 
excluded from livestock grazing unless monitoring or 
other sources of data indicate that the areas may be 
used for grazing. Public lands suitable for grazing is 
defined in this document as those lands that contain 
those physical features that are conducive to domestic 
livestock grazing, regardless of whether grazing is 
currently permitted. Lands unsuitable for domestic 
livestock grazing do not possess these features. 
About 64,192 acres have been identified in the 
Planning Area that are not suitable for grazing. 
Livestock use would be restricted, either seasonally 
or otherwise, on approximately 201,644 acres 

of public land. Allotment categorization would be 
re-examined as needed based upon a change in 
categorization factors identified from monitoring data 
or other management and resource, information. 
Allotment categorization and management levels in 
the 1987 Rangeland Program Summary update would 
continue for all “M” and “C” allotments, unless 
monitoring data or other management or resource 
information indicate adjustments are necessary. On 
category “I” allotments, existing management and/or 
forage allocation levels would be adjusted if 
necessary to achieve or maintain a desired plant 
community and to meet the following resource needs: 

1) a forage utilization level in uplands would 
be maintained during the grazing period of 
use that would allow for plant health or 
maintenance, watershed cover needs, and 
that would provide quality forage and 
wildlife cover. Within allotments not 
covered by activity plans or grazing 
agreements that prescribe grazing strategies 
designed to meet these needs, the maximum 
use level in uplands during the grazing 
period of use would be 4060% of the 
current year’s production by weight on key 
forage species. 

2) forage utilization levels in riparian xones, 
except those in units 14 and 15, would not 
exceed 40 96 to 60% of key herbaceous 
forage species, with a 2-l/2 inch minimum 
stubble height that would be maintained 
throughout the grazing period of use. 

3) a minimum stubble height of 4” within all 
riparian zones in Management Unit 14 
would be maintained from June 15 through 
July 3 1, and a minimum stubble of 2 l/2” 
would be required at all other times. 

4) a minimum stubble height of 4” in all 
riparian zones in Management Unit 15, and 
some in unit 2, would be maintained during 
the grazing period of use. 

Livestock grazing in some Management Units would 
be further modified to resolve resource conflicts, and 
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additional modifications could occur if studies 
indicate changes are necessary, particularly in 
riparian areas. Refer to Management Unit 
prescriptions and the Livestock Grazing section of 
Standard Management, Chapter Four, for details on 
livestock grazing and exceptions or flexibility to these 
measures. 

Throughout the Planning Area, range readiness 
criteria in Table B-l, Appendix B, would be 
considered when earlier-than-permitted turnout dates 
are requested, and would be implemented and 
incorporated according to Livestock Grazing Standard 
Management. 

‘T. 

Additional forage made available for livestock would 
be allocated in accordance with 43CFR 4100, with 
consideration given to meeting basic soil and 
watershed needs as defined in the Montrose District 
Soil Erosion Momtoring.Guidelines. See Livestock 
Grazing Management, Page 4-9 in Chapter Four, and 
Appendix N for more detail. Any additional forage 
available for livestock would be considered in 
reactivating suspended use or as a means to avoid 
suspending active use. 

Existing livestock facilities would be maintained, and 
new improvements would continue to be identified in 
activity plans or agreements. Range improvements 
identified in the Gunnison Basin MFP Record of 
Decision for grazing would not be incorporated into 
the PRMP. However, any range improvements 
identified in the MFP ROD that were not 
implemented, and would enhance or facilitate 
resource management objectives would be considered 
for development. The BLM’s livestock improvement 
funds would be prioritized according to the Livestock 
Grazing section of Standard Management in Chapter 
Four. Vegetation or land treatments, and facility 
development would be restricted in some manner on 
about 201,644 acres of public land, and would be 
excluded on about 4,294 acres. Monitoring data 
collected would include, but would not be limited to, 
1) actual use data, 2) utilization data, including 
forage consumption and stubble heights, and 3) trend 
data. 

New or existing activity plans, such as AMPS or 
CRMAPs, would be developed, modified, or revised, 
based on available staffing, using an-interdisciplinary 
approach that would include input from permittees 
and other interested parties. A cooperative noxious 

SUMMARY OF THE PRMP 

weed control program would be initiated with county 
governments. 

Forest Management. About 41,347 acres of suitable 
commercial forest lands and 23,615 acres of suitable 
woodlands would be available for harvest, and a 
possible annual harvest of 1,200 MBF of commercial 
timber would be considered, depending on staffing 
capabilities, management priorities, and other factors. 
Approximately 490 cords of fuelwood, 400 wildings, 
and, on average, 300 Christmas trees would also be 
available for harvest annually. Backlog reforestation 
would occur as funds become available. One Forest 
Management Plan (FMP) would be prepared. Harvest 
restrictions, including total exclusions, design 
requirements, or seasonal restrictions would apply or 
would be considered in riparian areas, existing 
Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs), Slumgullion 
Earthflow National Natural Landmark ACEC, areas 
exhibiting erodible soils, crucial big game winter 
range, elk calving areas, within SRMAs, on areas 
where slopes exceed 35 percent, or for non-game 
wildlife habitat and recreation management. 

Remathn Management. Public lands in the 
Planning Area would be managed according to 
BLM’s Recreation 2.ooO: A Strateaic Plan. 
Management would focus on resource protection, 
visitor ~services and information, and recreation 
facility construction, operation, and maintenance in 
order to provide a variety of recreation opportunities 
and experiences. Cooperative partnerships with 
agencies, the private sector, and volunteers would be 
expanded and strengthened to enhance local and 
regional recreation opportunities and tourism. 

Cochetopa Canyon SRMA: Cochetopa Canyon 
SRMA, Management Unit 3, would be managed 
according to the existing activity plan. The BLM 
would continue to manage resources in the unit to 
provide and improve the existing diversity of 
recreation opportunities, emphasizing fishing and 
overnight camping in a Roaded Natural Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) setting. 

Alpine Triangle SRMA: Alpine Triangle SRMA, 
composed of several Management Units, would be 
managed for a variety of ROS settings and 
opportunities, including historical, scenic, and natural 
values, hiking, sightseeing, motorized recreation, 
camping, winter recreation, hunting, fishing, and 
floatboating. A joint BLM and United States Forest 
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Service (FS) visitor center in Lake City would be 
pursued. A CRMAP would be prepared. Two 
campgrounds would be upgraded and fees charged, if 
feasible. 

Powderhorn Primitive Area SRMA: Powderhorn 
Primitive Area SRMA, Management Unit 2, would 
be managed for enhancement of natural values and 
primitive recreation opportunities in Primitive and 
Semi-Primitive ROS settings. A Recreation Area 
Management Plan (RAMP) would be prepared. 
Commercial recreation permitting would continue, 
and use levels would be established if necessary. If 
necessary, use levels and a permit system for private 
recreation use would be implemented. The existing 
primitive area boundary would be adjusted to include 
all public lands in Management Unit 2. Acquisition of 
40 acres of private land and all state-owned minerals 
would be pursued. 

Throughout the Planning Area, cleanup and periodic 
patrols would be conducted, and commercial 
recreation permitting would continue on a case-by- 
case basis. 

Gunnison Extensive Recreation Management Area: 
The remainder of the Planning Area would continue 
to be managed as the Gunnison Extensive Recreation 
Management Area (ERMA). Potential recreation 
projects at Hartman’s Rocks, Slate River, and High 
Mesa would be considered. ROS settings would be 
determined. If proposed for development, these 
projects would be addressed in Recreation,Project 
Plans. 

The 1,595-acre American Basin recommended 
ACEC, Management Unit 4, and the 532-acre Dillon 
Pinnacles recommended ACEC, Management Unit 9, 
would be designated and managed for scenic and 
recreation values. The 1,407-acre Slumgullion 
Earthflow National Natural Landmark recommended 
ACEC, Management Unit 6, would be designated and 
managed for geological interpretation. 

About 48,877 acres of public land, including 
Powderhorn Primitive Area SRMA, would be closed 
to off-highway vehicle use (OHV); OHV use on 
74,428 acres would be limited seasonally, if 
necessary for wintering elk .and deer; OHV use on 
97,714 acres would be limited to designated routes 

yearlong; and 363,993 acres would be open to OHV 
use. 

Wind ad &da: IRiver Stuody Swewt. No portion 
of the Lake Fork of The Gmmison River, including 
the 13.3 mile long Study Segment A, which BLM 
determined to be eligible for inclusion into the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System (NWSRS), 
would be recommended as being suitable for 
designation and inclusion into the NWSRS. Values 
and resources within Study Segment A would be 
managed according to the prescriptions for 
Management Units 1, 4, and 15 and STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT in Chapter Four of this PRMP. 
Please refer to Appendix I for the wild and scenic 
river analysis of streams in the Planning Area. 

Visual Bessource Mnnngement. Public lands would 
be managed according to the objectives for the 
following Visual Resource Management (VRM) 
Classes: VRM Class I: 49,872 acres; VRM Class II: 
169,614 acres; VRM Class III: 135,738 acres; VRM 
Class IV: 225,776 acres. Rehabilitation would be 
considered on 4,812 acres classified as VRM Classes 
IIR, IIIR, and IVR. The 1,595-acre American Basin 
recommended ACEC and the 532-acre Dillon 
Pinnacles recommended ACEC, Management Units 
4 and 9 respectively, would be designated and 
managed for scenic and recreation values. Federal 
mineral estate in these recommended ACECs would 
be withdrawn from mineral entry and location.. Any 
public lands in the Planning Area designated as 
wilderness by Congress would be also designated and 
managed according to VRM Class I objectives. 

Wi!demm Stnady Amas. The six Wilderness Study 
Areas (WSAs) in the Planning Area, totalling about 
114,247 acres, would be managed according to 
BLM’s Interim Management Policy and Guidelines 
for Lands Under Wilderness Review (IMP) until 
Congress decides on their designation or non- 
designation into the wilderness system. Any areas 
acted upon by Congress and not designated into the 
system would be managed according to Standard 
Management and the Management Unit prescriptions 
in which they occur in this PRMP. Until Congress 
acts, actions in WSAs would be limited to those that 
could occur under BLM’s IMP. Areas designated as 
wilderness would be managed as such, and a 
management plan would be written for those areas. 
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Archaeological and Historical Resources (Cultural 
Resources). Cultural resources would be managed 
according to existing legislation and policies. 
Measures would be included in all plans involving 
surface disturbance to mitigate, protect, interpret, or 
otherwise enhance. significant cultural resources. 
Class I and III inventories, and clearances, would be 
conducted prior to disturbances. Inventories to 
discover historic sites on public lands would continue, 
and inventories would also be conducted to determine 
archaeological site density, diversity. and distribution 
in order to build a data base for management of 
archaeological resources. Cultural resources 
identified or discovered would be evaluated according 
to BLM’s Cultural Resource Use Categories and/or 
considered for. mitigation. Stabilization would 
continue on significant historical sites or to eliminate 
public safety hazards. Cooperative management of 
historic sites with the National Park Service in the 
Alpine Triangle SRMA would continue. 

Paleontological Resources. Prior to any surface- 
disturbing activity occurring in areas containing 
potential for the occurrence of paleontological 
values,inventories would be completed, and protective 
measures would be taken for known or discovered 
fossil values. 

Transportation and access. The existing 333 miles 
of roads, 110 miles of trails, and 32 easements would 
continue to be provided and maintained as funds are 
available. New access to public lands would be 
pursued into eleven (11) areas. The transportation 
plan map would be updated. 

Disposal of Public Lands. A total of 43 tracts of 
public land containing about 3,120 acres would be 
classified as Category I lands and would.be identified 
as being available for disposal by public sale under 
criteria in Section 203 of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976. The. 
remainder of the public lands in the Planning Area 
would be classified as Category II lands that would 
be managed for multiple use purposes. These 
Category II lands would not be available for public 
sale, but, on a case-by-case basis, could be disposed 
of through exchange, boundary adjustments, state 
indemnity selections, Recreation and Public Purpose 
Act (R&PP) applications or other appropriate 
authority, if disposal complies with legislation and 
policy, and serves the public interest. All disposal 
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would comply with the requirements of the kationui 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. A land 
disposal activity plan would be prepared. Disposal of 
public lands with T&E plants would occur only if the 
viability of overall populations would not be 
jeopardized. 

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. Non-federal 
lands surrounded by or adjacent to Category II lands 
or lands unavailable for disposal would be considered 
for acquisition on a case-by-case, willing seller- 
willing buyer basis. Acquisition would be contingent 
on potential proposals meeting NEPA requirements 
and one or more of the criteria for acquisition as 
established for -this PRMP. If available, acquisition 
of the following non-federal lands would be pursued: 
40 private acres, and all state-owned mineral estate 
within the Powderhorn Primitive Area SRMA, 
Management Unit 2; private lands within the Alpine 
Triangle SRMA, Management Unit 1; 40 private 
acres in American Basin ACEC, Management Unit 4; 
private lands in ‘South Beaver Creek ACEC, 
Management Unit 8; and 270 private acres in Dillon 
PinnaclesACEC, Management Unit 9. 

Rights-of Way. About 448,219 acres of public land 
would be open to the location of rights-of-way, on a 
case-by-case basis, and seasonal construction 
restrictions would apply to 155,870 of these acres. 
About 85,387 acres and 5 1,406 acres would be 
designated rights-of-way avoidance and rights-of-way 
exclusion areas, respectively. 

Rights-of-Way Corridors. A right-of-way (ROW) 
corridor one-mile wide would be designated along the 
existing Western Area Power Association (WAPA) 
230 Kv Curecanti to Salida electrical transmission 
line in Management Units 8, 11, 12, 13, and 17. A 
ROW window 1,000 feet in width (500 feet either 
side of the centerline) would be designated where the 
existing WAPA line crosses Management Unit 8. A 
similar one-mile wide ROW corridor would be 
designated along the Colorado Ute Electric 
Association’s existing 230 Kv Blue Mesa to Lake 
City line across Management Units 1, 13, and 16. 

Fire Management. Wildfires on about 508,388 
acres of public lands would be suppressed according 
to a conditional suppression policy and according to 
a full suppression policy on about 76,624 acres. 
Within conditional suppression areas some wildfires, 



such as those on public lands adjacent to private lands 
or in recreation areas, would be fully suppressed to 
protect valuable resources, investments. facilities, and 
property, life, and safety on non-federal and federal 
lands. Prescribed fires for resource enhancement or 
fuel hazard reduction could occur throughout the 
Planning Area in accordance with approved 
prescribed burn plans. A site-specific burn plan and 
Environmental Analysis (EA) would be prepared 
prior to authorizing any prescribed bums. 

VVithdrawals rind Classifications. Public lands 
currently under withdrawal would continue to be 
withdrawn, unless modified in a management unit 
prescription. Periodic review of existing withdrawals 
would be conducted to determine the need for each. 
About 54,047 acres would. be withdrawn from 
mineral entry and location through BLM protective 
withdrawals within the following areas: Alpine Loop 
National Backcountry Byway; Red Bridge and The 
Gate campgrounds; Powderhom Primitive Area and 
Cochetopa Canyon SRMAs, Management Units 2 and 
3 respectively; the American Basin, the Slumgullion 
Earthflow National Natural Landmark, and the Dillon 
Pinnacles ACECs, Management Units 4, 6, and 9 
respectively; and isolated parcels along Cebolla 
Creek. 

Other agencies’ miscellaneous withdrawals would 
continue until. relinquished. If relinquished, and if 
.the lands are determined to be suitable for BLM 
management, these withdrawals would be revoked. If 
opened for BLM management, these lands would be 
managed according to this PRMP. 

Waterpower md Storage Reservoir Sites. Lands 
withdrawn for these purposes would be managed for 
potential water power and storage purposes. Before 
uses occur or facilities are developed that could be 
jeopardized by water power or storage reservoir 
projects on public lands withdrawn for those 
purposes, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) would be consulted regarding withdrawal 
status and the need for the withdrawal. Inventoried 
and potential sites would be managed for future water 
power purposes unless higher priority resource uses 
would be implemented. Management Units 1, 3, 10, 
14, and 15 would be recommended to be .closed to 
the development of water power or storage reservoir 
projects. 
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Amaas off Ctitid Eunviromeuneahn Comem. Six 
separate areas on public land, totalling about 42,261 
acres in Management Units 4 through 9 respectively, 
would be designated as the American Basin, 
Redcloud Peek, Slumgullion Earthflow National 
Natural Landmark, West Antelope Creek, South 
Beaver Creek, and Dillon Pinnacles ACECs. These 
ACECs would be managed according to their 
respective prescriptions. A management plan would 
be prepared for each ACEC, or their management 
direction would be included in an activity plan for a 
larger, adjacent area. 

ElaxaraIs Manqement. Hazard sites or areas would 
be reviewed on a case-by-case basis and remedied to 
the degree necessary to protect public safety and 
health. Activity plans would consider the remediation 
of known hazards. Coordination and cooperation 
with appropriate state or other agencies to remedy 
hazard sites would continue. 

wraadprdous Ms~terials Management. Locations on 
public lands showing evidence of hazardous materials 
would be inventoried and examined on a case-by-case 
basis, and remedied to the degree necessary to protect 
public health, safety, and public or private property. 
Coordination and cooperation with appropriate state 
or other agencies to properly manage hazardous 
materials would continue. Activity plans would 
consider the remediation of known hazards. 

Trespass dumping and littering on public lands would 
be controlled through public awareness, signing, and 
monitoring. 

ILaw Emformmennt. Bureau patrols and law 
enforcement activities would be conducted on a 
priority basis. Information dissemination and 
education would be carried out by BLM rangers 
during regularly scheduled patrols or public contacts. 

Table l-l compares the key points for each resource 
or resource use within each alternative in the DRMP 
and the PRMP. If management of a resource in the 
PRMP is identical to that in the Preferred or another 
Alternative, that management would be simply 
referenced. 
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Table l-l 

SUMMARIZED.COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED PLAN AND THE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES’ 

MANAGEMENT UNDER EACH ALTERNATIVE 

RE- 
SOURCE/ 
RE- 
SOURCE 
USE 

ALTERNATIVE A 
(Continuation of ALTERNATIVE B 

Current. 
Management) 

ALTERNATIVE C ALTERNATIVE D ALTERNATIVE E PROPOSED 
(Preferred RESOtiCE 

Alternative) MANAGEMENT P&AN 

OBJECTIVES: Continue the OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To empha- ORJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To empha- 
present levels, methods, size or be compatible with size a high degree of eco- size a high degree of protec- size the mix and variety of 
ond mix of multiple use those resources which pro- nomic return and resource tion, enhancement, and actions that best resolves 
resource management, mote outdoor recreation production. while maintain- maintenance for natural val- the issues and manage- 
maintaining existing uses, opportunities, tourism, eco- ing, or protecting, or en- ues, while sustaining a ment concerns of this 
outputs, and protection nomic stability, and the hancing the natural environ- compatible level of produc- RMPIEIS; to echieve a bal- 
activities. quality of life. ment at a compatible and tion for renewable and non- ante between competing 

non-restricting level. renewable resources. demands on uses of public 
land. 

OBJECTIVES: To emphasize 
the mix and variety of ac- 
tions that best resolves the 
issues and management con- 
cerns of this RMPIEIS: to 
achieve a balance between 
competing demands on uses 
of public land. 

LOCAT- 
ABLE 
MINERALS 

Allow mineral entry and 670,198 acres would be open to Allow mineral entry and Allow mineral entry and &low mineral entry and Same as Alternative E, except 
location on 683,285 acres; mineral entry and location; location on the entire federal location on 649,645 acres; location on 674,540 acres; that an additional 20 acres would 

currently 45,282 acres are 58,369 a&s would be with- mineral estate, 728,567 acres. 78,922, acres 
withdrawn from mineral entry drawn from entry and location Recommend revocation of all withdrawn 

would be 54,027 acres would be be withdrawn from entry atid 
from entry and, withdrawn from entry and locaiion at Mill Creek 

and location. Beaver location. Includes Alpine Loop Campground, resulting in a total (includes Powdpeom SRMA, withdrawals that segregate lands location (includes S. 
SlumgJllion Shde, American from mineral entry and location Creek and Redcloud Peak National Backcountry Byway, of 54,047 acres .to be 
Basin drainage, Alpine Loop on public land, and no new RNA/ACECs and Haystack Red Bridge and The Gate withdrawn. 
National BackCountry Byway, withdrawals would be Cave, Cebolla Creek, campgrounds, Powderhorn 
Red Bridge Campground, Gate. apprclved. Slumgullion Slide, American Primitive Area and Cochetopa 
recreation area, Cochetopa Basin, Lake Fork, and Dillon Canyon SRMAs, Slumgullion 
SRMA, Cebolla Creek iso1ate.d Pinnacles ACECs, units D-13, Earthflow National Natural , 
withdrawal, and miscellaneous D-19, D-22, (262 acres), plus Landmark, American Basin, 
other agency withdrawals). miscellaneous existing and Dillon Pinnacles ACECs, 

withdrawals). Cebolla Creek, plus BLM and 
other agencies’ miscellaneous 
existing withdrawals. 

OIL, GAS, 
AND GEO- 
THERMAL 
RE- 
SOURCES 

Open to leasing: (a) 610,169 Open to leasing: (a) 672,639 Allow leasing on 720,176 acres Open to leasing: (a). 667,422 Open to j-sing: (a) 674,169. Open to leasing: (a). 674,169 
acres; @) with a seasonal acres; (b) with a no surface of federal oil, gas, 
stipulation, 288,640 acre?; (c) occupancy stipulation, 

and acres, (b) with a no surface acres; (b) with a no surface acres; @) with a no surface 
30,856 geothermal estate with standard occupancy stipulatidn, 114,430 occupancy stipulation, 35,605 occupancy stipulation, 26,205 

with standard terms, 321,529 acres; (c) with seasonal terms.’ acres; (c) with seasonal stip- acres; ‘(c) with seasonal acres; (c) with seasonal 

acres. Closed to leasing, stipulations, 177,3 11 acres; (d) 
110,007 acres (includes federal with standard terms, 464,472 

blations, 202,678 acres; (d) stipulations, 47,545 acres; (d) stipulations, 11,823 acres; (d) 
with standard terms, 350,314 with controlled surface use with controlled surface use 

oil and gas estate in WSAs). acres. acres. stipulation, 2,417 acres; stipulation, 13,166 acres; : 



CHAPTER ONE - COMPARISON TABLE, PRMP AND ALTERNATIVES 

Table l-l (Cont’d) 

SUMMARIZED COMPARISON OF TIiE PROPOSED PLAN AND THE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

MANAGEMENT UNDER EACH ALTERNATIVE 

RE- 
SOURCE/ 
RE- 
SOURCE 
USE 

ALTERNATIVE A 
(Continuation of ALTERNATIVE B 

c,umt 
Management) * 

ALTERNATIVE C ALTERNATIVE D ALTERNATIVE E PROPOSED 
(Preferred RESOURCE 

Alternative) MANAGEMENT PLAN 

OSJECTIVES: Continue the OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To ampha- OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To emphasize 
present levels, methods, size or be competible with size a high degree of eco- size a high degree of protec- size the mix and variety of the mix and variety of ac- 
and mix of multiple use those resources which pro- nomic return and resource tion, enhancement, and actions that best resolves tions that best resolves the 
resource management, mote outdoor recreation production, while meintain- meintenance for natural vel- the issues and manage- issues end management con- 

maintaining existing uses, opportunities, tourism, eco- ing, or protecting, or en- ues, while sustaining e ment concerns of this terns of this RMPIEIS; to 
outputs, and protection nomic stebility, and the hancing the natural environ- compatible level of produc- RMPIEIS; to achieve a bal- achieve a balance between 

activities. quality of life. ment et a competible and tion for renewable and non- ante between competing competing demands on uses 
non-restricting level. renewable resources. demands on uses of public of public land. 

land. 

OIL, GAS, 
AND GEG- 
THERMAL 
RE- 
SOURCES 

Closed to leasing: 47,537 
acres (includes Powderhom 
ACEC, American Basin drain- 
age, Red Bridge campground). 

Closed to leasing: 52,754 acres (e) with standard terms, (e) with standard terms, 623,416 
(includes Slumgullion Slide 588,602 acres. Closed to acres. Closed to leasing, 46,007 
ACEC, Lake Fork ACEC, leasing, 46,007 acres (includes acres (includes the Powderhom 
Dillon Pinnacles ACEC, and the Powderhom Primitive Primitive Area SRMA). 
Powderhom SRMA) . Area SRMA). 

SALEABLE 
MINERALS 

683,275 acres available for Available for disposal with 720,881 acres available for Available for disposal with 
disposal; disposal on 45,282 federal mineral estate: 670,065 disposal; disposal on the federal mineral estate: 579,309 
acres currently withdrawn from acres; disposal on 179,063 of remainder of federal mineral acres; disposal on 199,054 of 
mineral entry and location these acres would be subject to estate would not be permitted these acres would be subject to 
would require approval of seasonal restrictions; disposal for a variety of reasons (7,686 seasonal restrictions; disposal 
withdrawing agency; disposal on lands withdrawn would acres). on lands withdrawn would 
would also not be permitted on requite the appnwal of the require approval of withdrawing 
10 acres withdrawn from withdrawing agency; disposal agency; disposal not permitted 
mineral leasing. would not be permitted on on 149,258 acres. 

Available for disposal with Available for disposal with 
federal mineral estate: 666,530 federal~mineral estate: 665,712 
acres; disposal on 188,970 of acres; disposal on 172,087 of 
these acres would be subject to these acres would be subject to 
seasonal restrictions; disposal seasonal restrictions; disposal on 
on lands withdrawn would lands withdrawn would require 

’ approval of with- approval of withdrawing agency; 
?rizg agency; disposal not disposal not permitted on 61,855 

vemdted on 62,037 acres. acres. 
58,502 acres. - 

SOIL AND 
WATER RE 
SOURCES 

Continue implementation and Continue implementation and Continue implementation and Continue implementation and Continue implementation and Same as Alternative E. 

intensive management of Long intensive management of Long intensive management of Long intensive management of Long intensive management of Long 
Gulch Sediment Control and Gulch Sediment Control and Gulch Sediment Control and Gulch Sediment Control and Gulch Sediment Control and 
Riparian Habitat Improvement Riparian Habitat Improvement Riparian Habitat Improvement Ripatian Habitat Improvement Riparian Habitat Improvement 
Plan. Plan. Plan. Plan. Plan. , 



SOIL AND Require mitigation to minimixe Measures for erosion reduction Increased plant basal cover Erosion reduction and Measures for erosion reduction 
WATER RE- accelerated soil erosion and and increasing plant basal cover would be accomplished on soils increasing plant basal cover and increasing plant basal 
SOURCES water quality deterioration in all incorporated into vegetation with a moderate to severe incorporated into vegetation cover incorporated into vege- 
(Cont’d) plans involving surface dis- treatments on soils with erosion potential during treatmenta on soil with mo- tation treatments on soils with 

turbance. moderate to severe erosion vegetation treatment implemen- derate to severe erosion moderate to severe erosion 
potential. tation to reduce erosion. potential. potential. 

Pursue, through state water 
courl, water rights where Water rights applied for where Water rights would be applied Water rights applied for where 
necessary and identified in appropriate, including along for where appropriate. apprwia% including along Water rights applied for where. 
Montrose District water use. as- 113 miles of fishery streams. 113 miles of fishery streams. appropriate-, including along 
sessment, including on 113 Manage 320 acres in Wildcat 113 miles of fishery streams. 
miles of fisheries. Measures designed to’ reduce Creek drainage in unit C-2 to Compatible measures designed 

soil erosion and water quality help protect Crested Butte’s to reduce soil erosion and water Measures designed to reduce 
Manage 320 acres in Wildcat deterioration required in all water supply. quality deterioration required in soil erosion and water quality 
Creek drainage to help protect plans involving surface distur- all plans involving surface deterioration required in all 
Crested Butte’s water supply. bance. disturbance. plans involving surface 

disturbance. 

Maintain watershed improve- Manage 320 acres in Wildcat New available forage from Manage 320 acres in Wildcat Manage 320 acres in Wildcat 
merit developments in good Creek drainage to help protect wildlife treatments on 351,837 Creek drainage to help protect Creek drainage to help protect 
physical condition. Maintain Crested Butte’s water supply. acres would be used for Crested Butte’s water supply. Crested Butte’s water supply. 
roads as scheduled, with poorly watershed protection in units 
located roads receiving first Erosion control and watershed C-4 through C-12. Water source developments New water sources developed 
priority. improvement projects on 4,625 would be maintained, im- would consider riparian 

acres would be developed if No public lands, other than paved, or reclaimed. values. Existmg developments 
compatible with T&E species those mentioned abave, would would be maintained, 
management; soil and water be intensively managed for soil Erosion control projects improved, or reclaimed. 
improvement projects would be or watershed management. restricted to prevent accidental 
developed on 29,060 acres of destruction in unit D-1 on Soils and watershed projects 
big game crucial winter range; 9,562 acres to prevent permitted on 28,215 acres in 
measures to improve overall accidental destruction of T&E West Antelope ACEC if com- 
hydrologic conditions on species. patible with crucial big game 
21,870 acres of sage grouse winter range management. 
habitat in riparian areas would 
be implemented. Erosion control and watershed 

improvement projects on 
4,565 acres would be 
developed if compatible with 

’ T&E species ‘management. 

RIPARIAN 
ZONES 

Continue intensive management Continue intensive management Continue intensive management Continue intensive management Continue intensive man- 
in Long Gulch riparian xone as in Long Gulch riparian zone as in Long Gulch riparian zone as in Long Gulch riparian zone as agement in Long Gulch Same as Alternative E, except 
per management plan: per management plan. per management plan. per management plan. riparian zone as per management units would not be 

management plan. prefixed with the letter E. 
Require measutes to minimize Riparian improvement .projects Modify existing water source Riparian improvement projects 
deterioration in riparian areas designed and requited in high developments in riparian zones designed and required in high Riparian improvement projects 
for all plans involving surface priority areas and would be if hydrologic condition is being priority areas and included in designed and required in high 
disturbance. included in other resource impacted. Nonconflicting other resource activity plans. priority areas and included in 

activity plans. riparian projects incorporated other resource activity plans. 
Determine high priority riparian into activity plans or CRMAPS Measures to minimize riparianl 
areas where improvement New permanent roads excluded and implemented in high aquatic zone deterioration Measures to minimize 
strategies and projects would be in North Willow Creek and priority riparian areas. required in all plans involving riparianlaquatic zone deteri- 
implemented. Stevens Creek riparian zones. surface disturbance. oration required in all plans 

involving surface disturbance. 



CHAPTER ONE - COMPAFjlSON TABLE, PRMP AND ALTERNATIVES 

Table 1-i (Cont’d) 

SUMMARIZED COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED PLAN AND THE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

RE- 
SOURCE/ 
RE- 
SOURCE 
USE 

MANAGEMENT UNDER EACIj AL’I’ERNATIVE 

ALTERNATIVE A 
(Continuation of ALTERNATIVE B ALTEBNATniE C ALTEBNATIVj3 D ALTERNATIVE E PROPOSED 

current ,’ ‘. 
(Preferred RESOURCE 

lk@nagement) Alternative) MANAGEMENT PLAN 

OBJECTIVES: Continue the OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To emphe- OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To emphe- OBJECTIVES: To emphasize 
present levels, methods, size or be compatible with size a high degree of eco- size a high degree of protec- size the mix and variety of the mix and variety of ac- 
and mix of multiple use those resources which pro- nomic return and resource tion, enhancement, and actions that best resolves tions that best resolves the 
resource management, mote outdoor recreation production, while maintain- maintenance for natural vel- the issues and manage- issues end management con- 

maintaining existing uses, opportunities, tourism, eco- ing, or protecting, or en- ues, while sustaining 2 ment concerns of this terns of this RMPlElS; to 
outputs, and protection nomic stability, and the hancing the natural environ- compatible level of produc- RMPIEIS; to achieve 2 bal- achieve a balance between 
activities. quelity of life. ment at 2 compatible and tion for renewable and non- ante between competing competing demands on uses 

non-restricting level. renewable resources. demands on uses of public of public land. 

land. 

w I 
c 

RlPARL4N Accomplish riparian manage- Timber harvests excluded in all 
ZONES ment objectives in current riparian areas. 
(Cont’d) .Resource Area Habitat Manage- 

ment Plan at current rate. Existing water source develop- 
ments modified, if riparian 
zones are being negatively 
impacted. 

Riparian improvement projects Timber harvests excluded in all Special road construction Same as Alternative E, except 
permitted in unit C-9 (1,117 riparian areas. objectives adhered to. management units would not be 
acres). Area-wide HMP prefixed with the letter E. 
revised to include riparian zone Existing water sources in Timber harvests permitted in 
management from units C-9, riparian areas modified or riparian areas if riparian and 
c-10, c-11. relocated if riparian zones are wildlife values improved. 

being negatively impacted. 

Projects implemented in some Improve overall riparian con- Improve overall riparian Existing water sources and 
riparian areas on 21,870 acres ditions on 1,839 acres in units conditions on 14,933 acres of roads in riparian areas 
of sage grouse riparian habitat C-9, C-10, and C-11 and riparian areas, including in modified or relocated if 
for improved riparian rehabilitate. zones in unit C-10 riparian zones in unit D-14 riparian zones a= being 
vegetation. where hydrologic condition is (76,752 acres of sage grouse negatively impacted. 

below potential. habitat) and D-22 (108,335 
Improve overall riparian acres of “I” allotments). Manage riparian zones in units 
conditions on 14,933 acres of Compatible projects designed to E-11 (31 miles) and E-14 (25 
riparian areas, and in riparian achieve abundant vegetative Compatible projects designed to miles) to improve and 
apeas in unit B-l 1. cover, an increase in diversity achieve abundant vegetative maintain vegetation to 

of herbaceous plants and in the cover, an increase in diversity optimize sage grouse popula- 
Rehabilitate riparian zones propoltion of native bunch- of herb;aceous plants and in the tions. 
where ecological or hydra- grasses for sage grouse on 5 proportion of native bunch- 
logical condition is deteriorated miles in unit C-10 (602 acres) grasses for ege grouse in high 



RIPARIAN 
ZONES 
(Cont’d) 

and require measures to reduce are permitted; vegetation priority areas on 99 miles in About 99 miles of riparian 
deterioration of riparian eco- production and diversity would unit D-12 (9,657 acres),.would zones in 91,547 acres of big 
systems in surface disturbing be increased for big game and be permitted. game crucial winter range in 
plans on 7,298 acres of an sage other wildlife on 10 miles of unit E-12 would be managed 
grouse habitat. riparian zones in unit C-9. Vegetation production and to increase production and 

diversity would be increased for diversity of vegetation to help 
Area wide HMP revised to In unit C-11 (120 acres), big game and wildlife on 76 support wintering big game; a 
include riparian zone compatible improvement miles of crucial big game HMP for E-12 would include, 
management. strategies and projects would be riparian zones in unit D-l 1 riparian zone management. 

permitted. (12,462 acres). 

Revise area-wide HMP to Compatible riparian im- 
include riparian zone manage- provement projects permitted 
ment. along 58 miles of riparian 

zones containing fisheries or 
potential fisheries in unit ElS. 
Revise area-wide HMP to in- 
clude riparian zones manage 
ment for unit E-15. 

SPECIAL 
STATUS 
PLANT 
AND. 
ANIMAL 
SPECIES 

:. AND 
w HABlTAT 

Requires measures to protect Requite measures ‘to protect Require measures to protect Requite measures to protect Requite measures to protect Same as Alternative E. 
T&E species, individuals, and T&E species, individuals, and T&E species, individuals, and T&E species, individuals, and T&E species, individuals, and 
habitats in plans for all surface habitats in plans for all surface habitats in plans for all surface habitats in plans for all surface habitats in plans for all surface 
disturbing activities. disturbing activities. disturbing,activities. disturbing activities. disturbing activities. 

Continue to inventory and Continue to inventory and Continue to inventory and Continue to inventory and Continue to inventory and 
monitor T&E plant and animal monitor T&E plant and animal monitor T&E plant and animal monitor T&E plant and animal monitor T&E plant and animal 
habitats. Continue T&E habitats. Continue T&E habitats. Continue T&E habitats. Continue T&E habitats. Continue T&E 
clearances and Section 7 con- clearances and Section 7 con- clearances and Section 7 con- clearances and Section 7 con- clearances and Section 7 con- 
sultations with the USF&WS. sultations with the USF&WS. sultations with the USF&WS. sultations with the USF&WS. sultations with the USFWS. 

_ 
Require measures to protect Requite measures to protect Require measures to protect Require measures to protect 
classified or listed T&E species classified or listed T&E species classified or listed T&E species classified or listed T&E 
and habitat and potential and habitat, and potential and habitat, and potential species and habitat, and 
habitat, from mineral leasing habitat from mineral leasing, habitat from mineral leasing, potential habitat from mining, 
and disposal activities and mining and mineral material mining and mineral material mineral leasing and mineral 
disturbance, and other surface disposal .activity and other disposal activity and other material disposal activity and 
disturbance. surface disturbance. surface disturbance. other surface disturbance. 

Designate South Beaver Creek Designate South Beaver Creek Designate South Beaver Creek Designate South Beaver Creek 
ACECiRNA (4,625 acres) to and Redcloud Peak RNA/ and Redcloud Peak RNA and Redcloud Peak ACECs 
protect and enhance skiff ACECs (15,512 acres) to /ACECs (15,512 acres) to (10,512 acres) to protect and 
milkvetch populations. protect and enhance skiff protect and enhance skiff milk- enhance skiff milkvetch and 

milkvetch and Uncompahgre vetch and Uncompahgre Uncompahgre fritillary but- 
fritillary butterfly populations fritillary butterfly populations tertly populations and habitat. 
and habitat. and habitat. 



CHAPTER ONE - COMPARISON TABLE, PRMP AND ALTERNATIVES 

Table l-l (Cont’d) 

SUMMARIZED COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED PLAN AND THE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

MANAGEMENT UNDER EACH ALTEl0kH-VE 

RE- ’ ALTERNATIVE A 
SOURCE/ (Continuation of ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE C ALTERNATIVE D ALTElFUWJWE E JPR0P0SED 
RJI- Current (Me RESOURCE 
SOURCE Management) AlkmtiV@) MANAGEMEI FZi4.N 
USE. 

OBJECTIVES: Continue the OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To empha- 
present levels, methods, size or be compatible with size a high degree of eco- size a high degree of protec- size the mix and variety of 

and mix of multiple use those resources which pro- nomic return and resource tion, enhancement, and actions that best resolves 
resource management, mote outdoor recreation production, while maintain- maintenance for natural val- the issues end manage- 
maintaining existing uses, opportunities, tourism, eco- ing, or protecting, or an- ues, while sustaining a ment concarns of this 
outputs, and protection nomic stability, and the hancing the natural environ- compatible level of produc- RMPIEIS; to achieve a bal- 
ectivities. quelity of life. ment at a compatible and tion for renewable and non- ante between competing 

non-restricting level. renewable resources. demands on uses of public 

land. 

OWECTNES: To emphasize 
the mix and variety of ac- 
tions that best resolves the 

issues and management con- 
cerns of this RMPIEIS; to 
achieve a balance between 
competing demands on uses 
of public land. 

w I 
z 

WILDLIFE Continue management of habitat 
HABlTAT according to HMP for Resource 
MANAGE- Area, at current rate of imple- 
MENT mentation. 

Revise HMP for Resource Revise 
Area. Area. 

Generally maintain wildlife New, 
forage allocations at current forage 

HMP for Resource 

additional available 
to livestock, then 

Maintain big game forage levels, including for big game. watershed. 
allocations at present levels; All future additional forage 
future increases/decreases would be allocated in priority Elk calving areas would not be 
would be divided evenly order, for watershed needs, intensively managed and except 
between big game and wildlife habitat, and livestock for rights-of-way avoidance and 
livestock. grazing. seasonal rights-of-way related 

construction stipulations, no 
Initiate shtub-seedling planting M i n i m i z e , o r e xc I u d e land use restrictions apply. 
program to improve crucial disturbance at raptor nest sites, 
winter range. and on crucial big winter game Long-range herd goal 

ranges, elk calving areas, and at reductions in certain GMUs 
Planning Area open to habitat sage grouse leks and on sage recommended temporarily to 
treatments. Maintain existing grouse habitat, by seasonal or increase vigor production of 
facilities and treatments. other stipulations, OHV crucial big game winter range 

designations, and rights-of-way in order to help support CDGW 
Modify 10 miles of fence to avoidance and exclusion areas. long-range herd goals of 9,000 
facilitate antelope access to elk and 16,600 deer. 
habitat. Wildlife forage Temporary long-range herd Compatible treatments also 
allocations would be adjusted to goal reductions in cettain designed and implemented, on 
allocate more for antelope as GMUs recommended to uplands and riparian areas, 
needed. increase vigor and production through activity plans to help 

on ctucial big game winter achieve CDGW herd goals for 

Revise HMP for Resource Area 
and emphasize crucial winter 
range management. 

Maintain ,wildlife forage 
allocations at current levels. 
All future additional forage 
would be allocated to watershed 
needs. 

Revise RA HMP and 
implement consistent with 
BLM’s Fish and Wildlife Plan 
for Colorado - Proeram for 
the Decade. 

Disturbance would be 
seasonally restricted on all ellc- 
calving areas. Measures to 
prevent raptor disturbance re- 
quired in all plans involving 
surface disturbance. 

Maintain wildlife forage 
allocations at current levels, 
including for big game. All 
future additional forage would 
be allocated for watershed 
needs, then for wildlife habitat 
or livestock grazing. 

Minimize, or exclude 
disturbance at raptor nest sites, 
and on crucial big game winter 

Temporary reductions in ranges, elk calving areas, and 
CDGW long-range herd goals at sage grouse leks and on 
in certain GMUs recommended sage grouse habitat, by 
to help support herd sizes of seasonal or other stipulations, 
9,OKl elk and 16,600 deer. OHV designations, and righta- 
Measures (treatments) would of-way avoidance and sage grouse leks and on sage 

also be implemented through exclusion areas. grouse habitat, by seasonal or 

activity plans on uplands and other stipulations, OHV 

riparian zones to help achieve designations, and rights-of-way 

these herd goals. avoidance and exclusion arcas. 

Revise RA HMP and implement 
consistent with BLM’s Fish and 
Wrldlife Plan for Colorado - 
hxram for the Decade. 

BLM would continue to 
patticipate in the Colorado 
Habitat Partnership Program. 

Big game numbers would be 
reduced temporarily if needed to 
achieve proper use levels and 
better forage conditions. All 
future additional forage from 
wildlife projects would be 
allocated for watershed needs, 
then for wildlife habitat. 

Minimize, or exclude 
disturbance at raptor nest sites, 
and on cnrcial big game winter 
ranges, elk calving areas, and at . . . 



WILDLIFE Existing projects and facilities range to help support CDOW elk and deer. On crucial big game winter Temporary, long-range herd Temporary, long-range herd goaL 
HABlTAT in riparian zones for sage long range herd goals of 9,000 range, 
MANAGE- 

intensively 
grouse broodrearing habitat elk and 16,600 dier. Measures New, 

manage goal reductions in certain reductions in certain GMUs 
available forage riparian zones in unit D-11 for GMUs recommended, 

MENT 
to recommended, to increase vigor 

would be maintained; planning (treatments) would also be developed from wildlife increased production 
(Cont’d) 

and increase vigor and production and production on crucial big 
area open to additional sage implemented through activity treatments .in units C-4 diversity of vegetation for big on crucial big game winter game winter range. BIM would, 
grouse habitat improvement plans on uplands and riparian (326,735 acres) and ‘C-12 game and non-game wildlife. range to help support CDGW within proper use levels, 
projects. areas to help achieve CDOW (25,102 acres cnrcial winter long-range herd goals of 9,000 continue to manage and provide 

long-range herd goals for elk range) would be used for Minimize disturbance to elk and 16,600 deer. wildlife habitat on public lands 
and deer. watershed needs then allocated wintering elk and deer in unit Measutes would also be to help support CDOW long- 

for wildlife. D-11, 38.315 acres in unit D- implemented (treatments) range b/g game herd goals. 
Maintain existing treatments, 14, 40,812 actes in Unit D-15, through activity plans on Measures would be implemented 
generally. In unit C-12, manage resources and on 1,900 acres in Unit D uplands and riparian areas to (treatments) through activity 

in GMU 54 and 55 for benefit 22. help achieve CDOW long- plans on uplands and riparian 
Wildlife would be allocated use of elk and deer crucial winter range herd goals for elk and areas to improve wildlife habitat 
on 198,526 acres of wildlife range. In GMU 64, east and Intensively manage and deer. quality. 
funded treatments to increase south of Cimarmn, temporary mini&e disturbance on big 
quality and/or quantity of reductions in elk and deer game crucial winter range in Maintain existing treatments. Maintain existing treatments. 
forage. numbers would be implemented unit D-16 and prepare a HMP 

to achieve 50% utilization rate or CBMAP (101,507 acres). In In GMU 64 south and east of In GMU 64 south and cast of 
In GMU 64 south and east of of current year’s growth of GMU 64 south and east of C i ma r ron ,’ t e m p 0 r a r y Cimarron, temporary teductions 
Cimanon, temporary reductions mountain mahogany. Cimarron, temporary reductions reductions in elk and deer in elk and deer numbers would 
in elk and deer numbers would in elk and deer numbers would n u m b e r s w o u 4 d b e be recommended. 
be recommended. Maintainlimprove habitat on be implemented. Additional recommended. 

public land to support 500 forage to be allocated to Designate West Antelope ACEC 
Designate West Antelope ptonghomantelope. 50 bighorn wildlife from wildlife habitat Designate West Antelope (unit 7, 28,215 acres) and 
(29,069 acres) and East sheep, 6,000 sage grouse, and treatments in unit D-16. ACEC (unit E7, 28;215 manage to impnrve capability of 
Gunnison (37,503 acres) various non-game species. No acres), and manage to improve habitat to support wintering elk, 
ACE0 to improve,capability of measures to prevent disturbance Pronghorn antelope forb capability of habitat to support deer, and bighorn sheep. Land 
habitat to suppolt wintering to mptors or nest sites are requ- production would be increased wintering elk, deer, and uses would be permitted that do 
deer, elk, and bighorn sheep. ircd. in unit D-15 (42,568 acres). bighorn sheep. Land uses not degrade clucial elk and deer 
Land uses would be permitted would be permitted that do not winter range. 
that do not remove or damage Wildlife would be allocated new Maintain or improve habitat on degrade elk and deer clucial 
elk and deer crucial winter forage in unit C-14, from public land to support self- winter range. A site-specific activity plan 
range. wildlife treatments for sustaining. populations of @IMP) would be developed for 

pronghorn antelope. bighorn sheep and pronghom Improve or maintain non-game 76,192 acres of crucial elk and 
A site-specific plan (HMP) antelope, 9,000 sage grouse, habitat as timber harvests am deer winter range in unit 12. 
would be developed for 60,715 Fence modification (10 miles) and to support various non- implemented. Compatible wildlife treatments 
acres of crucial elk and deer within pronghorn antelope game species. and management actions 
winter range in unit B-l 1. ranges permitted to facilitate A site-specific activity plan permitted. 

access to yeadong habitat. Improve or maintain non-game (HMP) would be developed 
Compatible treatments and habitat as timber harvests are for 76,192 acres of cnrcial elk Maintain or imptove habitat on 
management permitted on Non-conflicting sage grouse implemented. and deer winter range in unit public Land to suppott 500 
crucial big game winter range habitat improvements and E-12. Compatible wildlife pnmghom habitat, 500 bighorn 
inunitB-11. treatments permitted in unit C- Unit D-17 (22,365 acres) would treatments and management sheep, and 9,000 sage grouse, 

12. be managed to minimize actions permitted. and to support various non-game 
Maintain or imptwe habitat on disturbance to bighorn sheep species, including raptors. 
public land to support 500 Sagebrush treatments for sage habitat, and lambing bighorn Maintain or improve habitat 
pronghorn antelope, 500 grouse habitat maintenance and sheep seasonally, and to prevent on public land to suppott 500 Consider the improvement or 
bighorn sheep, 9,000 sage improvement to be considered disease transfer from domestic pronghom antelope, 500 maintenance of non-game habitat 
grouse, and for various non- in all activity plans or sheep to bighorn sheep. Forage bighorn sheep, and 9,000 sage as timber harvests are 
game species, including raptors. CBMAPs. All leks would be would be allocated to wildlife. grouse, and to support various implemented. 

protected and seasonal .surface non-game species, including 
disturbance restrictions apply Sage grouse lek areas protected raptors. 
within 114 mile of all leks. from surface disturbance 

seasonally for mating grouse. 



CHAPTER ONE - COMPARISON TABLE, PRMP AND ALTERNATIVES 

Table l-l (Cont’d) 

SUMMARIZED COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED PLAN AND THE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

MANAGEMENT UNDER EACH ALTERNATIVE 

RJG ALTERNATIVE A 
SOURCE/ (Continuation of ALTERNATIVE B ‘ALTERNATIVE C ALTERNATIVb ALTiWATIVE E PROPOSED 
RE- current (Preferred RESOURCE 
SOURCE Management) Alternative) MANAGEMENT PLAN 
USE 

OBJECTIVES: Continue the OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To emphe- OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To emphe- OBJECTIVES: To emphasize 
present levels, methods, size or be compatible with size E high degree of eco- size a high degree of protec- size the mix and variety of the mix and variety of ac- 

and mix of multiple use those resources which pro- nomic return and resource tion, enhancement, and actions that best resolves tions that best resolves the 
re5ource management, mote outdoor recreation production, while maintain- maintenance for natural val- the issues and manage- issues end management con- 
maintaining existing uses, opportunities, tourism, eco- ing, or protecting, or en- ues, while sustaining a ment concerns of this terns of this RNIP/EIS; to 
outputs, and protection nomio stebility, and the hancing the natural environ- compatible level of produc- RMP/EIS; to achieve a bal- achieve e balance between 
activities. quelity of life. ment et e compatible and tion for renewable end non- ante between competing competing demands on uses 

non-restricting level. renewable resources. demands on uses of public of public land. 

land. 

F 
I 

E 
WILDLIFE 
HABITAT 
MANAGE 
MENT 
(Cont’d) 

Improve or maintain non-game New, compatible wildlife Intensively manage and Impmve or maintain non-game Implement treatments and other 
habitat as timber harvests are treatments permitted, and minimize disturbance to sage habitat as timber harvests are measures to increase forb and 
implemented. existing treatments maintained, grouse brood-rearing habitat implemented. shrub species on elk and deer 

if tbe timber base or livestock and minimize disturbance to crucial winter ranges, as activity 
Implement treatments and other forage is not decreased on sage grouse in riparian areas in Implement treatments and plans are implemented. 
measures to increase forb 457,692 acres in units C-l, unit D-12 (9,657 acres); other measures to increase 
species, and shrub species on C-4, C-5, and C-7. intensively manage unit D-14 forb and shrub species on elk About 7,122 acres of habitat in 
elk and deer crucial winter (76,752 acres) for sage grouse and deer crucial winter ranges, unit 10 would be managed to 
ranges, as activity plans arc Vegetation improvement nesting/high production areas, as activity plans are imple- minimize disturbance to bighorn 
implemented. projects permitted in riparian minimixe disturbance to grouse, mented. sheep and potential lambing 

zones for wildlife and bald and protect all leks. areas along Cebolla Creek and 
Manage sage grouse eagle habitat in units C-9, C- About 7,122 acres of habitat Cochetopa Creek. A HMP 
broodrearing habitat in riparian 10, and C-l 1 (1,839 acres). Designate Bighorn-A, Bighorn- in unit E-10 would be would be prepared for the unit. 
areas to improve or provide B, and Cebolla Creek ACECs managed to minimize 
forage and hiding/cmer for (18,486 acns) and manage to disturbance to bighorn sheep Manage sage grouse brood- 
young chicks. minimize disturbance to bighorn and potential lambing areas rearing habitat in riparian areas 

sl=ep, to protect lambing along Cebolla Creek and (about 35 miles in unit 14) to 
Consider moose introduction in bighorn sheep, and to prevent Cochetopa Creek. A I-IMP improve or provide forage and 
Powderhom ACEC. disease transfer from domestic would be prepared for the hiding cover for young chicks. 

sheep to bighorn sheep. Coop- unit. Sagebrush management guide- 

erative livestock grazing lines in Appendix A would be 
pursued on Forest Service lands Manage sage grouse brood- incorporated for imptovement of 
adjacent to Bighorn-A/B AC- rearing habitat in riparian sage grouse habitat.. 
ECS. areas (about 35 miles in El4) 

to impme or provide forage Consider moose introduction in 

and hiding cover for young Powderhorn Primitive Arca 
chicks. Improve and maintain SRMA if area is acted upon but 



WILDLIFE 
HABlTAT 
MANAGE- 
MENT 
(Cont’d) 

Lake Fork ACEC (4:800 acres) sagebrush to optimize not designated as wilderness by 
managed to prevent disturbance populations in unit E-l 1, and Congress. 
to wintering elk and deer, and incorporate sagebrush treat- 
seasonal disturbance to lambing merits and other habitat Reintroduction or introduction of 
bighorn sheep. improvements in AMPS, sharp-tail grouse and Merrian’s ‘. 

CRMAPs, etc. turkey would be considered. 

Consider moose introduction 
in Powderhom Primitive Ama 
SRMA, if not designated as 
wilderness. 

FISHERY 
RE- 
SOURCES 
(AQUATIC 
HABlTAT) 

Revise area-wide HMP to Intensively manage 74 miles of Same as Ah&native A, and in Same as Ahernative A, and 
include site specific fishery fishery streams on public land unit C-9, conditions in and within Lake Fork ACEC, 
improvement projects or in Management unit B-9 to along 10 miles of streams emphasizewith otherresources, 
strategies developed from improve conditions. within 1,117 acres of big game the fishing recreation oppor- 
inventory information to first rip-arian zones would be Nnity. 
prioritize, then restore and North Willow Creek in improved. 
enhance fisheries. Allotment 6202 allowed to Intensively manage and imp&e 

recover by temporarily conditions along fishery streams 
eliminating livestock grazing. in unit D-11 and D-13 

containing 116 miles of riparian 
Require measures to prevent zones (12,654 acres). 
deterioration and damage to 
fishery streams in all plans Install compatible fishery 
involving surface disturbance. improvement projects in unit 

D-19. 

Require measures to prevent 
deterioration and damage to 
fishery streams in all plans 
involving surface disturbance. 

Same as Alternative A, and Same as Alternative E except 
fishery streams and associated management units would not be 
riparian areas managed to prefixed with the letter E. 
improve overall conditions and 
to enhance fisheries. Projects 
for fishery hnprovement to be ‘. 
included in activity plans as 
they are prepa,red or revised. 

Intensively manage 58 miles of 
fishery streams on public land 
in Management Unit, E-15 to 
improve conditions. 

Nod Willow Creek in 
Allotment 6202 would be 
allowed to recover by 
temporarily eliminating 
livestock grazing. 

Compatible projects permitted 
in unit E-2, Powderhom 
Primitive area SRMA. 

Require measures to prevent 
deterioration and damage to 
fishery streams’ in all plans 
involving surface disturbance. 

LIVESTOCK About 474,600 suitable acres About 445,912 suitable acres About 519,146 suitable acres About. 443,120 suitable acres About 470,828 suitable acres About 470,460 acres of suitable 

GRAZING would be available for grazing would be available for grazing would be available for grazing would be available for grazing would be available for grazing public lands would be available 
MANAGEMENT in existing allotments and in existing allotmenta and about in existing allotments and on in existing allotments, and in existing allotmenta, and for livestock grazing and- about 

47,256 AUMs would be 41,948 AUMs would be lands not currently allotted or about 35,022 AUMs would be about 46,526 AUMs would be 46,904 AUMs would be 
available for allocation. About available for allocation. About grazed. About 51,684 AUMs available for allocation. About available for allocation. available for allocation. Public 
46,200 suitable acres would not 3 1,273 suitable’ acres would not would be available for 34,065 suitable acres would not About 6,757 suitable acres lands unsuitable or unavailable 
be available for grazing (2,585 be available for grazing, in allocation. Only 1,674 suitable be available for graxing, in would not be available for for livestock grazing would 
acres would be disposed oft. addition to suitable unavailable acres would not be available for addition to suitable unavailable grazing, in addition to suitable continue to be excluded from 
About 64,192 acres throughout acres in Alternative A. grazing. acres in AI&native A. unavailable acres in livestock grazing unless 
the Planning Area am not Alternative A. monitoring or other data indicate 
suitable for grazing in all Livestock management to be Livestock grazing generally Livestock management to be that the areas may be graxed: 

. alternatives. generally as per 1987 RPS and managed as per 1987 RF’S and generally as per 1987 RPS and Livestock management to be Allotment categorization would 
updates. Some Management updates. updates. Some Management generally as per 1987 RPS and be m-examined as needed based 
units modify existing allocations Units modify existing updates. Some Management upon a change in categorization 
to resolve resource conflicts. allocations to resolve resource unita modify existing factors identified from 



CHAPTER ONE - COMPARISON TABLE, PRMP AND ALTERNATIVES 

Table l-l (Cont’d) 

SUMMARIZED COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED PLAh AND THE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

MANAGEMENT UNDER EACH ALTERNATIVE 

RE- ,ALTERNATIVE A 
SOURCE/ (Continuation of ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE C ALTERNATIVE D’ ALTERNATIVE E PROPOSED 
RE- 
SOURCE 
USE 

Current ,, (Preferred RESOURCE 
Management) Altematiie) MANAGEMENT PIAN 

OBJECTIVES: Continue the OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To emphe- 
present levels, methods, size or be compatible with size a high degree of eoo- 

and mix of multiple use those resources which pro- nomic return and resource 
resource management, mote outdoor recreation production, while maintain- 
maintaining existing uses, opportunities, tourism, eco- ing, or protecting, or en- 
outputs, and protection nomic stability, and the hancing the natural anviron- 
activities. quality of life. ment at a compatible and 

non-restricting level. 

OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To amphe- OWECTNES: To emphasize 
size a high degree of protec- size the mix and variety of the mix and variety of ec- 

tion, enhancement, and actions that best resolves tions that best resolves the 
maintenance for natural val- the issues and manage- issues and management con- 
ues, while sustaining a ment concerns of this terns of this RMPIEIS; to 
compatible level of produc- RMP/EIS; to achieve a bal- achieve a balance between 
tion for renewable and non- ante between competing competing demands on uses 

renewable resources. demands on uses of public of public land. 
land. 

CL 

A 
00 

LIVESTGCK Livestock grazing use and Livestock allocations could be Future forage allocations conflicts. Livestock allocations allocations to resolve resource monitoring data or other 
GRAZING allocations to be generally as modified further if studies or generally would be for livestock could be modified further if conflicts. Livestock management and resource data. 
MANAGEMENT per 19870RF5 and updates. data indicate changes are grazing management, then for studies or data indicate changes allocations’ could be modified 
(Cont’d) necessary. watershed resources. are necessary. limber if studies or data Categorization and management 

Riparian areas consistently indicatechangesarenecessary. of “M” and ‘C’ allotments in 
utilized in’ heavy range would New or additional available A cooperative noxious weed New or additional available the 1987 RF5 would continue 
be examined and adjustments forage would be allocated or control program would be forage would be allocated or New or additional available unless monitoring data and/or 
made to less-than-heavy used to meet watershed objet- initiated. used to meet watershed objet- forage would be allocated or other resource information 
utilization until AMPS are tives, then for wildlife or tives. used to meet watershed objet- indicates adjustments are 
revised or developed. livestock grazing. IGMCs would be implemented tives. necessary. On category “1” 

(range readiness on all lands A cooperative noxious weed allotments, existing management 
28 AMPS to be revised; 10-20 A cooperative noxious weed grazed, and total forage control program would be A cooperative noxious weed or forage allocation levels would 
new AMPS or CRMAPs to be control program would be utilization on all lands grazed of initiated. control program would be be adjusted to achieve or 
developed. initiated. 4060%) in the Planning Area. initiated. maintain desired plant 

IGMCs (2040% total forage communities and to help meet 
A cooperative noxious weed IGMCs would be implemented AMPS or CRMAPs would be utilization levels on uplands, 4” Implement a total forage the foIlawing resource needs. 
control program would be [range readiness on all lands developed or revised for “I’ minimum stubble height in utilization level of 4060% on 
initiated. grazed, minimum stubble height allotments as scheduled in 1987 riparian areas, and range readi- all uplands; 4” minimum 1. onuuIauds- 

in riparian areas (6”, 4’ and 2- RF5 and updates. Existing ness) would be implemented on stubble heights in riparian utilization of key forage species 
Existing treatments and l/2”) maximum total forage categorization to be reviewed all allotments. xones units E-14 and E-15, managed to allow for plant 
facilities maintained; new utilization rate 4060% on and changes made if necessary. and about 92 miles of riparian health or maintenance,watershed 
treatments and facilities uplands] on ‘entire planning AMPS would be developed or zones in units El, E2, and cover, and quality forage and 
developed if needed to achieve area. Existing livestock treatments revised based on the objectives E-13; 2-112” stubble heights wildlife cover. Maximum use 
AMP objectives. would be maintained, and new of this alternative and the in all other riparian zones, and on allotments without activity 

AMPS or CRhfAPs would be facilities would be developed schedule in the 1987 RPS and range readiness would be plans/agreements designed to 
No livestock grazing would developed on “I” allotments according to AMPS and updates. implemented on all allotments. achieve above goals would be 
continue on 320 acres in acc,ording to schedules in the cRh4APs. 40-60% of current year’s 



Wildcat Creek Drainage to 1987 RPS and updates. 
maintain Crested Butte’s water Existing categorization to be 

SUPPlY. reviewed and changes to 
categorization made if 
necessary. 

No livestock grazing would 
continue on 320 acres to 
Wildcat Creek drainage to 
maintain Crested Butte’s water 

SUPPlY. 

Existing livestock facilities 
would be maintained, and new 
facilities and treatments 
developed according to AMPS 
or CRMAPs. 

Land treatments, maintenance, 
and facility developments would 
be restricted on about 229,585 
suitable acres in various 
management units. Treatments 
and facilities would be oxcludd 
on 3,242 acres. 

Livestock use would be 
restricted, in addition to that 
from IGMCs, on about 112,395 
acres (80,918 acme8 seasonally, 
3 1,077 acres for ROS setting 
maintenance; and on 400 acres 
for reforestation in unit B-16. 

6,909 acres (about 1,100 Existing allotment cato- 
suitable acres) in Unit C-7 gorization would be reviewed 
would be made available for 
livestock grazing. 

No livestock grazing would 
continue on 320 acres in 
Wildcat Creek drainage to 
maintain Crested Butte’s water 

SUPPlY. 

Domestic sheep bedding would 
not be permitted in unit C-10. 

A fenced tract of public land 
along the Slate River in 
Allotment 6401 would be 
unavailable for livestock 
grazing in order to maintain 
recreation resources (about 320 
suitablo acres). 

for possible tecategorization. 

Existing livestock facilities 
would be maintained. 

No livestock grazing would 
continue on 320 acres in 
Wildcat Creek drainage to 
maintain Crested Butte’s water 

suPPlY. 

Land treatments and facility 
developments would bo 
restricted on 362,320 actes. 

Trcatmonta and facilities would 
be excluded on 69,634 acres. 

Cooperative U.S.F.S. manage- 
ment on Forest Se&co lands 
adjacent to units D-4, D-5, and 
D-17 would be pursued for 
enhanced bighorn sheep 
management. 

AMPS or CRMAPs would be production during period of use. 
revised or developed at the 
rate of about l-2 plans 2. ‘In liDariao ores 

annually. Existing catego- exceot in units 14 or 15 - 
rization for all allotments to utiliition of key forage species 

continue. limited to 4060% current year’s 
production, with 2-112” 

Existing livestock facilities minimum stubble height during 
would be maintained, and new period of use. Utilization levels 
facilities and treatments 
developed according to AMPS 
or CRMAPs. 

No livestock grazing would 
continue on 320 actes in 
Wildcat Creek dmiigo to 
maintain Crested Butte’s water 

suPPlY. 

Land treatments and facility 
developments would be 
restricted on 201,644 acres. 
Treatments and facilities 
would be excluded on 4,294 
acres. 

Livestock use would be 
restricted on about 207,951 
acres of suitable public lands. 

iess than 40% may be prescribed 
in severely degraded ripatian 
nreas. Flexibility permitted for 
stubble height if management 
strategies defined in activity 
plans/agreements would achiovo 
riparian managemont objectives. 
Soe Livestock Grazing 
Management STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT in Chapter 4 
for more detail. 

3.xnriDnlianarWi 
in Mananellent unit 14 - 
Maintain a 4’ minimum stubble 
height from 6/15 through 7/31 
for protection of sage grouse 
during bnxd rearing. A 2-K?” 
minimum required at all other 
times. 

4.l.nriDarianareals 
iuMamuZemasttunit15- 
Maintain a 4’ minimum stubble 
hoight. 

See’ Livestock Grazing 
Management in STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT, Chapter 4 for 
more detail. Minimum stubble 
rquirernont would be flexible in 
areas coved by activity plans/ 
agreements that would achieve 
unit 14 or 15 management goals. 
Flexibility would be allowed also 
in areas whore a 4” height would 
not bo achieved immediitely. 

Riparian concoms would be. 
addressed utilizing above 
guidance as ncedui when 
revising or preparing new 



CHAPTER ONE - COMPARlSCfN TABLE, PRMP ANti ALTERNATIVES 

Table l-l (Cont’d) 

SUMMARIZED COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED PLAN AND THE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

MANAGEMENT UNDER EACH ALTERNATIVE 

RE- 
SOURCE/ 
RE- 
SOURCE 
USE 

ALTERNATIVE A 
(Continuation of ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE C ALTERNATIVE D ALTERNATIVE E PROPOSED 

Current (preferred RESOURCE 
Management) 

c 
Altemtive) MANAGEMENT PLAN 

OBJECTIVES: Continue the OBJECTIVES: To emphe- OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To empha- 
present levels, methods, size or be compatible with size a high degree of eco- size a high degree of protec- 

and mix of multiple use those resources which pro- nomic return and resouroe tion, enhancement, and 
resource management, mote outdoor recreation production, while maintain- maintenence for natural val- 
maintaining existing uses, opportunities, tourism, eco- ing, or protecting, or en- ues, while sustaining a 

outputs, and protection nomic stability, and the hencing the natural environ- compatible level of produc- 

activities. quality of life. ment at a compatible and tion for renewable and non- 
non-restricting level. renewable resources. 

OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To emphasize 
size the mix and variety of the mix and variety of ac- 

actions that best resolves tions that best resolves the 
the issues and manage- issues and management con- 
ment concerns of this terns of this RMPIEIS; to 
RMPIEIS; to achieve a bal- achieve a balance between 

ante between competing competing demands on uses 
demands on uses of public of public land. 
land 

r 
I 

!s 
LIVESLOCK activity plans. Guidance above 

GRAZING would be incorporated into all 

MANAGE- existing activity plans. 

MENT 
(Cont’d) Additional forage available for 

livestock as a result of range 
improvements or treatments 
would be allocated according to 
43CFR 4100, after considering 
basic soil and watershed needs 
as defined in the Monttuse 
District Soil Erosion Monitoring 
Guidelines (See Appendix N). 
Additional forage would be 
considered in reactivating 
suspended use, or as a means to 
avoid suspending active use. 

A cooperative noxious weed 
control program would be 
initiated. 



Range readiness criteria would 
be considered when requests for 
livestock turn-out dates are 
earlier than dates specified in 
permits and when vegetation 
growing conditions are affected 
by drought or other natural or 
man-caused influences, such as’ 
fire. 

Range readiness would be 
incolporated into existing AMPS 
utilizing criteria in Appendix B. 
Range readiness ‘criteria in 
Appendix B would be used until 
specific criteria can be written 
into each AMP or other activity 
plan. See Appendix B for more 
detail. 

Existing activity plans (AMPS, 
CRMPs,. etc.) would be 
evaluated and either modified or 
revised using a coordinated 
interdisciplinary approach, and 
new activity plans would also be 
developed with intenlisciplinary 
input and consultation with 
permittees and other affected 
interests. 

Range improvements such as 
fences, water developments, 
burns, spray treatments, and 
others would continue to be 
identified and prescribed in 
activity plans or agreements. 
Existing range improvements 
would continue to be maintained 
as assigned in cooperative 
agreements and range impmve- 
ment permits. 

No livestock grazing would 
continue on 320 acres in Wildcat 
Creek drainage to maintain 
Crested Butte’s water supply. 

Land treatments and facility 
developments would be 
restricted on 201,644 acres. 



CHAPTER ONE - COMPARISON TABLE, PRMP AND ALTERNATIVES 

Table l-l (Cont’d) 

SUMMARIZED COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED PLAN AND THE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

MANAGEMENT UNDER EACH ALTERNATIVE 

RE- 

SOURCE/ 
RE- 
SOURCE 
USE 

ALTERNATIVE A 
(Continuation of 

Current 
Management) 

ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE C ALTERNATIVE D ALTERNATIVE E PROPOSED 
(preferred RESOURCE 

Alternative) MANAGEMENT PLAN 

OBJECTIVES: Continue the OBJECTIVES: To emphe- OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To empha- OWECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To emphasize 
present levels, methods, size or be compatible with size a high degree of eco- size a high degree of protec- size the mix and variety of the mix and variety of ac- 

and mix of multiple use those resources which pro- nomic return and resource tion, enhancement, and actions that best resolves tions that best resolves the 
resource management, mote outdoor recreation production, while maintain- maintenance for natural val- the issues and manage- issues and management oon- 

maintaining existing uses. opportunities, tourism, eco- ing, or protecting, or en- ues, while sustaining a ment concerns of this terns of this RMWEIS; to 
outputs, and protection nomio stability. and the hancing the natural environ- compatible level of produc- RMPlElS; to achieve a bal- achieve a balance between 
activities. quality of life. ment at a compatible and tion for renewable and non- ante between competing competing demands on uses 

non-restricting level. renewable resources. demands on uses of public of public land. 

land. 

\ r 
I 
E 

LIVESTOCK Treatments and facilities would 
GRAZING be excluded on 4,294 acres. 

MANAGEMENT 
(Cont’d.) Livestock use would be 

restricted on about 201,644 acres 
of suitable public lands. 

Monitoring would be conducted 
through interdisciplinary CD- 

ordination and would be used 
when evaluating stated objectives 
or actions on an allotment or 
specific area. 



FOREST About 44,062 acres of suitable About 39,442 acres of suitable About 58,959 acres of suitable About 34,679 acres of suitable About 41,347 acres of suitable Same as Alternative E. 
MANAGE commercial forest lands and commercial forest lands and commercial forest lands and commercial forest lands and commercial forest lands and 
MENT 19,262 acres of suitable 24,405 acres of suitable wood- 19,262 acres of suitable 27,352 acres of suitable wood- 23,615 acres of suitable wood- 

woodlands would be available lands would be available for woodlands would be available lands would be available for lands would be available for 
for harvest, resulting in a harvest, resulting in a possible for harvest, resulting in a harvest resulting in a possible harvest, resulting in a possible 
possible annual harvest of 1,200 annual harvest of 1,180 MBF of possible annual harvest of 1,770 annual harvest of 1,040 MBF of annual harvest of 1,200 MBF 
MBF of commercial- timber, commercial timber, 505 cords MBF of commercial timber, commercial timber, 565 cords of commercial timber, 490 
400 cords of fuelwood, 400 of fuelwood; 250 acres of approximately 400 cords of of fuelwood, 400 wildings, and, cords of melwood, 400 wild- 
wildings, and, on average, 300 reforestation completed annual- fuelwood, 400 wilding8 and, on on average, 300 Christmas ings, and, on average, 300 
Christmas trees; 50 acres of site ly. Other forest products (400 average, 300 Christmas trees. trees. 500 acres of reforestation Christmas trees. Backlog 
preparation and 50 acres of wildings, and, on average, 300 would be accomplished in unit reforestation would be accom- 
reforestation would be Christmas trees) would be D-21. plished as funds become avail- 
completed annually. harvested or would possibly be able. 

available. limber harvests would be 
One FMP would be written. designed to be compatible with Timber harvests would be 

One FMP would be written. these alternative objectives. designed to be compatible with 
Seasonal restrictions apply in these alternative objectives. 
elk calving areas; harvest in Restrictions apply on crucial elk One FMP would be prepared. 
riparian areas restricted or ex- and deer winter range One FMP would be prepared, 
eluded on a case-by-case basis. (seasonal) and elk calving areas Harvest or design restrictions incorporating existing FMPs. 

(seasonal and leave areas). apply in riparian zones, 
Slumgullion slide, areas Harvest restrictions (total 
exhibiting erodible soils, crucial exclusions, design requin- 
big game winter range, within merits or seasonal restrictions) 
SRMAs, on areas where slopes apply in riparian zones, 
exceed 35 percent, or for existing WSAs, Slumgullion 
nongame wildlife habitat and Barthflow, on areas exhibiting 
other recreation resources erodible soils, crucial big 
(harvest restrictions are game winter range, elk calving 
seasonal or exclusion)./ areas, within SRMAs, on 

areas where slopes exceed 35 
percent, or for nongame 
wildlife habitat and other 
recreation msourees. 

RECRE- Continue within limits of Fully implement activity plans RAMPS for San Juan Triangle Existing RAMPS for Cochetopa Cochetopa Canyon SRMA Same as Alternative E., except 

ATION Alternative A, implementation for San Juan Triangle and and Cochetopa SRMAs would and San Juan Triangle SRMA would be managed to continue Recreation 
MANAGE 

resources in 
and management of San Juan Cochetopa Canyon SRMAs be revised to reflect this would be revised. Actions in to provide and imprave the CochetopaCanyon SRMA would 

MENT Triangle and Cochetopa Canyon according to activity plans, and alternative. Non-conflicting RAMPS would be implemented existing diversity of recreation be managed according to 
SRMAs according to activity manage for a diversity of facilities would be developed. to minimize conflicts of opportunities 
plans for a diversity of opportunities, 

emphasizing existing activity plan, and no 
motorized/non- ROS settings would be revised, recreation use and facility fishing and overnight camping CRMAP would be prepared. No 

opportunities. motorized. if needed, to reflect revised development with natural in a Roaded Natural ROS RAMP would be prepared for 
RAMPS. values. ROS settings to be re- setting. A CRMAP would be the Gunnison ERMA, and ROS 

A joint BLMKJSFS visitor Designate Powdethom SRMA determined for SRMAs if prepared. settings would not be 
center in Lake City would be as an ACEC and manage for San Juan Triangle SRMA: needed. Patrols are to be con- determined. Recreation project 
pursued. primitive non-motorized recre- Maintain a variety of ROS set- ducted and signing is to be in- Alpine Triangle SRMA would plans would be developed in the 

ation opportunities and exper- tings; compatible small scale stalled. be managed for a variety of ERMA for sites proposed for 
Powderhorn SRMA would be iences. Restrict use to recreation developments would ROS settings and opportuni- construction. Management units 
managed for non-motorized designated sites. Pursue be permitted, floatboating, Powderhorn SRMA Unit D-19 ties, including interpretaticnt, would not be prefixed with the 
primitive recreation experi- acquisition and eventual sight-seeing, fishing, and some (44,767 acres) managed to historic, scenic, and natural letter E. 
ences. Develop activity plan if withdrawal of state-owned historic site stabilization would enhance natural values and values, and hiking, sight- 
not designated as wilderness, minerals. Drop ‘primitive” be emphasized. primitive recnation opportu- seeing, momrixed recreation, 



CHAPTER ONE - COMPARISON TABLE, PRMP AND ALTERNATIVES 

Table l-l (Cont’d) 

SUMMARIZED COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED PLAN AND THE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES : 

MANAGEMENT UNDER EACH ALTERNATIVE 

RE- 
SOUkCE/ 
RE- 
SOURCE 
USE 

ALTERNATIVE A 
(Continuation of ALTERNATIVE B 

Current 
lhIUlg~~‘t) 

ALTERNATIVE C ALTERNATIVE D ALTERNATIVE E PROPOSED 
(Preferred RESOURCE 

Alternative) MANAGEMENT PLAN 

OBJECTIVES: Continue the OEUECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To emphasize 
present levels, methods, size or be competible with size a high degree of eco- sizs a high degree of protec- size the mix and variety of the mix and variety of ac- 
and mix of multiple use those resources which pro- nomic return and resource tion, enhancement, and actions that best resolves tions that best resolves the 
resource management, mote outdoor recreation production, while maintain- maintenance for natural val- the issues and manage- issues and management con- 
maintaining existing uses, opportunities, tourism, eco- ing. or protecting, or en- ues, while sustaining a ment concerns of this terns of this RMPIEIS; to 
outputs, and protection nomic stability, and the hancing the natural environ- compatible level of produc- RMP/EIS; to achieve a bal- achieve a balance between 
activities. quality of life. ment at a compatible and tion for renewable and non- ante between competing competing demands on uses 

non-restricting level. renewable resources. demands on uses of public of public land. 
land. 

RECRE- 
ATION 
MANAGE- 
MENT 
(Cont’d .) 

and continue Primitive Area title upon designation. Trails Cochetopa SRMA: A Roaded nities in Primitive and Semi- camping, winter recreation, Same as Alternative E., except 
status. would be constructed and main- natural ROS setting would be Primitive Non-Motorized ROS hu n t ing , fishing and Recreation resources in 

tained . maintained, emphasizing fishing settings. Commercial use levels floatboating. A CRMAP Cochetopa Canyon SRMA would 
Remainder of planning area, in and camping along Colorado would be established. A would be prepared for this be managed according to 
the Gunnison ERMA, to be Tbe Gunnison ERMA would be Highway 114. Signing would private recreation permit SP.MA. A joint BLMlFS existing activity plan, and no 
managed for extensive managed for a diversity of be installed, as well as non- system, with use levels, would visitor center in Lake City CRMAP would be preparad. No 
recreation use and a variety of recreation opportunities. conflicting facilities for be initiated if recreation would be pursued. If feasible, RAMP would be prepared for 
opportunities. Prepare an activity plan and camping, parking, sanitation, activities result in adverse im- facilities at Red Bridge and the Gunnison ERMA, and ROS 

determine ROS settings. and picnicking. pacts to natural values. The Gate campgrounds would settings would not be 
Off-highway vehicle (OHV) Camping limited to designated be upgraded and fees charged. determined. Recreation project 
designations (373,916 acres Designate Alpine ACEC Powderbom SRMA: sites. Prepare RAMP for the plans would be developed in the 
open, 92,927 acres limited to (88,663 acres) and manage for Emp h a s ixe compatible SRMA. Conductpatrols. Powderhom Primitive Area ERMA for sites proposed for 
designated mutes yearlong, a diversity of motorized/non- backcountry and scenic, semi- SRMA would be managed for consttuction. Management units 
74,707 acres limited seasonally motorized recreation uses; Em- primitive, recreation oppor- Designate Slumgullion Slide enhancement of natural values would not be prefixed with tbe 
to designated routes if neces- phasize facility development hmities (hiking, camping, fish- ACEC (1,270 acres) and and primitive recreation letter E. 
sary for wintering elk and deer, and intensive recreation ing, hunting,, mountain biking, restrictively manage for natural oppottunities in Primitive and 
and 43,462 acres closed) would management. sight-seeing, and backpacking). value protection, including Semi-Primitive ROS settings. 

Prepare RAMP. scenic resources and water Commercial recreation per- 



continue with minor changes to 
be made, 

No eligible. segments of the 
Lake Fork of the Gun&on 
River would be recommended 
as being suitable for inclusion 
into the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers system. 

Designate Lake ‘Fork ACEC Patrols would be conducted quality, and interpretation of mitting would continue, and 
(4,685 acres) and manage for periodically, and facilities geologic phenomena. No use levels established if neces- 
recreation, scenic, and historic would be maintained in surface disturbance permitted. my. If necessary, use levels 
resources. Emphasize fishing, SRMAs. and a permit system for 
float-boating, and historic site Designate the 4,800 acre Lake private recreation use would 
stabilization and interpretation. Remainder of public lands Fork ACEC and manage for be established. A RAMP 

would be managed. for fishing, floatboating, and hi&or- would be prepared. The 
Develop and manage a 40 acre extensive, dispersed recreation ic site stabilization and Primitive Area Boundary 
tract site along the Slate River uses.’ interpretation. Manage historic would be adjusted to include 
for day-use and overnight use. sites cooperatively with the all public lands in unit E-2. 
Develop an overnight Public lands would be NPS. Pursue acquisition of 40 acres 
campground on High Mesa. designated, regarding OHV use, of non-federal lands, and state- 
Construct a hiking trail into the as closed (600 acres), limited The remainder of the Planning owned minerals. 
Rock Creek area. seasonally to designated routes, Area would be managed for 

if necessary for wintering elk extensive recreation use, within Designate and manage 
Continue to manage OHV use and deer (74,707 acres) and the Gun&on ERMA. Small. American Basin ACEC (1,595 
as in Current Management with open (509,705 acres). scale day use and overnight acres) and Dillon Pinnacles 
these exceptions: close the facilities would be developed at ACEC (532 acres) for scenic 
Powderhom ACEC (48,033 High Mesa and on a tract on and recreation values; 
acres), and close 600 acres the Slate River. designate and manage 
adjacent to Sapinero State Slumgullion Earthflow 
Wildlife Area. Approximately Public lands would be National Natural Landmark 
368,745 acres would be designated, regarding OHV use, ACEC (1,407 acres) for inter- 
designated open to GHV use; as closed (57,851 acres), pretation. 
OHV use on 92,927 acres limited seasonally, if necessary, 
would be limited to designated for wintering elk and deer, The remainder of the Planning 
routes yearlong; OHV use on (79,995 acres), ,’ limited to Area would be managed for 
74,707 acres would be limited designated routes yearlong extensive recreation use, 
seasonally, if necessary, in (127,870 acres) and open within the Gunnison ERMA. 
crucial winter range, and 48,- (319,296 acres). A RAMP would be prepared 
633 acres would. be closed to and ROS settings determined. 
OHVuse. Small scale recreation facilities 

would be considered at 
Hartman’s Rocks, High Mesa 
and the Slate River. 

Public Lands would be 
designated regarding OHV 
use, as closed (48,877 acres), 
limited seasonally, if 
necessary, for wintering elk 
and deer, (74,428 acres), 
limited to designated routes 
yearlong (97,714 acres) and 
open (363,993 acres. The 
Powderhorn Primitive Area 
SRMA would also be closed to 
mountain bike use. 



CHAPTER ONE - COMPARISON TABLE, PRMP AND ALTERNATIVES 

Table l-l (Cont’d) 

SUMMARIZED COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED PLAN AND THE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

MANAGEMENT UNDER EACH ALTERNATIVE 

RE- 
SOURCE/ 
RE- 
SOURCE 
USE 

ALTERNATIVE A 
(Contikation of 

Current 
lhlagement) 

ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE C ALTERNATIVE D ALTERNATIVE E PROPOSED 
(Reffxred RESOURCE 

Alternative) MANAGEMENT PLAN I 

OBJECTIVES: Continue the OBJECTNES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To empha- OSJECTNES: To smpha- OWECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To emphasize 

present levels, methods, size or be compatible with size a high degree of eco- size a high degree of protec- size the mix and variety of the mix and variety of ac- 

and mix of multiple use those resources which pro- nomic return and resource tion, enhancement. and aotions that best resolves tions that best resolves the 
resource management, mote outdoor recreation production, while maintain- maintenance for natural val- the issues and manage- issues and management con- 

maintaining existing uses, opportunities, tourism, eco- ing. or protecting, or en- ues, while sustaining a ment concerns of this terns of this RMPIEIS; to 

outputs, and protection nomic stability, and the hancing the natural environ- compatible level of produc- RMPIEIS; to achieve a bal- achieve a balance between 

activities. quality of life. ment at a compatible and tion for renewable and non- ante between competing competing demands on uses 
non-restricting level. renewable resources. demands on uses of public of public land. 

land. 

ELIGIBLE 13.3 mile Segment A of Lake 13.3 mile Segment A of Lake Same as Alternative A. 
WJLD AND Fork of the Gunnison River not Fork of the Gunnison River 
SCENIC recommended as being suitable recommended as being suitable 
RIVER for inclusion into National Wild for inclusion into National Wild 
STUDY and Scenic Rivers System. and Scenic Rivers System under 
SEGMENTS the ‘Recreation” classification. 

Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A. 

VISUAL 
RET 
SOURCES 

Visual resources would be Public lands would be managed Public lands would be managed Public lands would be managed Visual resources would be Same as Alternative E. 
managed according to existing according to the following according to the follcnving according to the following managed according to VRM 
VRM classes: VRM classes: VRM classes. VRM classes. classes: 

VRM Class I - 43,590 acres VRM Class I - 48,033 acres VRhf Class I - 7,840 acres VRM Class I - 47,904 acres VRM Class I - 49,872 acres 
VRM Class II - 1735 10 acres VRM Class II - 170,567 acres VRM Class II - 37,877 acres VRM Class II - 311,598 acres VRM Class II - 169,614 acres 
VRM Class III - 126,645 acres VRM Class III - 132,560 acres VRM Class III - lo,81 1 acres. VRM Class III - 219,964 acres VRM Class III - 135,738acres 
VRM Class IV - 236,845 acres VRM Class IV - 229,610 acres VRM Class IV - 528,309 acres VRhl Class IV - 1,200 acres VRM Class IV-225,776 acres 
VRM Class W, DIR, and IVR VRM Class W, IIIR, and IVR VRM Class IIR, IIIR, and IVR VRM Class IIR, IIIR, and VRM Class W, IIIR, IVR - 
- 4,422 acres - 4,242 acres - 175 acres. IVR - 4,346 acres 4,012 acres 



Mitigation required in all plans 
for surface disturbance in 
88,663-acre Alpine ACEC: 

Designate Lake Fork ACEC 
(4,685 acres) and manage for 
visual resources, recreation 
opportunities, historic site 
stabilization and interpretation. 

Designate American Basin Designate American Basin 
ACEC (1,577 acres) and ACEC (1,595 acres) and 
manage to protect and enhance Dillon Pinnacle ACEC (532 
visual and other natural acres) and manage for scenic 
resources. Surface disturbance and recreation opportunities. 
not permitted. Federal mineral estate in these 

ACECs would be withdrawn 
Designate Lake Fork ACEC from mineral entry and loca- 
(4,800 acres) and manage for tion. 
visual resources, recreation 
opportunities, historic site 
stabilization and interpretation. 

Designate Dillon Binnacles 
ACEC (190 acres) and manage 
to protect scenic resources and 
recreation opportunities. 
Surface disturbing activities not 
vermitted. 

WILDEB- 
‘;’ NESS 

Y STUDY 
ABEAS 

(WSAs) 

Six WSAs (114,247 acres) Same as Alternative A. 
managed according to BLM’s 
IMP, 49,479 acres are recom- 
mended as being suitable for 
wilderness designation in four 
WSAs. Areas acted on and not 

Same as Alter- Same as Alter- 
native A. native A. 

Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A. 

desigMted wi’de!‘“ess w”!d.be MANAGEMENT OF LANDS IN WSAs IN ALTERNATIVES B, C, D & E AND THE IMPACTS OF THESE ALTERNATIVES 
~w;g;o;;;f;;g~;;;;;f ON LANDS WITHIN EXISTING WSAs ARE PRESENTED AND ANALYZED IN CHAPTERS THREE AND FOUR OF THIS 
,&s designated as wilderness RMPlElS IN’ THE EVENT CONGRESS ACTS UPON AND DOES NOT DESIGNATE PARTS OR ALL OF WSAS AS 
would be managed as such, and WILDERNESS. UNTIL CONGRESS ACTS, IMPACTS IN WSAs WOULD BE LIMITED TO THOSE THAT COULD 
a management plan written. OCCUR UNDER BLM’s INTERIM MANAGEMENT POLICY FOR LANDS UNDER WILDERNESS REVIEW (IMP). 

ABCHAE 
OLOGICAL 
BE- 
SOURCES 

Managed according’10 existing Same as Alternative A and Same as Alternative A. 
legislation and policies that inventory for site information to 

require measures to protect build archae-ological data base 
significant resources in all plans for management. 
involving surface-disturbing 
activities. Class I and III , 
inventories and clearances 
conducted prior to disturbance. 

Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative B. 



CHAPTER ONE - COMPARISON TABLE, PRMP AND ALTERNATIVES 

Table l-l (Cont’d) 

SUMMARIZED COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED PLAN AND THE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

RE- ALTERNATIVE A 
SOURCE/ (Continuation’of 
RE- Current 
SOURCE '. Mahgement) 
USE 

MANAGEMENT UNDER EACH ALTERNATIVE 

ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE C ALTERNATIVE D ALTERNATIVE E PROWSED 
(Preferred RESOURCE 

Alternative) MANAGEMENT PLAN 

c 
c& 

OBJECTIVES: Continue the OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To emphasize 

present levels, methods, size or be compatible with size a high degree of eco- size a high degree of protec- size the mix and variety of the mix and variety of ac- 
and mix of multiple use those resources which pro- nomic return and resource tion, enhancement, and actions that best resolves tions that best resolves the 

resource management, mote outdoor recreation production, while maintain- maintenance for natural val- the issues and manage- issues and management con- 

maintaining existing uses, opportunities, tourism, eco- ing. or protecting, or en- ues, while sustaining a ment concerns of this terns of this RMPIEIS: to 

outputs, and protection nomic stability, and the hancing the natural environ- compatible level of produc- RMPIEIS; to achieve a bal- achieve a balance between 

activities. quality of life. ment at a compatible and tion for renewable and non- ante between competing competing demands on uses 
non-restricting level. renewable resources. demands on uses of public of public land. 

lend. 

HISTOR- 
ICAL RE- 
SOURCES 

Managed according to existing Managed as in Alternative A Same as Alternative A. 
legislation and policies that and appropriate sites intensively 
require measures to protect managed and stabilized, 
significant resources in all plans inventory to determine new 
involving surface disturbing sites conducted, interpretation 
activity. Class I and III emphasized, and mitigation for 
inventories and clearances historic sites required in all 
conducted prior to disturbance. plans involving surface distur- 
Stabilization would continue on bance. 
significant sites or to eliminate 
public safety hazards. Historic Designate Alpine ACEC 
site inventories would continue. (88,663 acres); special 

management attention to be 
given to historic sites, 
interpretation, and recreation. 
Inventory additional sites. 

Same as Alternative A. In Same as Alternative B, except Same as Alternative E. 
general, historic sites would be no ACECs designated 
allowed to become subject to specifically for historic 
the forces of nature. resource management. 
Designation of Lake Fork 
ACEC (4,800 acres) and The Alpine Loop CRMP 

management for special atten- would be prepared. 
tion would be same as for 
Alternative B. 



Designate Lake Fork 
ACEC(4,685 acres). Manage 
historic sites with NPS and 
inventory for additional sites. 

A Cultural Resource 
Management Plan would be 
prepared for Alpine 
ACEC.ACEC(4,685 acres). 
Manage historic sites with NPS 
and inventory for additional 

sites. 

A Cultural Resource 
Management Plan would be 
prepared for Alpine ACEC. 

PALEONT- Protective measures would be Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A, plus Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A. 
OLOGICAL taken and site specific inventories and eventual moni- 

RE- inventories made before toting conducted to identify and 
SOURCES surface-disturbing activity oc- protect pale-ontological resour- 

CL curs in areas ces in areas containing potential ’ 
I containing 

s: potential for the occurtence of for their existence. 
paleontological resources. 

TRANSPORTA- 
TION 
AND 
ACCESS 

Continue to provide 333 miles 
of road access, 110 miles of 
trails, and 32 easements. 
Acquire access into 10 new 
areas on a priority basis within 
limits of alternative. 

Manage and provide roads, Manage and provide roads, 
trails, and easements as in trails, and easements as in 
Alternative A, except acquire Alternative A, except acquire 
access into 14 areas for road access into 12 new areas for 
and trail access. road and trail access. 

Same as Alternative A, with Same as Alternative A, except Same as Alternative A, except 
priority given to access to acquire access into 12 areas’ acquire access into 11 areas for 
facilitate and enhance man- for road and trail access. road and trail access. 
agement and protection of 
natural values, except acquire 
access into 13 areas. 

Road density would be limited 
to 1.5 linear mile&q. mile in 
elk calving areas. 

DISPOSAL OF 27 tracts (2,585 acres) 41 tracts (3,049 acres) 63 tracts (7,986 acres) All public lands classified as Same as Alternative B. 
PUBLIC LAND identified in MFPs for potential considered for disposal via considered for disposal via Category II lands. 

disposal by any method; 3 or 4 public sale (other means not public sale (other means not 
tracts (1,500 acres) potentially precluded). Prepare disposal precluded). Prepare disposal Disposal of public lands with 
could be disposed through ex- activity ‘plan. Remainder of activity plan. Remainder of T&E plants (skiff milkvetch) 
change, though none speci- lands are Category II lands. public lands ate Category II only if overall population not 
tically proposed. lands. jeopardized. 

Disposal of public lands with 
T&E plants (skiff milketch) 
only if overall population not 
jeopardized. 

Same as Alternative B, except 
that 43 tracts would be 
considered for disposal (3,120 
acres) via public sale. 



CHAPTER ONE - COMPARISON TABLE, PRMP AND ALTERNATIVES 

Table l-1 (Cont’d) 

SUMMARIZED COMPARISON OF TIiE PROPOSED PLAN’ AND THE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

MANAGEMENT UNDER EACH ALTERNATIVE 

RE- 
SOURCE/ 
RE- 
SOURCE 
USE 

ALTERNATIVE A 
(Continuation of 

Current 
Management) 

ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE C ALTERNATIVE D ALTERNATIVE E PROPOSED 
(Preferred RESOURCE 

Alternative) MANAGEMENT PLAN 

OBJECTIVES: Continue the OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To empha- 
present levels, methods, size or be compatible with size a high degree of eco- 

and mix of multiple use those resources which pro- nomic return and resource 
resource management, mote outdoor recreation production, while msintain- 
maintaining existing uses, opportunities, tourism, eco- ing, or protecting, or en- 
outputs, and protection nomic stability, and the hancing the natural environ- 
activities. quality of life. ment at a compatible and 

non-restricting level. 

OBJECTIVES: To emphe- OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To emphasize 
size e high degree of proteo- size the mix and variety of the mix and variety of ac- 
tion, enhancement, and actions that best resolves tions that best resolves the 
maintenance for natural val- the issues end manage- issues and management con- 

ues, while sustaining a ment concerns of this terns of this RMP/EIS; to 
compatible level of produc- RMPIEIS; to achieve a bat- achieve a balance between 
tion for renewable and non- ante between competing competing demands on uses 
renewable resources. demands on uses of public of public land. 

land. 

ACQUISI- 
TION OF 

NON- 
FEDERAL 
LANDS 

No tracts identified; acquisition If available, acquire non-federal If available, acquire non-federal A I1 no n- fed e ra I lands Same as Alternative B; if Same as Alternative E, except 
would be accomplished as lands adjacent to Category II or lands adjacent to Category II considered suitable for acqui- available, pursue acquisition of management units would not be 
opportunities arise through unavailable lands, according to lands, according to BLM and sition on a case-by-case, willing 40 acres of private land and prefixed with the letter E. 
exchange, or willing seller- BLM and FLPMA criteria or to FLPMA criteria, or to enhance seller/willing buyer basis with state-owned minerals in 
willing buyer basis; FLPMA enhance management effective- management effectiveness. emphasis placed on lands to Powderhom Primitive SRMA 
criteria and BLM criteria to be ness. enhance, maintain or improve (E-2), selected private land in 
followed. management of soils, T&E Alpine Triangle SRMA (Erl), 

Pursue acquisition of: 40 acres plant and animal habitat, 40 acres of private land in 
of private land and 1,980 acres riparian vegetation, pale- American Basin ACEC (E-4), 
of state-awned mineral estate in ontological resources, visual private lands in South Beaver 
Powderhom ACEC; non-federal resources, and wildlife habitat. Creek ACEC (E-8). and 270 
lands: in Alpine ACEC (scenic acTes of private lands in Dillon 
quality and historic sites); with Acquisition would meet BLM Pinnacles ACEC (E-9). 
T&E species; with cmcial elk and FLPMA criteria. 
and deer winter range; for 
fishing recreation access, and If available, acquire: 40 acres 
crucial big game winter range in Unit D-8, and 40 acres in 
along Lake Fork of The Unit D-IO, to facilitate 



Gumxison River 16,500 acresk . ,. 
with elk-calving areas; and with 
bighorn sheep ranges or habitat. 

management effectiveness of 
visual and recreational 
resources on public land; and 
40 acres of surface estate in 
Unit D-19 to facilitate primitive 
recreation opportunities on 
public land, and 1,920 acres of 
state-owned mineral estate for 
the same purpose. 

RIGHTS-OF- 
WAY AND 
RIGH’IS-OF- 
WAY COR- 
RIDORS 

Plating Ama would be open to Public lands on 369,705 acres Public lands on 573,801 acres Public lands on 392,005 acres Public lands on 448,219 acres Same as Alternative E, except 
rights-of-way, including for would be open to the location would be open to the location would be open to the location would be open to the location management units would not be 
major utilities and tram- of rightsof-way, subject to of rights-of-way, subject to of rights-of-way, subject to of rights-of-way, subject to prefixed with the letter E. 
portation; no corridors would case-by-case analysis; 134,970 case-by-case analysis; 8,322 case-by-case analysis; 195,751 case-by-case analysis; 155,870 
be designated. acres contain rights-of-way acres contain rights-of-way acres would contain rights-of- acres contain rights-of-way 

related seasonal construction seasonal construction rest&- way related seasonal con- seasonal construction mstric- 

restrictions; 161,283 acres tioris; 1,150 acres would be struction restrictions; and tions, 85,387 acres would be 
would be designated rightsof- designated rights-of-way 129,144 acres would be designated rights-of-way 
way avoidance and 54,024 avoidance and 120 acres would designated rights-of-way avoidance areas, and 51,406 
acres would be rights-of-way be rights-of-way exclusion avoidance and 63,863 acres acres would be rights-of-way 
exclusion areas. , areas. would be rights-of-way exclusion areas. 

exclusion areas. 
‘Designate a l-mile wide rights- Designate four l-mile wide Designate two l-mile wide 
of-way corridor within or rights-of-way corridors within No rights-of-way corridors rights-of-way corridors within 
actoss all or parts of units B-9, or across: units C-3, C-4, C-9, designated.’ or across: units E-8, E-l 1, E- 
B-10, B-11, B-14, B-15, and B- C-10, C-12, C-15, and C-16 12, E-13, and El7 (WAPA 
20 along WAPA’s east-west (WAPA 230 Kv Curecanti- 230 Kv Cumcanti-Salida line), 
230 Kv line. Designate a Salida line); units C-3, C-4, C- and units El, E-13, and E-17 
l,OOO-foot wide rights-of-way 9, C-10, C-12 and C-16 (CUEA 115 Kv Blue Mesa- 
window across Unit B-3 and B- (PAPA 115 Kv Blue Mesa- Lake City line), along existing 
4 along same route. Gunnison-Salida line); Unit C- electrical transmission lines. 

12 (CUEA 115 Kv Gun&on- Designate a rights-of-way 
Crested Butte line); and Units window 1,000 feet wide across 
C-3, C-4, C-5, C-7, C-12, and unit E-8 for the WAPA line. 
C-16 (CUEA 115 Kv Blue 
Mesa-Lake City line). All 
corridors would be along 
existing electrical transmission 
lines. Designate two rights-of- 
way windows 1,000 feet’wide 
actoss units C-9 and C-10 for 
the WAPA lines. 

FIRE MAN- 
AGEMENT 

Public lands managed under fill Public lands managed under tit11 Public lands managed under full Public lands managed under full Public lands managed under 
(177,335 acres) or‘conditional suppression (97,121 acres) or suppression (60,760 acres) or suppression (59,581 acres) or full suppression (76,624 acres) Same as Alternative E. 
suppression (407,677 acres) conditional suppression conditional suppression conditional suppression or conditional suppression 
policy. Some land in (575,891 acres) policy. Some (524,252 acres). Some lands in (525,431 acres). Some lands in (508,388 acres). Some lands 
conditional areas to receive full lands in conditional areas to conditional suppression areas to conditional suppression areas to in conditional areas to receive 
suppression to protect propetty, receive fit11 suppression to pro- receive full suppression to receive fir11 suppression to full suppression to protect life, 
life, safety, or BL.M in- tect life, safety, or BL.M protect life, safety, or BLM protect life, safety, or BLM safety, or BLM investments. 
vestments. investments. Prescribed tires. investments. investments. Prescribed fires could occur. 

could occur. 

i: 



CHAPTER ONE - COMPARISON TABLE, PRMP AND ALTERNATIVES 

Table l-l (Cont’d) 

SUMMARIZED COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED P&AN AND THE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

MANAGEMENT UNDER EACH ALTERNATIVE 

RE- 
SOURCE/ 
RE-’ 
SOURCE 
USE 

ALTERNATIVE A 
(Continuation of 

cnrrent 
Management) 

ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE C ALTERNATIVE D ALTERNATIVE E PROPOSED 
(Preferred RESOURCE 

Alternative) MANAGEMENT PLAN 

OBJECTIVES: Continua the OBJECTIVES: To ampha- OBJECTIVES: To ampha- OSJECTIIIES: To empha- 

present levels, methods, size or be compatible with size a high degree of eco- size a high degree of protac- 
and mix of multiple use those resources which pro- nomic return and resource tion, enhancement, and 
resource management, mote outdoor recreation production, while maintain- maintenance for natural val- 

maintaining existing uses, opportunities, tourism, eco- ing. or prolccting, nr ori. IICS, while sustaining a 

outputs, and protection nomic stability, and tha hanc ng the natural environ. compatihlo level of produc- 
activities. quality of life. mant at a compatible and tlon for renewable and non- 

non-restricting level. renewable resources. 

OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To emphasize 

size the mix and variety of the mix and variety of ac- 
actions that best resolves tions that best resolves the 
the issues and manage- issues end management con- 
mant concerns of this terns of this RMP/EIS; to 
RMPIEIS; to achieve a bal- achieve a balance between 

ante between competing competing demands on uses 
demands on uses of public of public land. 
land. 

WlTH- Retain existing withdrawals, Same as Alternative A. Revoke withdrawals that segre- Same as Alternative B. 
DRAWALS continue periodic withdrawal Additional protective with- gate. public lands from mineral 
AND review; relinquished with- drawals recommendedin certain entry and location, and from 
CLASSIFI- drawals managed according to management units. , appropriation under the land 
CATIONS adjacent public lands, currant laws (unless prohibited). 

Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative B. 

laws, policy, or regulations. 

WATER 
POWER 
AND 
STORAGE 
RESERVOIR 
SITES 

Inventoried and potential sites Same as Alternative A, except The Planning Area would be Same as Alternative A; Same as Alternative B, except Same as Alternative E, except 
managed to consider fbture management units B-l through open to the location of water Planning Area recommended to management units E-1, E-3, management units would not be 
water peer purposes unless B-12 recommended to be closed pcnver and storage facilities. be closed to water paver and E-10, E-14, and E-15 prefixed with the letter E. 

higher priority resources/ to Water Power and Storage Inventoried and potential sites storage reservoir sites. recommended to be closed to 
resource uses are implemented. Reservoir sites. would be restrictively managed water power and storage 

Lands withdrawn for these for these purposes. reservoir sites. 

purposes would be managed for Before uses occur or facilities 
potential water power and are developed that could be FERC would be contacted for 
storage purposes. jeopardized by water power withdrawal status and need 

development on withdrawn before uses occur on water 
lands for water power purposes, power withdrawals that would 
FERC would be consulted be jeopardized by water power 
regarding withdrawal status and development. 
need for the withdrawal and 



AREAS OF 
auT1cAL 
ENVIRON- 
MENTAL 
CONCERN 

None proposed. Public land totalling 207,944 None proposed. 
acres designated and managed 
BS ACECs; (Powderhorn, 
Alpine, Lake Fork, South 
Beaver Creek, West Antelope 
Creek, and East Gutison 
ACECs); 4,625 acres des- 
ignated as South Beaver Creek 
RNNACEC. 

Public lands totalling 26,428 Public lands totalling 42,261 
acres designated as ACECs; acres designated and managed 
(Haystack Cave, Bighorn as ACECs (units E-4 through 
Sheep-A and B, Cebolla Creek, E-9: American Basin, Red- 
Slumgullion Slide, American cloud Peak, Slumgullion 
Basin, Lake Fork, and Dillon Earthflow National Natural 
Pinnacles ACECs); public lands Landmark, West Antelope 
totalling 15,512 acres would be Creek, South Beaver Creek, 
designated, RNAIACECs: and Dillon Pinnacles ACECs). 
(South Beaver Creek and 
Redcloud Peak RNA/ACECs). 

Public lands totalling 42,339 
acres designated and managed as 
ACECs (units 4 through 9: 
American Basin, Redcloud Peak, 
Slumgullion Earthflow National 
Natural Landmark, West 
Antelope Creek, South Beaver 
Creek, and Dillon Pinnacles 
ACECs) . 

HAZARDS 
MANAGE- 
MENT 

Hazard sites/areas would be Same as Alternative A. 
reviewed on a case-bycase 
basis. Management of other 
resources would involve 
reclamation of known hazard 
sites/areas. A hazard 
reclamation activity plan for 
known sites/areas would be 
developed. Activity plans would 
consider the reclamation of 
hazard sites. 

BLM to continue cooperation 
and coordination with the 
Colorado Mined Land 
Reclamation Hazard abatement 
project. 

The Bureau would continue to 
control trespass dumping on 
BLM lands through increasing 
public awareness, signing, and 
monitoring. 

Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A. Hazard sites or areas would be 
reviewed on a case-by-case basis 
and remedied to the degree 
necessary to protect public safety 
and health. Activity plans would 
consider the remediation of 
kmxvn hazards. Management of 
other resources would involve 
reclamationlremediation of 
kncnvn hazard sites. 

Coordination and cooperation 
with appropriate state- or other 
agencies to remedy hazard sites 
would continue. Cooperation 
and coordination with Colorado 
Mined Land Reclamation Hazard 
abatement project would 
continue. 

HAZARDOUS Locations on public lands Same as Ahemative A. Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A. same as Ahernative A. 
MATERIALS showing evidence of hazardous 
MANAGE materials would be inventoried 
MENT and examined on a case-by-case 

basis, and remedied to the 
degree necessary to protect 
public health, safety, and public 
or private property. 
Coordination and cooperation 
with appropriate state or other 
agencies to properly manage 
hazardous materials would 
continue. Trespass dumping 
and littering on public lands 
would be controlled through 
public awareness, signing, and 
monitoring. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

INTRODUCTION AND CHANGES TO THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

INTRODUCilON 

This document consists of the Proposed Resource 
Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (PRMP) for the Gtmnison Resource Area. 
The Draft Gunnison Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement (DRMP) was 
published in March, 1991. This document is not a 
complete rewrite of the DRMP. It contains 
information on changes in proposals of the DRMP, 
corrections of any erroneous data, and in some cases, 
more recent data. The description of the proposed 
plan is in Chapter Four, and the environmental 
consequences of the proposed plan are described in 
Chapter Five of this document. 

Any additional works cited in this document are listed 
in the References section. An updated Glossary is 
also included. Any tables and maps necessary to 
fully explain actions or information in the PRMP are 
included, and noted in the Tables and Maps se&ion 
in the Table of Contents. -A folded 1:100,000 scale 
map of the PRMP and Management Units is inserted 
into the document. 

‘Acreage and analysis figures in this document were 
calculated using BLM’s computerized Geographic 
Information System (GIS) unless noted. Acreage 
figures in this document are approximate. 

PURPOSE.AND‘NEED 

The purpose of the PRMP is to update and integrate 
the BLM’s land use planning for the area into a 
single, comprehensive land use plan providing the 
overall framework for managing and allocating public 
land resources in the Gunnison Planning Area for the 
next 10 to 12 years. 

The approved Resource Management Plan (RMP) 
will meet BLM statutory requirement for a master 
land use plan as mandated by Section 202 of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) 
of 1976 and the requirements of the Wild and Scenic 

River Act (16 U.S.C. 1271). The approved RMP 
will update and supersede all land use planning in the 
American Flats/Silverton, and Gunnison Basin 
Management Framework Plans (MFPs). 

In addition to identifying management direction 
within the planning area, the PRMP meets other 
specific objectives. It (l), identifies public lands to 
be designated as open, closed, or limited to off- 
highway vehicles (OHV) and, (2), analyzes the 
suitability of a segment of the Lake Fork of the 
Gunnison River for inclusion into the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System (NWSRS). 

IMPLEMENTATION/MONITORING OF THE 
PLAN 

Implementation of ,the RMP will. begin when the 
Colorado BLM State Director signs the Record of 
Decision (ROD) for the RMP. This implementation 
will be accomplished as described in BLM Handbook 
H-1617-1. 

During implementation of the RMP, additional 
documentation required to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) will be required, 
such as environmental assessments (EAs). The EAs 
can vary from a simple statement of conformance to 
the ROD, to complex documents that analyze several 
alternatives. An EA documents NEPA requirements 
for site-specific actions. Implementation of the RMP 
will be monitored, and the plan will be evaluated 
periodically. Revisions or amendments to the RMP 
may be necessary to accommodate changes in 
resource needs, policies,. or regulations. Other 
decisions would be issued in order to fully implement 
the RMP. 

Refer to Appendix Q for a consolidated listing of 
activity plans that would be prepared during 
implementation of this PRMP. Where appropriate, 
integrated, multi-resource activity level plans would 
be encouraged and prepared, in lieu of individual 
resource activity level plans. 

2-l 
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‘CHAPTER TWO 

LOCATION OF PLANNING AREA ‘AND LAND 
OWNERSHIP 

The planning area (see maps 2-l and 2-2) is within 
Hinsdale, Gunnison, Saguache, Montrose, and Guray 
counties. The Gunnison and Uncompahgre National 
Forests and the BLM’s San Juan. Resource Area 
surround the planning area, except along the west- 
central boundary which is defined by the Cimarron 
River and the BLM’s Uncompahgre Basin Resource 
Area boundary. Total acreage in the planning area 

is about 960,730 acres; of this, about 61 percent 
(585,012 acres) is administered by the BLM, and 
about 37 percent (355,702 acres) is private land; 
about 20,015 acres are state administered. In 
addition, BLM has administrative responsibility for 
approximately 728,500 acres of federal mineral estate 
within the planning area, and 17,000 acres of mineral 
estate in the Gunnison Resource Area that are located 
outside of the planning area. Table 2-l details 
surface and mineral ownership within the planning 
area by county. 
Table 2-1 

-LAND STATUS IN THE PLANNING AREA IN ACRES 
OF SURFACE AND SUBSURFACE ESTATE BY COUNTY 

COUNTY 

Gunnison ~Hinsdale Saguache Montrose OWY TOTAL 

(1) SURF-ACE ESTATE .- ” 
FEDERAL LAND 

BLM’ STATE LAND 355,3502 .126,488 1 17,3263 3,660 2,188 585,012 

CDOW’ 1@985 1,703 195 6,122 0 19,006 
SLB’ 773 0 237 0 0 1,010 

PRIVATE LAND4. 280,028 17,275 51,842 6,655 102 

TGTAL SURFACE 

355,702 

ACRES 627,136 145,466 169,601 16,237 2,290 960,730 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

(2) MINERAL ESTATE4 

FEDERAL MINERALS RESERVED: 

ALL MINERALS 449,866 125,319 135,017 6,777 2,187 719,166 
COAL ONLY 3,680 0 0 0 0 3,680 
OIL, GAS & COAL . 0 0 0 0 0 0 
OIL & GAS 1,010 0 0 0 0 1.010 
OTHER 3,062 0 0 0 0 3;062 

TOTAL MINERAL 457,618 125,319 135,017 6,777 2,187 726,918 
ESTATE 

l- BLM = Bureau of Land Management, CDOW = Colorado Division of Wildlife, SLB = Colorado State Land Board 
2- Includes 60 acres withdrawn to the United States Forest Service 
3- Includes 40 acres withdrawn to the United States Forest Service for an Administrative Site 
4 - Approximately 160,OOOacres of non-federal surface estate overlie federal mineral estate within the planning area. About 17,222 acres 

of non-federal surface estate overlie BLM-managed federal mineral estate within the remainder of the Gunnison Resource Area. The 
BLM does not administer the private surface overlying federal mineral estate except where federal laws are applicable. 
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RELATIONSHIP Oi THE PROPOSED 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN TO THE 
1980-l 981 LIVESTOCK GRAZING 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
AND MFP STEP Ill DECISIONS FOR 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING AND OTHER 
RESOURCES 

The April, 1980, Draft and the September,. 1980, 
Final Gunnison Basin Livestock Grazing 
Environmental Impact Statements (DGEIS and 
FGEIS) are documents that analyzed the 
environmental impacts of implementing five 
alternative livestock grazing management ‘programs 
for the Planning Area. These are analytical, technical 
documents, and do not authorize any action to occur, 
or make any decisions regarding livestock grazing 
management. The decision document that does do this 
was incorporated into the June, 1981 document titled 
“Gunnison Basin and American Flat.s/Silverton 
Planning Areas Rangeland Program Summary” 
(ROD/RPS). This is the decision document that spells 
out what the State Director approved in ‘1981 
regarding the livestock grazing management program 
and associated major decisions. 

The purpose of the BLM’s planning process is to 
update and integrate the land use planning for the 
Planning Area into a single, comprehensive, 
Resource Management Plan (RMP) that provides the 
overall framework for managing and allocating 
public land resources for the next 10 to 12 years. In 
some instances, the decisions that will result from 
this process may be different than those for livestock 
grazing management in the ROD/RPS, or MFP Step 
III decisions for other resources. Changes in 
information, policies, regulations, and conditions 
necessitate the updating of land use documents. 

The PRMP does not provide a status report regarding 
progress in implementing general or specific types of 
range improvements authorized in the ROD/RPS, nor 
is a schedule included that shows, for the life of the 
plan, when. specific or general types of improvements 
would be implemented. Instead the PRMP prescribes 
where improvements would be authorized, excluded, 
conditioned, or otherwise be managed. 

Issues were not adequately resolved in the 1980 
grazing EIS, due to unrealistic funding expectations. 
.This PRMP is premised on the assumption that 
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recommendations ‘would be practical, implementable, 
feasible, and achievable. The overall PRMP is 
clearly not as detailed and ambitious as the MFP 
decisions that resulted in. 198C$ but the decisions 
contemplated would resolve issues and make required 
allocations according to the objectives for the PRMP. 

Livestock grazing on the BLM managed lands in the 
Planning Area would be managed according to 
Management Unit prescriptions and the Livestock 
Grazing Management section of Standard 
Management, Chapter Four, of this Proposed 
Resource Management Plan. 

WILDERNESS STUDY PROCESS AND THE 
RMPlElS 

Within the Gun&on Planning Area there are six 
Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) totalling 
approximately 114,427 acres: Powderhorn Instant 
Study Area, Redcloud Peak, Handies Peak, American 
Flats, Larson Creek, and Bill Hare Gulch WSAs. 

The BLM study process has been completed for all 
the WSAs in the Planning Area. The Powderhorn 
Wilderness Final Environmental Impact Statement 
and Wilderness Suitability Report (1984) 
recommended 43,3 11 acres as being suitable for 
wilderness designation; the Gum&on Basin and the 
American Flats/Silverton Wilderness Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (1987) 
recommended 39,790 acres in three WSAs as being 
suitable for wilderness designation: Redcloud Peak, 
Handies Peak, and American Flats WSAs. 

The Slumgullion Slide, Friends Creek, and Sparling 
Gulch WSAs were deleted from wilderness study and 
WSA status on March 12, 1990 because the adjacent 
Forest Service lands on which they relied for their 
wilderness values are no longer under consideration 
for wilderness. These areas are no longer subject to 
the Bureau’s Interim Management Policy for Lands 
Under Wilderness Review. 

Since the study process has ‘been completed for all 
WSAs in the Planning Area, this PRMP does not re- 
analyze those areas, but does address, in various 
alternatives, management of lands within these WSAs 
in the event all, portions, or none of the WSAs are 
designated as wilderness by Congress during the life 
of this plan. 
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In September, 1991, the Secretary of Interior 
submitted final recommendations for wilderness 
designation to the President. Because of mineral 
values and conflicts, no acres within the Redcloud 
and Handies Peak WSAs were recommended to the 
President for designation. These WSAs will remain 
WSAs until acted upon or released by Congress. 

Until Congress acts on, and either designates or does 
not designate all or part of any WSA as wilderness, 
the WSAs in the Planning Area would be managed 
under BLM’s Interim Management Policy for’ Lands 
Under Wilderness Review (IMP), If Congress 
designates public lands in any part of any WSA in the 
Planning Area as wilderness, those lands would be 
managed as wilderness and a wilderness management 
plan would be prepared for the area (s). If, during 
the life of this plan, Congress acts on and decides to 
not designate any part of any WSA in the Planning 
Area as wilderness, effectively removing it from 
WSA status, those public lands would be managed 
according to the alternatives in this PRMP. 

TOPICS NOT ADDRESSED IN THE PRMP 

Several topics identified during the preparation/ 
scoping processes are not addressed in the PRMP, 
and are identified below, along with rationale for not 
addressing them. 

Wilderness - See Wilderness Study Process and the 
PRMP section in this chapter. 

Coal Plannirq - The unleased federal coal estate in 
the planning area, consisting of 2,982 acres under 
federal surface and 6,812 split-estate acres, would not 
be available for leasing without amendment to the 
approved resource management plan. The remaining 
federal mineral estate within the planning area has 
very little or no potential for the occurrence of coal 
resources. There has been no recent interest in the 
leasing of coal. A RMP amendment for coal leasing 
would be prepared after a coal lease application was 
filed by an individual or company interested in 
developing and mining the area. The amendment 
would consist of an identification of areas with 
potential for development, application of 20 criteria 
to identify those areas which are unsuitable for 
mining, an analysis of the tradeoffs necessary to 
protect other resources and uses that are unique or 
important, and consultation with effected surface 

owners. The amendment would be accompanied by 
an environmental analysis of the impacts of the 
mining and development, including the social and 
economic impacts to local communities. The one 
existing coal lease in the planning ares would be 
continued in all alternatives, and approximately 5,000 
tons of coal annually would be produced from the 
lease. 

Solidl, Noun-Eweqy Leasable Minerals - The federal 
mineral estate in the Gunnison Planning Ares would 
not be available for the leasing of solid, non-energy 
leasable minerals, subject to valid existing rights, 
without amending the approved resource management 
plan (RMP). Available data indicates no known 
deposits of these minerals, and to determine at this 
time which lands would be open or closed to the 
leasing of these minerals would be premature. A 
RMP amendment would be prepared after an 
expression of interest in the leasing of these minerals 
is received from an individual or company interested 
in developing and mining solid, non-energy minerals. 
The amendment would result in a decision that 

would identify the lands in the expression of interest 
that would be open or closed to the leasing of these 
minerals. The amendment would be accompanied by 
the appropriate environmental assessment of the 
impacts of the mining and development, including the 
social and economic impacts to the local 
communities, based on the best available data. The 
only known valid existing right in the Planning Area 

pertaining to these minerals is a Preference Right 
Lease Application (PRLA) involving 1,667 acres of 
public land for the purpose of developing a deposit of 
alunite (potassium aluminum sulfate) in sections, 17, 
18, 19, and 20, Township 43 North, Range 4 West, 
N.M.P.M. The lands in the PRLA are situated in 
Hinsdale County approximately three miles south of 
Lake City, Colorado, in the vicinity of Red 
Mountain. 

U.S. Forest Service and National Park Service 
Lands Overlying Federal Mineral Estate - The 
BLM will issue oil and gas leases within lands 
administered by the Department of Agriculture, U.S. 
Forest Service (USFS). The BLM only administers 
subsurface or down-hole activities occurring on oil 
and gas leases on USFS surface estate. Lands 
administered by the USFS will have leasing decisions 
made in a USFS Land and Resource Management 
Plan/EIS, or revision. The BLM is a cooperating 
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agency providing oil and gas expertise to the team 
preparing these plans. BLM provides the USFS 
with projections of future oil and gas activity and 
impact analysis of subsurface construction. The 
USFS plans analyze impacts from oil and gas leasing 
and development to National Forest System Lands 
and describe ,where the USFS will or will not consent 
to lease. 

The specific and cumulative impacts that would occur 
from potential leasing and development on National 
Forest Lands would be analyzed in the USFS plan. 

Cumulative impacts on USFS lands within the 
Gunnison Resource Area from potential oil and gas 
leasing and development occurring on adjacent BLM- 
managed lands in the planning area would not occur, 
or would be insignificant. 

The BLM is responsible for the leasing and 
development of lands administered by the National 
Park Service that are eligible for that purpose. The 
lands administered by the National Park Service 
(NPS) in the Curecanti National Recreation Area 
(NRA) are not contained within the Planning Area. 
These public ,lands have been withdrawn by the 
Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) and are administered 
by the NPS under a cooperative agreement between 
the BOR and NPS. As such, the lands are segregated 
from entry and location under the general mining 
laws, and since these lands are considered to be 
National Park System lands, mineral leasing is 
prohibited. The cumulative impact on these lands 
from potential oil and gas leasing and development 
within the adjacent planning area would be 
insignificant. 

. 

Split Estate Lands in The Gunnison Resource Area 
Located Outside The Planning Area - Split-estate 
lands in the Resource Area, that is, Federal mineral 
estate, under non-federal surface located outside the 
planning area boundary totalling 17,222 acres would 
be administered according to current laws, 
regulations, and policies. These lands are within the 
boundary of the Gunnison National Forest (USFS) 
and the BLM’s Gunnison Resource Area, but are 
outside the planning area. This federal mineral 
estate will have leasing decisions made in the revision 
or update of the appropriate USFS Land and 
Resource Management Plan/EIS. The BLM also 
provides the USFS with oil and gas expertise for 
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these lands, including projections of future oil and 
gas activity, and impact analysis of subsurface 
construction. The USFS plan revision or update will 
analyze impacts on these split-estate lands from oil 
and gas leasing and development, and describe where 
leasing will or will not occur, and what mitigation 
would be specified as a result of specific impact 
analysis on these lands. The cumulative impacts on 
these lands from potential oil and gas leasing and 
activity occurring on adjacent BLM-managed lands in 
the Planning Area would be insignificant. 

On-site inspection and consultation with the surface 
owner and operator may reveal that (1) the impacts 
addressed by the stipulation would be avoided or 
mitigated to an acceptable level,or (2) the resources 
of concern are not present. Upon either of these 
determinations by the BLM Authorized Officer, the 
stipulations could be applied, waived, modified, or 
excepted without public notice other than that 
provided for the APD. If, after on-site inspection 
and consultation with the non-federal surface 
landowner, it is determined by the Authorized Officer 
that conditions necessary to avoid impacts to non- 
federal resources would adversely impact the public 
resources addressed by these stipulations, the impacts 
would be assessed. If, based upon such assessment, 
the Authorized Officer makes a decision to 
substantially change or waive one or more 
stipulations, a’ 304%~~ public review period would be 
provided in addition to the public notice period for 
receipt of the APD (these two 30day notice and 
review periods may overlap). 

Impacts from leasing, exploration, and drilling on 
these split-estate lands are not expected to be 
significantly different than on similar federal surface 
overlying federal oil and gas estate. 

WILD AND SCiNIC RIVER STUDY ANALYSIS. 

Appendix I, The Wild and Scenic River Study 
Analysis For The Lake Fork of the Gunnison River 
and Other Streams in The Planning Area provides the 
background information and eligibility, classification, 
and suitability or non-suitability analysis of streams 
and river segments in the Planning Area for potential 
inclusion into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System. The. study analysis is an update of 
Appendix I that was published in the DRMP. 
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The 13.3 mile long Segment A of The Lake Fork of 
The Gmmison River was determined to be eligible for 
inclusion into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System. Streams other than the Lake Fork of The 
Gumiison River in ‘the planning area; in accordance 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, were examined 
by the team and analyzed to determine if the wild and 
scenic river eligibility criteria would be met. Some 
were determined to be free-flowing, but none were 
determined to possess outstandingly remarkable 
values. Please refer to Attachment B, Appendix I, in 
this document for a list of these other streams and 
which eligibility criteria were met or not met. As a 
consequence, none of the other streams in the 
Planning Area were studied further in the DRMP or 
PRMP. 

Leasing and Development Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, January, 1991. 

In Management Unit 1, leasing conditions at The 
Gate Campground (10 acres) and the Red Bridge 
Campground (5 acres) were changed from leasing 
permitted with no surface occupancy stipulations to 
leasing permitted with standard terms. This change 
was made based on internal review, considering the 
necessity for the stipulation. Standard terms permit 
BLM to move operations up to 200 meters, if 
necessary, in order to prevent surface disturbance at 
specific locations. This standard term would permit 
any proposed operations to be moved far enough 
from these two areas to sufficiently mitigate impacts. 

OTHER AGENCY DOCUMENTS 

To reduce or avoid conflicts between other agencies, 
the planning documents for adjoining lands have been 
reviewed and, where appropriate, that information 
has been used in the development of this PRMP. In 
addition, BLM land use plans for adjacent Resource 
Areas have also been reviewed and analyzed to avoid 
conflicts in land management. ‘Please refer to the 
DRMP, page 1-12, Table 1-5, for a list of the 
documents referenced above. 

CiiANGES.TO THE PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE 

The PRMP is essentially the Preferred Alternative 
from the DRMP. Changes have been made, 
however, in response to public comments, to 
incorporate new information, to clarify management 
actions or impacts, or to correct information. 

This section lists the changes made to the Preferred 
Alternative. regarding actions within STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT, or actions within Management 
Unit prescriptions. The changes could affect the 
entire PRMP. Please refer to -Appendix P for the 
comment letters and oral statements received on the 
DRMP. Appendix P also contains BLM responses to 
all comments. 

Leasing conditions for the proposed Redcloud Peak 
and South Beaver Creek ACECs, Management Units 
5 and 8 respectively, were changed from leasing 
permitted with no surface occupancy stipulations to 
leasing permitted with controlled surface use 
stipulations. These two units would be managed for 
the protection and enhancement of habitat and 
populations of Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly (unit 
5) and skiff milkvetch (unit 8). Requirements of the 
stipulation are that inventories would be conducted 
prior to approval of operations in the units, and 
relocations of operation more than the 200 meters 
permitted in standard lease terms would be authorized 
in the units, in order to reduce the impacts of surface 
disturbance related to potential oil and gas 
development, and to prevent accidental loss or 
destruction of species or habitat. The changes were 
made based on internal review of the necessity of the 
stipulations, and considering that the standard lease 
terms and the requirements of the controlled surface 
use stipulations, combined with required compliance 
with the Threatened and Endangered Species Act, 
would provide the proper degree of mitigation and 
protection of species and habitat, without unduly 
restricting any potential oil and gas development. 
Standard lease terms authorize the BLM to also 
postpone operations for a 60&y period, if necessary, 
to ensure species can be adequately inventoried, for 
instance. 

Oil, GIIS, and Geothermal Resources. All oil and 
gas stipulations have been revised, where needed, to 
be consistent with those in the Colorado Oil and Gas 

Leasing conditions for the proposed West Antelope 
Creek ACEC, Management Unit 7, were changed 
from leasing permitted with a seasonal stipulation on 
oil and gas operations being in effect from December 
1 through March 31, in order to prevent disturbance 
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to wintering big game, to leasing permitted with 
standard terms and conditions. The unit would be 
managed to improve the capabilities of the resources 
in the unit to support wintering elk, deer, and 
bighorn sheep. The change was made based on 
internal review of the necessity of the stipulation, and 
considering that standard lease terms and conditions 
would provide the degree of protection necessary for 
wintering big game in this large (46,922 total acres) 
unit. Standard lease terms authorize BLM to move 
proposed well pads or other facilities up to 200 

‘meters, or to postpone operations up to 60 days if 
necessary to .prevent disturbance to wintering big 
game. The BLM would, if necessary, negotiate with 
any operators to extend the distances and times 
authorized in the standard terms, in order to prevent 
disturbance to big game during critical periods or in 
areas of heavy concentrations of game. 

The controlled surface use stipulation for 
Management Unit 14 (sage grouse brood rearing 
riparian areas) has been modified to restrict oil and 
gas operations to an. area beyond all riparian 
vegetation, rather than to an area beyond 500 feet of 
the riparian vegetation, In the exception language, 
water quality, and other related resource values, have 
been added as factors to be considered. 

Leasing conditions have been added to 122 acres in 
the existing BLM protective withdrawal CO41711 
along three segments of Cebolla Creek in 
Management Unit 15. The unit would be managed to 
restore and enhance the condition of fishery streams. 
The federal oil and gas resources would be available 
for leasing with a controlled surface use stipulation 
being in effect that restricts potential oil and gas 
development to an area’ beyond all riparian vegetation 
in these segments, in order to prevent damage to or 
removal of this vegetation, important for fishery 
management. 

Exact language of these stipulations can be found in 
Appendix K, along with maps giving the general 
location of the areas affected by the stipul.ations. 

Language added clarifies that BLM would, 1) 
manage lands to help meet; within carrying capacities 
of the habitat, Colorado Division of Wildlife 
(CDOW) big game long range herd goals, 2) ensure 
that recommended actions involving wildlife habitat 
management would be determined after considering 
and evaluating potential effects on other landa, 
resources, or uses, and whether public land big game 
ranges could support increases in big game, 3) 
continue to participate in the Colorado Habitat 
Partnership Program (HPP), 4) ensure that proper use 
levels by wildlife on key plant species are not 
exceeded, 5)’ recommend temporary decreases in 
wildlife numbers if necessary, in order to achieve 
proper use levels and better forage conditions on key 
wildlife‘ plant species, 6) utilize new forage from 
wildlife treatments or projects to first satisfy 
watershed objectives before utilizing the forage for 
overall habitat objectives, 7), use the guidelines for 
management of sage grouse habitat in Appendix A 
(which has been reorganized) whenever possible in 
the design .of land or vegetation treatment projects to 
offset the impacts to sage grouse, and grouse habitat, 
from these projects, and 8), provide habitat to 
support 12,000 sage ‘grouse planning area-wide, 
rather than to provide habitat for a potential harvest 
of 1,000 grouse. 

Changes have been made to the STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT section for this component, also 
based on public comment and review.. 

Sage Grouse and Other Upland Game Bird Habitat. 
A proviso has been added in STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT whereby the April 1 through May 
31 period restricting discretionary actions could be 
lengthened or shortened, depending on whether sage 
grouse are present and using the habitat. 

Releases of Columbian sharp-tailed grouse and. 
Merrians’ turkey could be authorized by the District 
Manager following .inventory for suitable areas, a 
release or reintroduction plan, and environmental 
documentation. 

Wildlife Habitat Management. As a result of 
public comment and internal review, clarifications 
have been made in the STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT section for this component. 

A change has been made in Management Unit 2, the 
Powderhom Primitive, Area SRMA, regarding the 
introduction of moose. In addition to evaluation and 
approval of an introduction plan and an 
environmental analysis document, introduction(s) 
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would only occur if the area. was rejected by 
Congress for wilderness designation. 

See the changes discussed under Oil, Gas, and 
Geothermal Management above for changes made 
in oil and gas leasing conditions for Management 
Unit 7, West Antelope Creek proposed ACEC, a unit 
that would be managed to improve the capabilities of 
the resources in the unit to support wintering elk, 
deer; and bighorn sheep. 

A change was made, based on public comments, in 
Management Unit 11 regarding the implementation 
of land or vegetation treatments and other projects. 
These activities would be permitted, subject to the 
conditions in unit 11, and deviations from sage 
grouse habitat management.guidelinesin Appendix A 
would be permitted, if it can be demonstrated that 

.short term impacts would be offset by long term 
benefitsto sage grouse and their habitat. 

Please refer to the changes discussed under Livestock 
Grazing Management below for information 
regarding seasonal minimum stubble heights required 
in Management Unit 14 for, among other- values, 
protection of sage grouse and brood rearing habitat 
during critical periods. 

Fishery Resources (Aquatic Habitat). Regarding 
Management Unit 15, please refer to the discussion 
of the addition of an oil and gas stipulation for 122 
acres along Cebolla Creek under Oil, Gas, and 
Geothermal Management above, for a change from 
the Preferred Alternative regarding this component. 

ILivestock Grazing Management. As a result of 
public comments and internal review, this section 
under STANDARD MANAGEMENT in Chapter 
Four of this document has been extensively rewritten. 
The majority of the changes were made to clarify 
recommended actions contained in the Preferred 
Alternative, or were made after considering 
implementation of actions. Changes were made in 
stubble heights and their implementation, 96 of forage 
utilization, and range readiness application. 
Clarification was added to better explain forage 
allocation methods. Several standard operating 
procedures of the livestock management program 
were included as a means to explain how elements, 
such as range improvements, monitoring, and activity 
plans (AMPS or CRMAPs) would be prepared. In 
addition, several related management actions have 
been changed or further clarified in various 
Management Units as a response to public comments. 

Table 2-2 below simplifies the process of comparing 
changes to the STANDARD MANAGEMENT 
sections of this component in the PRMP and the 
Preferred Alternative. Excerpts from Table l-l, 
Chapter Gne, a table that compares actions 
recommended in the PRMP with all alternatives 
addressed in the DRMP, are included in Table 2-2 
below. As a convenience, only those entries that 
were changed or extensively clarified are included. 
Please refer to the Standard Management sections in 
the DRMP and the PRMP for a detailed comparison. 
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Table 2-2 
COMPARISON OF LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT CHANGES IN THE PRMP 

AND THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

ALTERNATIVE E - 
(Preferred Alternative) PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

About 470,828 suitable acres would be avail- 
able for grazing in existing allotments, and 
about 46,526 AUMs would be available for 
allocation. About 6,757 suitable acres would 
not be available for grazing, in addition to 
suitable unavailable acres in Alternative A. 

Existing categorization on all Allotments would 
continue. Livestock management to be 
generally as per 1987 RPS and updates. Some 
Management Unit prescriptions modify existing 
allocations to resolve resource conflicts. 
Livestock allocations could be modified further 
if studies or data indicate changes are 
necessary. Implement a total forage utilization 
level of 40-60% on all uplands; 4” minimum 
stubble heights in riparian zones units E-14 and 
E-15 and about 34 miles of riparian zones in 
units E-2 and E-13; 2-l/2” minimum stubble 
heights in all other riparian zones. 

About 470,460 acres of suitable public lands would be available for 
livestock grazing and about 46,904 AUMs would be available for 
allocation. Public lands unsuitable or unavailable for livestock grazing 
would continue to be excluded from livestock grazing unless 
monitoring or other data indicate that the areas may be grazed. 

Allotment categorization would be re-examined as needed based upon 
a change in categorization factors identified from monitoring data or 
other management and resource information. Categorization and 
management of “M” and “C” allotments in 1987 RPS would continue 
unless monitoring data and/or other resource information indicates 
adjustments are necessary. Some Management Unit prescriptions 
modify existing allocations to resolve resource conflicts. Ch category 
“I” allotments, existing management or forage allocation levels would 
be adjusted to achieve or maintain desired plant communities and to 
help meet the following resource needs: 

1. On udands - utilization of key forage species managed to 
allow for plant health or maintenance, watershed cover, and 
quality forage and wildlife cover. Maximum use on 
allotments without activity plans/agreements designed to 
achieve above goals would be 4060% of current year’s 
production during the period of use. 

2. In rbarian areas exceDt in units 14 or 15 - utilization 
of key forage species limited to 4060% current year’s 
production, with 2-l/2” minimum stubble height during 
period of use. Utilization levels less than 40% may be 
prescribed in severely degraded riparian areas. Flexibility 
permitted for stubble height if management strategies defined 
in activity plans or grazing agreements would achieve riparian 
management objectives. See Livestock Grazing Management 
STANDARD MANAGEMENT in Chapter 4 for more detail. 

3. In rbarian areas in Management Unit 14 - a 4” 
minimum stubble height would be maintained from 6115 
through 7131 for protection of sage grouse during brood 
rearing. A 2-l/2” minimum stubble would be required at all 
other times. 
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Table 2-2 
COMPARISON OF LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT CHANGES IN THE PRMP 

AND THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

ALTERNATIVE E 
(Preferred Alternative) 

New or additional available forage would be 
allocated or used to meet watershed objectives. 

Range readiness would be implemented on all 
allotments. 

AMPS or CRMAPs would be revised or 
developed at the rate of about l-2 plans 
annually. : 

Existing livestock facilities would be main:. 
tained, and new range facilities and treatments 
developed according to AMPS or CRMAPs. 

4. llun k-km-h areas in Manafzement Unit 15 - a 4” 
minimum stubble height would be required. 

Minimum stubble requirement would be flexible in areas covered by 
activity plans or grazing agreements that would achieve unit 14 or 15 
management goals. A 4” minimum stubble height may not be 
achievable in some riparian areas within the first two or three years. 
See Livestock Grazing Management in STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT, Chapter 4 for more detail. Riparian concerns 
would be addressed utilizing above guidance as needed when revising 
or preparing new activity plans. Guidance above would be 
incorporated into all existing activity plans. 

Additional forage available for livestock as a result of range 
improvements or treatments would be allocated according to 43CFR 
4100, with consideration given to meeting the basic soil and watershed 
needs as defined in the Montrose District Soil Erosion Monitoring 
Guidelines. Additional forage would be considered in reactivating 
suspending use or as a means to avoid suspending active use. 

Range ‘readiness criteria would be considered when requests for 
livestock turn-out dates are earlier than dates specified on permits or 
when vegetation growing conditions are affected by drought or other 
natural’ or man-caused influences, such as, fire. Range readiness 
would be incorporated into existing AMPS utilizing criteria in 
Appendix B. Range readiness criteria in Appendix B would be used 
until specific criteria can be written into each AMP or other activity 
plan. 

Existing activity plans (AMPS, CRMAPs, etc.) would, based on 
available staffing, be evaluated and, if necessary, either modified or 
revised using a coordinated interdisciplinary approach. New activity 
plans would also be developed with interdisciplinary input and 
consultation with permittees and other affected interests. 

Range improvements such as fences, water developments, bums, 
spray treatments, and others would continue to be identified and 
prescribed in activity plans or agreements. Any range improvements 
identified in the MFP ROD that were not implemented, and would 
enhance or facilitate resource management objectives would be 
considered for development. Existing range improvements would 
continue to be maintained as assigned in cooperative agreements and 
range improvement permits. 
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Livestock grazing changes in Management Units are 
listed below by the unit numbers. 

1, 5, 7, and .lO - Based on public comments, 
livestock grazing is mentioned as a significant use 
occurring in these units. 

2 - The requirement to maintain a 4” minimum 
stubble height at all times along the entire length of 
four fishery streams in this unit in the DRMP 
Preferred Alternative was changed, based on internal 
review. The 4” is required along only a total of 
approximately 29 miles of these riparian areas, and 
only during the grazing period of use. Refer to 
STANDARD MANAGEMENT for information 
regarding the implementation of stubble heights. 

4 - The elimination of livestock grazing in this unit in 
the DRMP Preferred Alternative was changed, based 
on ‘public comment and internal review, to permit 
grazing in a manner such that conflicts between 
livestock and recreationists are avoided, especially 
during the wildflower display season. 

7 - Based on internal review and public comment, the 
elimination of grazing along North Willow Creek in 
the Preferred Alternative has been changed in the 
PRMP to permit grazing when the riparian area has 
recovered sufficiently, and grazing systems would 
include measures to facilitate the continued 
improvement of the riparian conditions and resources. 
The importance of lands in this unit for spring 
grazing is mentioned in the unit description. 

11 - As a result of public comments, language is 
included in the PRMP clarifying that new available 
forage from range improvements or treatments 
would be allocated for livestock management needs, 
after considering basic watershed needs. 

12 - Based on public comments, language is included 
that clarifies that compatible range improvements or 
treatments are permitted in, the unit. 

13 - Based on internal review, the Pauline Creek 
fishery riparian area that was discussed separately in 
the DRMP Preferred Alternative in this unit (13) was 
moved into unit 15, and is considered in that unit 
discussion. Management of the stubble along that 

CHANGES TO THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

stream is not discussed separately, and is included 
along with the general stubble discussion for unit 15. 
The l/4 mile segment of Los Pinos Creek that was 
discussed separately in unit E-15 in the DRMP 
Preferred Alternative has been moved into this unit 
(13) in the PRMP, and is also discussed separately. 
Based on internal review and public comment, the 
elimination of grazing along this segment in the 
Preferred Alternative has been changed in the PRMP 
to permit grazing when the riparian area has 
recovered sufficiently. 

14 - The minimum 4” stubble height in this unit was 
changed from being required during the grazing 
period of use to being required from June 15 through 
September 15, in order to more closely correspond to 
the most critical period when 4” would be crucial for 
providing cover for young sage grouse. Also, a 
minimum 2 l/2” stubble height would,be required at 
all other times. Refer to STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT for flexibility to minimum stubble 
heights. 

15 - Based on internal review, the PRMP clarifies 
that the requirement to achieve and maintain a 4” 
minimum stubble height in this unit includes the 
grazing period of use. Los Pinos Creek is now 
discussed in unit 13, since that,lM mile segment was 
deleted from unit 15. The l/4 mile segment of the 
Tomichi Creek was deleted from unit 15, and is 
discussed in the prescription,. for unit 11. The 
elimination of livestock grazing along l/4 mile of the 
Tomichi Creek riparian zone in the DRMP Preferred 
Alternative was changed to permit grazing, under 
conditions of an agreement (regarding a grazing 
strategy) that was reached with BLM and the 
permittee ensuring that riparian management 
objectives would be achieved. Grazing along 
Tomichi Creek is thus not specifically mentioned in 
the prescription for unit 11. 

16 - Language has been added to this unit to clarify 
that range improvements or treatments would not be 
permitted within the 320 acre section along Wildcat 
Creek where grazing would continue not to be’ 
authorized, and that otherwise compatible treatments 
would be permitted according to STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

Recreation Maimgement. Based on internal review, 
in the PRMP no CRMAP for the Cochetopa Canyon 
Special Recreation Management Area would be 
prepared, as was called for in Standard Management 
for Alternative E (The Preferred Alternative). The 
recreation resources in the unit would continue to be 
managed according to the existing activity plan. 

No recreation activity plan would be prepared for the 
Gun&on Extensive Recreation Management Area 
@WA), and Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
(ROS) settings would not be determined, as was 
recommended in the DRMP.. Recreation project 
plans would be developed for sites. proposed for 
construction. 

Disposal of Public Lands. Two tracts were added 
to the Cateaorv Z Lands in STANDARD 

MANAGEMENT. The tracts are about 70.97 
and.533 acres in size, and are listed and described in 
Appendix D as Tracts 42 and 43, 
respectively.WithdrawPwals and Classifications. 
Based on internal review, this section in Standard 
Management was extensively rewritten and 
reorganized, and now contains a summary of 
recommendations for all the various categories of 
withdrawals and classifications, including reserves. 

IHazardous Materials Mamagment, EIazarrdls 
Mamagsment. Based on internal review, these 
sections were added to Standard Management in the 
PRMP, in order to respond to the need to consider 
remediation and other actions when confronted with 
hazard sites/areas and hazardous or toxic materials on 
public lands. 
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.’ CHAPTER THREE 

CHANGES TO THE TEXT OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

Changes ,have been made to the text of various 
chapters and sections of the Draft Gunnison Resource 
Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement (DRMP). These changes have been made 
in response to public comments and internal review, 
to incorporate new information, to clarify 
management actions or impacts, or to correct 
information. Table 3-l in this chapter is a list of 
these changes. Map 3-l in this chapter shows 

additional pronghom antelope habitat that was 
erroneously left off Map A-3 in Appendix Ai the 
wildlife management appendix, of the DRMP. 

Changes that affect the Preferred Alternative 
(Alternative E) in the DRMP have been incorporated 
into the text of the Proposed Resource Management 
Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(PRMP), where appropriate. 
Table 3-l 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE 

Page S-2; Table S-l; OIL, GAS, AND 
GEOTHERMAL Rl%OURCES. 

Page S-5 and S-6: Table S-l; RIPARIAN 
ZONES; Alternative E. 

Page S-8; Table S-l; WILDLIFE 
HABlTAT MANAGEMENT. 

**Change the following acre numbers as a result of incorrect 
calculations: under Alternative A change “616,911” to 610,169 and 
“328,271” to 321,529; under Alternative B change “679,381” to 
672,639 and “471,214” to 464,472; under Alternative C change 
“726,918” to 720,176; under Alternative D change “674,164” to 
667,422 and “357,056” to 350,314; under Alternative E change 
“680,911” to 674,169 and “595,344” to 588,602. 

\ 
Page S-5: 
**In the fourth paragraph, delete “about 56 miles of”; 
**Insert “(31 miles)” after E-11; 
**Insert “(25 miles)” after E-14. 
Page S-6: 
**Change “58 miles” to “57 miles”. 

**Alternative B: In the second paragraph in the column, change 
“permanent” to temporary, and “implemented” to recommended. 
Change the sixth paragraph in the column to read “Maintain or 
improve habitat on public land to support 500 pronghom antelope, 500 
bighorn sheep, 9,000 sage grouse, and for various non-game species, 
including raptors. ” 
**Alternative C: In the second paragraph in the column, change the 
second sentence to read “Maintain/improve habitat on public land to 
support 500 pronghom antelope, 50 bighorn sheep, 6,000 sage grouse, 
and various non-game species. ” 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Table 3-1 (Cont’d.) 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE 

Page S-9: Table S-l; WILDLIFE 
HABITAT MANAGblENT; 
.Altemative E. 

Page S-11; Table S-l; IbESTCjCK 
GRAZING MANAGEMENT; 
Alternative E. 

Page S-12; Table S-l; LIVESTOCK 
GRAZING MANAGE~~ENJT; 
Alternative E; 

Page S-13; Table S-l; FOREST 
MANAGEMENT. 

Page S-16; .Table S-l; VISUAL 
RESOURCES; ALTERNATIVE D. 

Page S-19; ACQUISITION OF NON- 
FEDERAL LANDS; Alternative E. 

Page S-22; Table S-l; HAZARDS **These two resources/resource uses have been added to the table in 
MANAGEMENT and HAZARDOUS the PRMP (Table l-l, Page l-32) that is similar to the subject table in 
MATERIALS MANAGEMENT; All the DRMP. Please refer to Table l-l, under the columns for 
Alternatives. Alternatives A-E for the text. 

Page S-8; Table S-l; WILDLJFE 
HABITAT MANAGEMENT. (Cont’d.) 

**Alternative D: Change the fourth paragraph in the column to read 
“Maintain or improve habitat on public land to support self-sustaining 
populations of bighorn sheep and pronghom antelope, 9,000 sage 
grouse, and to support various non-game species.” 
**Alternative E: second paragraph - change “permanent” to 
temporary, and “implemented” to recommended; change the third 
paragraph to read “Designate West Antelope ACEC (unit E-7, 28,215 
acres), and manage to improve capability of habitat to support 
wintering elk, deer, and bighorn sheep. Land uses would be permitted 
that do not degrade elk and deer crucial winter range.“; change the 
filth paragraph to read “Maintain or improve habitat on public land to 
support 500 pronghom, 500 bighorn sheep, and 9,000 sage grouse, 
and to support various non-game species, including raptors. ” 

**Change the fourth paragraph in the column to read “Consider moose 
introduction in Powderhom Primitive Area SRMA, if not designated 
as wilderness. ” 

**In the first paragraph, substitute “46,526 AUMs” for “46,501 
AUMs”. See also changes to pages 4-66 and 4-68. 
**In the fifth paragraph, substitute “34 miles” for “92 miles”, and 
delete “E-l”. 

**Change the second sentence of the first paragraph to read “Existing 
categorization for all allotments to continue. ” 

**Alternative E: Insert “Backlog” at the beginning of the last sentence 
in the first paragraph; change the third paragraph to read “One FMP 
would be prepared for the Planning Area, incorporating existing . 
FMPs”. 
**All Alternatives: the text has been changed in the appropriate 
paragraphs to indicate that, on average, 300 Christmas trees would be 
possibly harvested annually. 

**Following “VRM Class II -“, change “341,598 acres” to 311,598 
acres, as a result of a calculation error. 

**Change the first paragraph to read “Managed as per.. .SRMA (E-2), 
selected private land.. .Pinnacles ACEC (E-9), and 270 acres of private 
lands in Dillon Pinnacles ACEC (E-9).” Delete the last paragraph, as 
it is included in the paragraph above. 
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CHANGES TO THE TEXT 

Table 3-l (Cont’d.) 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE 

Page 2-19; Table 2-12; SPECIAL 
STATUS ANIMALS; AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT. 

Page 2-19; SPECIAL STATUS PLANT 
AND ANIMAL SPECIES AND 
HABITAT; INVERTEBRATES; Right- 
hand column; AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT. 

Page 2-20; Table 2-13; SPECIAL 
STATUS PLANTS; AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT. 

Page 2-2 1; Table 2-14; SPECIAL 
STATUS PLANTS; AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT. 

Page 2-25; WILDLIFE HABITAT 
MANAGEMENT, ELKDEER; first full 
paragraph; AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT. 

Page 2-35; WILDERNESS STUDY 
AREAS; right-hand column; third 
paragraph; AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT. 

Page 2-38; HISTORICAL 
RESOURCES; Table 2-29; Footnote 2 at 
bottom of table; AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT. 

Page 3-9; STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT; Forest Management; 
first paragraph; Alternative A 

**As the last entry, under the four columns in the table, add the 
following information. 
Column 1: boreal western toad; column 2: Bufo boreus boreus; 
column 3: Category ‘2 species; column 4: Historical. 

**Delete the last sentence in the paragraph and insert the following 
sentence: “On June 24, 1991, the species was listed as endangered by 
the U.S.F.&W.S.” 

**Delete the information under the column headed COMMENTS, 
opposite Gtumison milkvetch, and substitute the following: “Most 
information is 20+ years old, indicates species commonly occurs; 
observations in 1989 and 1990 on public land. 

**Change the status of the Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly from “1” 
to “Endangered”. Add an endnote “I” to the column header 
“STATUS”. 

**Change the first sentence in the paragraph to read: “Concerns in the 
Planning Area regarding elk and deer and their habitat are private land 
development within crucial winter ranges, the extent and distribution 
of palatable shrub browse species, vegetative/land treatments that 
remove winter browse, animal numbers versus habitat conditions in. 
uplands and riparian areas, and disturbances and human activity during 
critical periods within crucial winter ranges. 

**Insert the following sentence immediately before the last sentence in 
the paragraph: 
In October, 1991, the Secretary of Interior submitted final 
recommendations for wilderness designation to the President. Because 
of mineral values and conflicts, no acres within the Redcloud, and 
Handies Peak WSAs were recommended to the President. These 
WSAs will remain as WSAs until acted upon or released by Congress. 

**Change this footnote to read: 
“2. Interpretation by Curecanti National Recreation Area (NPS) under 
Cooperative Agreement”. 

**Change the second sentence in the paragraph to read 
“Approximately 44,062 acres of suitable commercial forest lands and 
19,262 acres of suitable woodlands would be available for harvest, 
resulting in a possible annual harvest of 1,200 MBF of commercial 
timber, 400 cords of fuelwood, 400 wildings, and, on average, 300 
Christmas trees. ” 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Table 3-l (Cont’d.) 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE 

Page 3-12; STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT; Transportation and 
Access; Table 3-2; EASEMENT 
PRIORITIES; Entry no. 4, Alpine Gulch; 
Alternative A. 

Page 3-14; STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT; Add Hazardous 
Materials Management; Alternative A. 

Page 3-18; STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT; Wildlife Habitat 
Management; Terrestrial Wildlife and 
Habitat: Sage Grouse Habitat; 
Alternative B. 

Page 3-19; STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT; Forest Management; 
first paragraph, right-hand column; 
Alternative B. 

Page 3-22; STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT; Add Hazardous 
Material Management; Alternative B. 

Page 3-27;~MANAGEMENT U&T B-2; 
Transportation and Access; 
Alternative B. 

**Within the parens following “Alpine Gulch”, under the column 
GENERA& LOCATION, insert “and horse” between the words 
“foot” and “access”. 
**Under the column BENEFITTING . . . 
USES, insert “,grazing management” after the “Recreation 
management” entry pertaining to Alpine Gulch. 

**Add the following paragraph immediately before the paragraph 
headed “Law Enforcement”: 
Hazardous M&riJs Management. Locations on public lands 
showing evidence of hazardous materials would be inventoried and 
examined on a case-by-case basis, and remedied to the degree 
necessary to protect public health, safety, and public or private 
property. Coordination and cooperation with appropriate state or other 
agencies to properly manage hazardous materials would continue. 
Trespass dumping and littering on public lands would be controlled 
through public awareness, signing, and monitoring. 

**Change the second sentence in the paragraph to read “Sagebrush 
and riparian vegetation on public land would be managed to support 
approximately 9,000 sage grouse. ” 

**Insert the following paragraph between the first and second 
paragraphs: “Approximately 39,442 acres of suitable commercial 
forest lands and 24,405 acres of suitable woodlands would be available 
for harvest, resulting in a possible annual harvest of 1,180 MBF of 
commercial timber, 505 cords of fuelwood; 250 acres of reforestation 
completed annually. Other forest products (400 wildings, and, on 
average, 300 Christmas trees) would be harvested or would possibly 
be available. 

**Add the following paragraph immediately before the paragraph 
headed “Law Enforcement”: 
Hazardous Materials Management. Locations on public lands 
showing evidence of hazardous materials would be inventoried and 
examined on a case-byutse basis, and remedied to the degree 
necessary to protect public health, safety, and public or private 
property. Coordination and cooperation with appropriate state or other 
agencies to properly manage hazardous materials would continue. 
Trespass dumping and littering on public lands would be controlled 
through public awareness, signing, and monitoring. 

**Change the text to read: “Public hiking and horse access would be 
acquired into the Alpine Gulch drainage for recreation and livestock 
grazing management.” 
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CHANGES TO.THE TEXT 

Table 3-1 (Co&d.) 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT BMP/EIS 

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE 

Page 3-51; STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT; Wildlife Habitat 
Management; Terrestrial Wildlife and 
Habitat; Sage Grouse Habitat; 
Alternative C.. 

Page 3-52; STANDA$D 
MANAGEMENT; Forest Management; 
Alternative C. 

Page 3-54; STANDARD 
IK+NAGEMEm; Add Hazardous 
Materials Management; Alternative C. 

Page 3-71; STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT; Wildlife Habitat 
Management; Terrestrial Wikilij2 and 
Habitat; Sage Grouse Habitat; 
Alternative D.. 

Page 3-72; STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT; Forest Management; 
Alternative D. 

**Change the second sentence in the paragraph to read “Sagebrush 
and riparian vegetation on public land would be managed to. support 
approximately 6,000 sage grouse. * 

**Insert the following sentence between the first and second sentences: 
“Approximately 58,959 acres of suitable commercial forest lands and 
19,262 acres of suitable woodlands would be available for harvest, 
resulting in a possible annual harvest of 1,770 MBF of commercial 
timber, approximately 400 cords of fuelwood, 400 wildings and, on 
average, 300 Christmas trees. 

**Add the following paragraph immediately before the paragraph 
headed “Law hforcement”: 
Hazardous Materials Management. Locations on public lands 
showing evidence of hazardous materials would be inventoried and 
examined on a case-by-case basis, and remedied to the degree 
necessary to protect public health, safety, and public or private 
property. Coordination and cooperation with appropriate state or other 
agencies to properly manage hazardous. materials would continue. 
Trespass dumping and littering on public ‘lands would be controlled 
through public awareness, signing, and monitoring. 

**Change the second sentence in the paragraph to read “Sagebrush 
and riparian vegetation on public land would be managed to support 
approximately 6,000 sage grouse. ” 

**Insert the following sentence between the first and second sentences 
in the paragraph: “Approximately 34,679 acres of suitable commercial 
forest lands and 27,352 acres of suitable woodlands would be available 
for harvest resulting in a possible annual harvest of 1,040 MBF of 
commercial timber, 565 cords of fuelwood, 400 wildings, and, on 
average, 300 Christmas trees. 500 acres of reforestation would be 
accomplished in unit D-21. 
**Add the following two sentences to the end of the paragraph: “No 
commercial timber harvesting, other than that necessary in 
implementing other actions, would occur in riparian areas. Trees,.cut 
adjacent to riparian areas would be felled in a direction away from the 
riparian area, or in such a manner as to minimize riparian area 
disturbance”. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Table 3-1 (Cont’d.) 

CHANGES TO THE DRAPT RMP/EIS 

LOCATION 0~ CHANGE CHANGE 

Page 3-75; STANDARD 
WAGEMENT; Add Jhzardous 
Materials Meement; Alternative D. 

Page 3-95; MANAGEMENT UNIT 
D-20; Transportation and Access; 
Alternative D. 

Page 3-103; STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT; Vegetation;.’ 
Alternative E. 

**Add the following paragraph immediately before the paragraph 
heided “Law Enforcement”: 
Hazardous M&rials Management. Locations on public lands 
showing evidence of hazardous materials would be inventoried and 
examined on a case-by- basis, and remedied to the degree 
necessary to protect public health, safety, and public or private 
‘property. Coordination and cooperation with appropriate state or other 
agencies to properly manage hazardous materials would continue. 
Trespass dumping and littering on public lands would be controlled 
through public awareness, signing, and monitoring. 

**Change the text to read: “Public hiking and horse access would be 
acquired into the Alpine Gulch drainage for recreation management. 

**In the third paragraph, substitute “2)” in place of the second 
number “1)“. 

Page 3-104; STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT; Wildlife Habitat 

**Change the second sentence in the paragraph to read “Sagebrush 
and riparian vegetation on public land would be managed to support 

Management; Terrestrial b?fildlij2 and approximately 6,000 sage grouse.” 
Habitat; Sage Grouse Habitat; 
Alternative E. 

Page 3-105; STANDARD .’ **Numbered paragraph 2: Change the first sentence to read: “With the 
MANAGEMENT; Livestock Grazing exception of riparian zones along four streams in unit E-2, Pauline 
Management; Alternative E. Creek in unit E-13, and all those in units E-14 and E-15, total forage 

utilization of key herbaceous forage species in the Planning Area 
would be limited to 4060% of the current years’ growth, with a 2-l/2 
inch minimum stubble height maintained throughout the grazing 
season”; Add the following sentence at the. end of the paragraph: 
“Refer to the prescriptions for Management Units E-2, E-13, E-14, 
and E-15 for recommended livestock grazing actions in those riparian 
areas”. 
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CHANGES TO THE TEXl 

Table 3-l (Cont’d.) 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT BMP/EIS 

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE 

Page 3-106; STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT; Forest Management. 

Page 3-109; STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT; Add Hazardous 
Materials Management; Alternative E. 

Page 3-112; MANAGEMENT UNIT E-l; 
Transportation and Access; second 
sentence; Alternative E. 

Page 3-112; MANAGEMENT m E-l; 
Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands; First 
and second sentences; Alternative E. 

Page 3-l 13;MANAGEMENT UNlT E-2; 
Wildlife Habitat Management; First 
paragraph, second sentence; 
Alternative E. 

**Second paragraph: 
Add the word “Backlog” at the beginning of the fourth sentence. 
Change the second sentence to read “Approximately 41,347 acres of 
suitable commercial forest lands and 23,615 acres of suitable wood- 
lands would be available for harvest, resulting in a possible annual 
harvest of 1,200 MBF of commercial timber, 490 cords of fuelwood, 
400 wildings, and, on average, 300 Christmas trees”. 
Change the last sentence to read: “A Planning Area-wide FMP would 
be completed that would incorporate and update the two existing 
FMPs”. 
**Third paragraph: Delete the fourth sentence and substitute the 
following three sentences in the same place: “No commercial timber 
harvesting would occur in riparian areas, or in a 30-foot area either 
side of riparian areas, unless riparian or wildlife values would be 
improved. Logging decks or staging areas would not be permitted 
within riparian areas or in a 30-foot area either side of riparian areas. 
Trees cut adjacent to riparian areas would be felled in a direction 
away from the riparian area, or in such a manner as to minimize 
riparian area disturbance. ” 

**Add the following paragraph immediately before the paragraph 
headed “Law Enforcement”: 
Hazardous Materials Management. Locations on public lands 
showing evidence of hazardous materials would be inventoried and 
examined on a case-by-case basis, and remedied to the degree 
necessary to protect public health, safety, and public or private 
property. Coordination and cooperation with appropriate state or other 
agencies to properly manage hazardous materials would continue. 
Trespass dumping and littering on public lands would be controlled 
through public awareness, signing, and monitoring. 

**Change the text to read: “Public hiking and horse access would be 
acquired into the Alpine Gulch drainage for recreation and livestock 
grazing management. ” . ‘- 

**After the word “available” in both sentences, insert the word 
. . . We&d”.... 

**Change the sentence to read: “If the lands in the unit are 
considered or acted upon by Congress for wilderness designation, and 
are not designated, the unit would be evaluated and considered for 
moose introductions, which could be authorized by the District 
Manager following environmental analysis. ” 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Table 3-l (Cont’d.) 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT BMPIEIS 

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE 

.Page 3-114; MANAGEMENT UNIT E-2; 
Livestock Grazing Management; 
Alternative E. 

Page 3-118; MANAGEMENT UNIT E-3; 
right-hand column; first paragraph; . 
‘Alternative E. :. 

Page 3-121; MANAGEMENT UNIT 
E-10; Bight-hand column; Alternative E. 

Page 32123; MANAGEMENT UNET 
E-12; Bight-hand column, first paragraph; 
Alternative E. 

Page 3-124; MANAGEMENT UNIi’I. 
E-12; Left-hand column, third paragraph, 
first sentence; Alternative E. 

Page.3-125; MANAGEMENT UNIT 
E-13; left-hand column, second full 
paragraph; Alternative E. 

**Delete the last sentence in the paragraph and substitute the following 
two sentences: “Livestock grazing along 2.2 miles of Fourth of July 
Creek, 10.2 miles of the East Fork of Powderhorn Creek, 8.3 miles of 
the Middle Fork of Powderhorn Creek, and 8.7 miles of the West 
Fork of Powderhorn Creek would be managed to maintain a 4” 
minimum stubble height for key forage species in these riparian zones 
containing important fisheries. This action is recommended in order to 
improve and maintain streams and streamside conditions, including 
soils and vegetation”. 

**Change the third sentence to read: 
“The area would be managed to improve the capabilities of the 
resources in the unit to support wintering elk, deer, and bighorn 
sheep.” 

**Between the first and second full paragraphs insert the following 
new paragraph: “Federal mineral estate totalling 225 acres within 
BLM protective withdrawal C-014711 along parts of Cebolla Creek 
would continue to be withdrawn from mineral entry and location in 
order to protect riparian and recreation values from potential mining 
related d&urbances” . 
**Change the last sentence in the second full paragraph to read: 
“Disposal of mineral materials would not be permitted on 1,245 acres 
of federal mineral estate from April 15 through June 30 within elk- 
calving areas to prevent disturbance to calving elk, and on 225 acres 
yearlong within withdrawal C-01471 1 to protect recreation and 
riparian values along parts of Cebolla Creek from potential 
disturbances associated with mineral material disposal. ” 

**Delete the following sentence between semi-colons: “existing elk 
numbers being above CDOW long-range herd objectives in GMU 55”. 
The CDOW has supplied data that indicates this is not a current 
concern in this area. . 

**Change the sentence to read: 
“To prevent disturbance to calving elk, seasonal stipulations on 
seismic and drilling activities would be in effect on approximately 235 
acres of federal oil, gas, and geothermal estate under federal surface, 
from April 16 through June 30, within elk-calving areas in the unit.” 

**Change the eighth sentence to read: 
“Livestock grazing in the riparian area along approximately 1.7 miles 
of public land bordering Pauline Creek would be managed to maintain 
a 4 inch minimum stubble height for key forage species in order to 
improve and maintain stream and streamside conditions, including 
soils and vegetation. ” 
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CHANGES TO THE TE%T 

Table 3-1 (Cont’d.) 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT BMP/EIS 

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE . 

.Page 3-125; MANAGEMENT .UNlT 
E-13; right-hand column,first full 
paragraph; Alternative -E. 

Page 3-126; MANAGEMENT UNIT 
E-14; Left-hand column; first one- 
sentence, complete paragraph; 
Alternative E. 

Page 3-127; MANAGE@ZNT w  
E-15; first one-sentence complete 
paragraph; Alternative E. 

Page 3-127; MANAGEMENT UNIT 
E-14; Livestock Grazing Management; 
Alternative E. 

Page 3-127; MANAGEMENT UNIT 
E-15; right-hand column; Alternative E. 

Page 3-128; MANAGEMENT UNIT 
E-15; Left-hand column, first and second 
paragraphs; Alternative E. 

Page 3-128; MANAGEMENT UNIT 
E-15; Left-hand column, first and second 
paragraphs; Alternative E. (Cont’d.) 

**At the end of the paragmph add the follotiing sentence: “Mineral 
material disposal would not be authorized on these lands”. 

**Change the one-sentence paragraph to read: 
“This unit consists of riparian areas containing important sage grouse 
brood rearing habitat along about 25 miles of public land.” 

** Change the paragraph to read: 
“This unit consists of riparian areas containing important fishery 
streams along about 57 miles of public land. * 

**In the first sentence, insert “throughout” for the word “during”. 

**At the bottom of the column, insert the following new paragraph: 
“Federal mineral estate totalling 122 acres in BLM protective 
withdrawal C-014711 along parts of Cebolla Creek would continue to 
be withdrawn from mineral entry and location in order to protect 
riparian values from potential mining disturbances. Federal mineral 
estate totalling 445 acres in BLM protective withdrawal C-0125423 
along the backcountry byway would also continue to be withdrawn 
from mineral entry and location in order to protect scenery along the 
byway from potential mining disturbrI,pces”. 

‘**Change the first and second paragraphs to read: “Federal oil, gas, 
,and geothermal estate, totalling 567 acres under federal surface, would 
be open to leasing witha no surface occupancy stipulation within BLM 
protective withdrawals C-0125423 and C-914711 to protect scenery 
and riparian areas. ” 

**“Federal oil, gas, and geothermal estate within elk calving areas, 
247 acres under federal surface, would be open to leasing with a 
seasonal stipulation being in effect from A&i1 16. through June 30 to 
prevent disturbance to calving elk. Seismic activities would be 
restricted during that same period. Variances to these stipulations may 
be granted (See Appendix K). Disposal of mineral materials on the 
federal mineral estate in these areas would not be permitted during 
those same times for the same reasons.” 

‘. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Table 3-l (Cont’d.) 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT BhIP/EIS 

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE 

Page 3-128; MANAGEMENT UNIT. 
E-15; Alternative E. 

Livestock Grazing Management: 
**In the second sentence, insert the phrase . ..throughout the grazing 
season,.. between the words “inches” and “would”. 
**Add the following sentence at the end of the paragraph: Livestock 
grazing would continue to not be authorized along Henson Creek in 
order to maintain riparian, fishery, and scenic values. ’ 

Withdrawals ad Classitkdions: 
**Change the paragraph to read:The BLM protective withdrawals C- 
0125423 along the backcountry byway in the unit, about 445 acres, 
and C-014711 (122 acres) along parts of Cebolla Creek, would be 
continued, in order to protect riparian, fishery, and scenic values. 

Page 3-129; MANAGEMENT UNIT 
E-16; Left-hand column; Alternative E. 

. 

**Add the following paragraph between the second and third 
paragraphs: “The federal mineral estate at the 60-acre Soap Creek and 
the 40-acre Old Agency F. S. administrative sites would continue to 
be withdrawn from mineral entry and location in order to prevent 
potential mining disturbances on these lands”. 
**Third paragraph: change the third paragraph to read: “Federal oil 
and gas estate totalling 252 acres under federal surface within l/4 mile 
radius of sage grouse lek sites would be open to leasing with a no 
surface occupancy stipulation to prevent disturbance to strutting sage 
grouse. The federal oil and gas estate at the 40-acre Old Agency and 

the 60-acre Soap Creek FS administrative sites would be open to 
leasing with no surface occupancy in order to protect these uses and 
facilities from disturbance. Federal oil and gas estate, 4,580 acres 
under federal surface and 4,885 acres of split estate within elk calving 
areas would be open to leasing with a seasonal stipulation on seismic 

.%d drilling activities being in effect from April 16 through June 30 to 
prevent disturbance to calving elk. Variances to these stipulations may 
be granted (see Appendix K). For these same reasons, disposal of 
mineral materials would not be permitted on 4,580 acres of federal 
mineral estate from April 16 through June 30 within elk-calving areas, 

_- and on the two FS administrative sites yearlong.” 
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CHANGES TO THE TEXT 

Table 3-l (Cont’d.) 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE’ 

Page 4-29; IMPACTS ON SOIL AND 
WATER RESOURCES; Impacts From 
Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Management; 
Alternative C. 

Page 4-30; CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
ON SOILS AND WATER 
RESOURCES; Alternative C. 

Page 4-31; IMPACTS ON SPECIAL 
PLANT...AND HABITAT; Impacts 
From Oil, Gas, andGeothermal 
Management; Alternative C. 

Page 4-32; CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
ON SPECIAL STATUS PLANT...AND 
HABITAT; Alternative C. 

**Substitute the following language for the indicated paragraph: 
Impacts from Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Management. All the 
federal oil and gas estate in the Planning Area, 720,176 acres, is open 
to leasing in this alternative under standard terms and conditions. Oil 
and gas activities, such as road, drill pad, or utility construction, 
related to one or two wells could result in localized, site specific 
increased sediment yields from approximately 25 acres of surface 
disturbance, The potential for increased yields would be greatest from 
surface disturbances occurring on the projected 25 acres within the 
487,388 acres of public lands containing soils with an erosion potential 
class of moderate or greater. Accidental fluid discharges, such as 
drilling fluids escaping during drilling operations, could contaminate 
surface waters and soils. 

**Change the last sentence in the paragraph to read: 
“Sediment and erosion rates would be expected to increase as a result 
of all public lands being open to OHV use, and also as a result of no 
lands being closed to oil and gas leasing or being subject to oil and 
gas stipulations that would prevent related surface disturbances. On a 
Planning Area- wide basis the cumulative impacts from developing one 
or two wells would not be significant. ” 

**Substitute the following language for that in the indicated paragraph: 
Imp&sfrom Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Management. Oil and gas 
drill pad, road, and utility construction within 720,176 acres that 
would be open to leasing, under standard terms and conditions, could 
potentially result in the accidental destruction of special status species 
or habitat, including known and potential habitat and populations of 
skiff milkvetch (a BLM sensitive species) and Uncompahgre fritillary 
butterfly populations and potential habitat (a USF&WS endangered 
species) in the South Beaver Creek and Redcloud Peak areas. The 
accidental destruction would potentially result from approximately 25 
acres of surface disturbance related to developing one or two oil and 
gas wells. 

**Insert the following sentence at the end of the paragraph: “Because 
of fewer restrictions on surface disturbing activities, such as those 
from potential oil and gas activities, the potential risk of accidental 
destruction of known or potential populations or habitat of the 
Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly, skiff milkvetch, or other special 
status species or habitat, would be increased in this alternative.” 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Table 3-l (Cont’d.) 

CHANGES TO THE DBAPT BMP/EIS 

LOCATION OF CkANGE CMGIE 

Page 4-32; IMPACTS ON 
TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE AND 
HABITAT; Alternative C. 

**Add the following paragraph after the paragraph headed “Eq~rusts 
From llAuuaanitDne ~lln~ ridmagamt “: 
Impacts Fmm 03, Gas, ad Gmtknnd Managt~~W No areas 
would be closed to leasing and no oil and gas stipulations would be in 
effect in this alternative. Localized or site specific impacts from 
surface or other disturbance related to developing one or two wells 
could be significant if activity occurred during critical periods 
necessary for reproduction or winter survival of big game species on 
elk calving areas (11,823 acres) or on crucial winter ranges (208,629 
acres) overlying federal oil and gas estate. These impacts could be 
significant. because elk calving areas are generally small in size and 
are selected by elk for particular characteristics. Also, much of the elk 
and deer crucial winter range in the Planning Area, including on 
important areas west of Gun&on and north of Blue Mesa Beservoir, 
occurs on fairly gentle terrain (sparsely vegetated, and dissected by 
narrow, shallow drainages) that results in long site distances and few 
sound barriers that could serve as buffers. Oil and gas activities could 
result in habitat removal, increased stress and excessive energy 
expenditure, increased mortality and birth losses, decreases in the 
survival of elk calves and other young, and a decrease in the 
improvement of the overall condition and health of these animals on 
these lands. Without stipulations, the stress from these activities 
could, where they occur, result in potentially reduced weights of big 
game species and their increased susceptibility to disease. Construction 
of roads, drill pads, and utilities, and increased road use and human 
activity would tend to repel or disturb big game species, and could 
potentially result in animals migrating onto poor habitat. Possible 
over-utilization of forage on other lands could also result. 

Similar, localized or site-specific impacts from surface or other oil and 
gas related disturbances from one or two wells could also be 
significant to bighorn sheep yearlong at specific locations within and 
along the narrow habitat areas in the Cebolla and Cochetopa Creek 
areas (15,407 acres). Disturbances from one or two wells in these 
areas could cause the animals to abandon the habitat for poorer habitat 
.in other locations. 

If oil and gas related activity occurred at any of 27 lek sites or within 
2,417 acres of riparian brood rearing habitat, sage grouse and grouse 
habitat would be potentially destroyed or displaced, or would be 
disturbed by surface or other disturbances at critical periods or 
locations in these finite habitat types. 
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CHANGES TO THE TEXT 

Table 3-l (Cont’d.) 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

.LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE 

Page 4-33; CUMULATIVE IMPACTS **Add the following sentence, after the first sentence in the 
ON TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE AND paragraph: 
HABITAT; Alternative C. “In the event that oil and gas related activities occur within the 

Planning Area, elk, deer, bighorn sheep and sage grouse would 
potentially be subject to habitat removal and stresses from related 
human and surface disturbances if the activities occur at important 
critical periods or locations. The cumulative impacts to elk and deer, 
on a Planning Area-wide basis, from one or two oil and gas wells 
would not be significant unless these activities occurred within elk- 
calving areas or in the important crucial winter ranges west of 
Gumrison and north of Blue Mesa Reservoir. These impacts could be 
significant in these areas because much of the elk and deer crucial 
winter range west of Gum&on and north of Blue Mesa Reservoir 
occurs on fairly gentle terrain (sparsely vegetated, and dissected by 
narrow, shallow drainages) that results in long site distances and few 
sound barriers that could serve as buffers. Oil and gas activities could 
result in habitat removal, increased stress and excessive energy 
expenditure, increased mortality, decreases in the survival of elk 
calves and other young, and a decrease in the improvement of the 
overall condition and health of these animals on these lands. Without 
stipulations, the stress from these activities could, where they occur, 
result in potentially reduced weights .of big game species and their 
increased susceptibility to disease. Construction of roads, drill pads, 
and utilities, and increased road use and human activity would tend to 
repel or disturb big game species, and could potentially result in 
animals migrating onto poor habitat. Possible over-utilization of forage 
on other lands could also result. ” 

Page 4-35; IMPACTS ON ’ 
RECREATION MANAGEMENT; 
Alternative C. 

**Insert the following paragraph after the paragraph headed “Impacts 
From Locatable Minerals Management”: 
Impacts From Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Management. Oil and gas 
activities, as a result of developing one or two wells, could have a 
negative impact on recreation resources where road, drill pad, and 
utility construction occurs in three Special Recreation Management 
Areas SRMAs), or on certain lands in the Gunnison Extensive. 
Recreation Management Area (ERMA), including undeveloped 
recreation’ areas at the Hartman’s Rock, Slate River, and High Mesa 
areas. The quality of the recreation experience would be lessened. 
These activities and facilities in semi-primitive non-motorized and 
primitive ROS settings could result in these lands being managed for 
less restrictive ROS settings. Visitation in these areas by those seeking 
solitude would decrease. Increased access to remote areas could 
increase OHV activity and cause additional surface disturbance. The 
quality of scenic viewing and hunting activities could be lessened as a 
result of these activities, in some locations. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Table 3-l (Cot&d.) 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE 

Page 4-36; CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
ON RECREATION; Alternative C. 

Page 4-37; IMPACTS ON VISUAL 
RESOURCES; Alternative C. 

Page 4-38; CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
ON VISUAL RESOURCES; 
Alternative C. 

Page 4-45; IMPACTS ON 
TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE AND 
HABITAT; Impacts From Wildlife 
Habitat Management; Alternative D. 

Page 4-56; &PACTS ON SOILS AND 
WATER RESOURCES; Right-hand 
column; Alternative E. 

**Change the last sentence in the paragraph to read: “The decrease in 
use would occur because of lowered scenic quality, altered ROS 
settings, displacement of wildlife, and losses of wildlife habitat and 
fisheries from a variety of land uses, including potential mining and 
oil and gas activity. The cumulative impact, on a Planning Area-wide 
basis, from developing one or two wells would not be significant 
unless activity occurred in close proximity to facilities used by 
recreationists. ” 

**Insert the’ following paragraph after the paragraph headed “Impacts 
From Locatable Minerals Management”: 
Impacts From Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Management. Drill pad, 
road, or utility construction; where they would potentially occur, 
would alter landscape characteristics, reduce scenic quality, and could 
potentially result in long-term, site-specific, significant visual impacts 
that exceed allowable visual contrast, on a variety of landscape types 
in the Planning Area, especially in areas south and,west of Lake City, 
that receive heavy motked and non-motorized recreation use. These 
impacts would be more difficult to mitigate and would potentially be 
greatest if development occurred within lands with VRM Class I or II 
management objectives. 

**Add the following sentence to the end of the paragraph: 
Cumulative impacts to visual resources from one or two oil and gas 
wells would not be significant on a Planning Area-wide basis, unless 
the development were to occur in foreground or middleground 
landscapes with high quality scenery, usually defined as VRM class I 
or II lands. 

**Change the fourth .paragraph in the left-hand column to read “By 
improving riparian and sagebrush vegetation on public land, habitat 
would be available to support approximately 9,OtM sage grouse. ” 

**In the paragraph headed “Impacts from Soil and Water Resources 
Management”, change the second sentence in the second paragraph to 
read: ” Securing instream flows, where appropriate, would protect 
existing fisheries”. 
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CHANGES TO THE TEXT 

Table 3-l (Cont’d.) 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT BMP/EIS 

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE 

Page 4-56; IMPACTS ON SOILS AND 
WATER RESOURCES; Bight-hand 
column; Alternative E. (Cont’d.) 

Page 4-57; IMPACTS ON SOILS AND 
WATER RESOURCES; Bight-hand 
column; Alternative E. 

Page 4-58; CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
ON SOILS AND WATER 
RESOURCES; Alternative E. 

Page 4-58; IMPACTS ON RIPARIAN 
ZONES; Bight-hand column; 
Alternative E. 

Page 4-59; IMPACTS ON SPECIAL 
PLANTAND ANIMALS SPECIES 
AND HABITAT; Impacts From Oil, 
Gas, and Geothermal Management; 
Alternative E. 

**Substitute the following language for the sentences in the indicated 
paragraph. Impacts from Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Management. 
In the event that surface-disturbing oil and gas activities, related to 
developing one or two wells, such as road, drill pad, or utility 
‘construction, occur on 636,147 acres open to leasing with standard or 
seasonal stipulations, localized, site specific, increased sediment yields 
could result on these lands where these activities take place, as a result 
of approximately 25 acres of related soil disturbance. The Potential for 
increased yields would be greatest on 487,388 acres of public lands 
containing soils with an erosion potential class greater than moderate. 
Accidental fluid discharges, such as produced water, during drilling 
operations, could contaminate surface waters and soils. 

Lease closures on 46,007 acres, no surface occupancy stipulations on 
35,605 acres, and controlled surface use stipulations on 2,417 acres 
that would prohibit any oil and gas related surface disturbance would 
prevent these potential impacts from occurring on those lands. 

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management: 
**In the first paragraph, right-hand column, change the sentence to 
read: “Managing 320 acres of public land in the Wildcat Creek 
drainage as unavailable for livestock grazing would help maintain and 
protect the quality of Crested Butte’s municipal water supply. ” 
Impacts from Transportation and Access: 
**In the last sentence, delete the word “extraordinary”. 

**Add the following sentence to the end of the paragraph. “Oil and 
gas no surface occupancy and controlled surface use stipulations, and 
closing areas to leasing could prevent soil erosion and sedimentation. 
Cumulative impacts from one or two wells, on a Planning Area-wide 
basis, would not be significant. ” 

**Change the first sentence in the paragraph headed “Impacts from 
Soil and Water Resources Management” to read: “Vegetation 
treatments designed to increase plant basal cover and reduce 
accelerated soil erosion would enhance riparian areas by reducing the 
magnitude of flood waters and sediment delivery.” 

**Change the indicated paragraph to read as follows: Impacts From 
Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Management. Oil and gas drill pad, 
road, and utility construction within 588,602 acres that would be open 
to leasing under standard terms and conditions, could potentially result 
in the accidental destruction of special status species or habitat. These 
species would be protected from accidental destruction from potential 
oil and gas related activities on 46,007 acres that would be closed to 
leasing, on 35,605 acres that would be subject to no surface occupancy 
stipulations (including known populations and potential habitat of skiff 
milkvetch and the Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly in two 
recommended ACECs), and on 2,417 acres subject to controlled 
surface use stipulations. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Table 3-l (Co&d.) 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMPlEIS 

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE 

Page 4-60; CUMULATIVE l&lPACkS 
ON SPECIAL STATUS PLANT AND 
ANIMAL SPECIES AND HABITAT; 
Alternative E. 

Page 4-61; IMPACTS ON 
TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE AND 
HABITAT; Impacts From Wildlife 
Habitat Management; Left-hand column; 
Alternative E. 

TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE AND 
HABITAT; Impacts From Oil, Gas, and 
Geothermal Management; Alternative E. 12 

**Delete the single paragraph and add these paragraphs: Restrictions 
on surface disturbance, including closing areas to oil and gas leasing, 
controlled surface use stipulations, and no surface occupancy oil and 
gas stipulations, special designations, limiting OHV traffic and 
implementing restrictions on livestock graxing and rights-of-way 
location would protect and enhance habitat for special status species 
and habitat and would help prevent accidental destruction or loss of 
these species and their habitat where they might occur in these areas. 

Oil and gas drill pad, road, and utility construction on lands that 
would be open to leasing under standard terms and conditions, could 
potentially result in the accidental destruction of special status species 
or habitat areas. The accidental destruction would potentially result 
from approximately 25 acres of surface disturbance related to 
developing one or two oil and gas wells. * 

.**Change the second paragraph to read: “Land or vegetative 
treatments or projects that occur on 28,147 acres of pronghom 
antelope habitat in unit E-11 would be designed to improve forb 
composition of sagebrush communities for sage grouse and pronghom 
antelope. ” 
**Third paragraph: Change the second sentence to read: “By 
improving riparian and sagebrush vegetation on public land, habitat 
would be available to support approximately 9,000 sage grouse. ” 

**Substitute the following paragraphs for the indicated paragraphs in 
the DRMP: Imp6nsts from Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Management. 
In the event -oil and gas activities occur, timing limitations on 13,068 
acres of elk calving areas, and on 34,477 acres of big game crucial 
winter range in the proposed West Antelope Creek ACEC, would, 
during critical periods necessary for winter survival or successful 
reproduction of these species, prevent potentially significant, site- 
-specific or localized impacts from surface or other disturbances related 
to developing one or two wells. Elk calving areas are generally small 
in size and are selected by elk for particular characteristics. The 
stipulations would also prevent stress and excessive energy 
expenditure, mortality and birth losses, ensure the survival of calves, 
and help maintain the overall condition and health of these animals on 
these lands. 
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CHANGES TO THE TEXT 

Table 3-1 (Co&d.) 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT BMP/EIS 

LOCATION OF CHANGE 

TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE AND 
HABITAT; Impacts From Oil, Gas, and 
Geothermal Management; Alternative E. 12 
(Cont’d.) 

Page 4-61; IMPACTS ON 
TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE AND 
HABITAT; Impacts From Oil, G&, and 
Geothermal Management; Alternative E. 
(Cont’d) 

Page 4-64; CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
ON TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE AND 
HABITAT; Second paragraph; 
Alternative E. 

CHANGE 

No surface occupancy StipulZltions would similarly protect bighorn 
sheep and their habitat on 15,407 acres along narrow, year-round 
habitat areas in the Cebolla and Cochetopa Creek areas (unit E-10) 
from potentially significant surface or other disturbances related to one 
or two wells. 

Sage grouse on 3,402 acres at lek sites would also be protected from 
similar disturbances by no surface occupancy stipulations. 
Approximately 2,417 acres of sage grouse brood rearing habitat in 
riparian areas in unit E-14 would be protected from potential surface 
and other oil and gas related disturbances by a controlled surface use 
stipulation. 

These controlled surface use, no surface occupancy stipulations, and. 
one area being closed to leasing, would coincidentally, prevent similar 
oil and gas related disturbances from occurring on an additional 6,889 
acres of crucial big game winter range. 

Big game and habitat on approximately 77 percent of the crucial big 
game winter range in the Planning Area on public lands containing 
federal oil and gas estate (136,034 acres) would be subject to potential 
surface and other related disturbances from one or two wells during 
critical periods. Much of the elk and deer crucial winter range in the 
Planning Area occurs on fairly gentle terrain (sparsely vegetated, and 
dissected by narrow, shallow drainages) that results in long site 
distances and few sound barriers that could serve as buffers. The 
stress from these surface and other disturbances could, where they 
occur on these lands, result in potentially reduced weights of big game 
species and their increased susceptibility to disease. Construction of 
roads, drill pads, and utilities, and increased road use and human 
activity would tend to repel big game species, creating disturbance, 
and potentially resulting in forage over-utilization on other lands. 

**Substitute the following sentences for the indicated paragraph: 
Sage grouse and their habitat, and big game, including elk, deer, and 
bighorn sheep would be protected seasonally and yearlong at critical 
locations and periods in some areas from oil and gas related 
disturbances. In the event that oil and gas related activities occur 
within the Planning Area, wildlife species on 77 percent of the crucial 
big game winter range would potentially be subject to stresses from 
related human and surface disturbances, if the activities occur at 
important critical periods or locations. Cumulative impacts on elk and 
deer within crucial winter ranges from one or two oil and gas wells 
would not be significant on a Planning Area-wide basis. Disturbances 
to species and habitat from discretionary human related disturbances 
would be reduced on most habitat types during critical periods. 
Timber harvest and management guidelines would help improve game 
and non-game wildlife and habitats. . 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Table 3-l (Cont’d.) 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE 

Page 4-64; CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
ON WILDLIFE HABITAT 
MANAGEMENT; Third paragraph. 

Page 4-66; IMPACTS ON LIVESTOCK 
GRAZING MANAGEMENT; Impacts 
from Riparian Zone Management; 
Alternative E. 

Page 4-68; CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
ON LIVESTOCK GRAZING 
MANAGEMENT; Left-hand column, 
Alternative E. 

Page 4-69; IMPACTS ON 
RECREATION MANAGEMENT; 
Alternative E. 

**Change the last sentence in this paragraph to read “Habitat would be 
available on public lands to support approximately 9,000 sage grouse, 
500 pronghorn antelope, and 500 bighorn sheep. ” 

l *Lft-hand column: Change the first sentence of the first paragraph 
to read: “Managing livestock utilization to maintain a 4” minimum 
stubble height for key herbaceous forage species on 2,350 suitable 
acres of riparian xones important for fisheries and sage grouse brood 
habitat in units E-2, E-14, and E-15, would reduce livestock 
allocations by about 235 AUMs on several allotments.” 
**Right-hand column: Add the following sentence to the end of the 
first paragraph: “Continuing to not authorize livestock grazing on 7 
miles of Henson Creek in unit E-15 and on 7 miles in unit E-l would 
prevent potential damage to riparian, recreation, and scenic values.” 

**In the first sentence, substitute “902” for “927”, and “46,526” for 
“46,501.” This text change is necessary because continuing to not 
author&e grazing along Henson Creek would not result in a potential 
reduction of 25 AU&. 

**Insert the following two paragraphs after the paragraph headed 
“Impacts Fronun Locatable Minerals Management”: 
Impacts From Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Management. Closing the 
Powderbom Primitive Area SRMA to leasing, and implementing 
controlled surface use and no surface occupancy stipulations on oil and 
gas activities would, by prohibiting or restricting potential surface and 
other disturbances from one or two wells, protect important recreation 
lands and resources and prevent potential alteration of recreation 
settings and experiences from potential oil and gas related surface and 
other disturbances on a total of 84,029 acres of public lands in the 
Planning Area, including within all of the Powderhom Primitive Area 
and Cochetopa Creek SRMAs, in parts of the Alpine Triangle SRMA 
and the ERMA, and in five recommended ACECs. These stipulations 
would also maintain hunting opportunities on these same lands as a 
result of these potential disturbances being restricted. 
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Table 3-1 (Cont’d.) 

CHANGES TO THE TEXT 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE ’ 

Page 4-69; IMPACTS ON 
RECREATION MANAGEMENT; 
Alternative E. (Cont’d.) 

Page 4-70; CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
ON RECREATION MANAGEMENT; 
Alternative E. 

Page 4-70; CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
ON RECREATION MANAGEMENT; 
Alternative E. 
(Cont’d) 

Surface and other disturbances related to developing one or two wells 
on the remainder of public lands in the Planning Area could have a 
negative impact on recreation where road, drill pad, and utility 
construction occurs in important recreation lands, such as in parts of 
the Alpine Triangle SRMA or the ERh4A. The quality of the 
recreation experience would be lessened as a result of the surface 
disturbance and other associated disturbances. These activities and 
facilities in a variety of ROS settings could result in these lands being 
managed for less restrictive ROS settings. Visitation in these areas by 
those seeking solitude would decrease. Increased access to remote 
areas could increase OHV activity and cause additional surface 
disturbance. The quality of scenic viewing, especially south and west 
of Lake City, would be lessened in some locations on these lands as 
a result of these activities. Quality of hunting could be lessened by 
these activities resulting in displaced animals or increased mortality in 
site+pecific situations. 

**Change the first sentence to read: 
Improved recreation facilities and development of additional 
campgrounds would help provide for the estimated 40% increase in 
visitors to the Planning Area. 

**Insert these sentences after the second sentence in the paragraph: 
“No surface occupancy and controlled surface use stipulations, and a 
lease closure would protect valuable recreation lands and resources 
within portions of the Planning Area from potential surface and other 
disturbance, and would enhance hunting activities for some species, 
including within five recommended ACECs. The recreation resources 
on the remainder of the Planning Area, including hunting quality, 
could be altered as a result of oil and gas development. The 
cumulative impacts, on a Planning area-wide basis, would not be 
significant unless the development and related activities occurred 
within close proximity to recreation areas or other highly valued 
areas.” 

3-19 



CHAPTER THREE 

Table 3-1 (Cont’d.) 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE 

Page 4-72; IMPACTS ON VISUAL 
RESOURCES; Alternative E. 

Page 4-72; CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
ON VISUAL RESOURCE’ 
MANAGEMENT; Alternative E. 

Page 4-78; Table 4-l; tiPACTS ON 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING 
MANAGEMENT; Alternative E. 

Page.4-81; Table 4-l; IMPACTS ON 
VISUAL RESOURCES; Alternative E. 

Page F-10; APPENDIX IF; 
RECREATION MANAGEMENT and 
WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS; Map 
F-9; Off-Highway Vehicle Use, Limited 
Areas, Alternative E 

Page F-12; APPENDIX F; 
RECREATION MANAGEMENT and 
WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS; Table 
F-l; DESIGNATED OFF-HIGHWAY 
VEHICLE ROUTES FOR 
ALTERNATIVE E (PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE) 

**Insert the following paragraph after the paragraph headed “Impacts 
From Locatablle Minerals Management”: 
Impacts From Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Management. Not leasing 
lands in a primitive area, and restricting leases with a controlled 
surface use stipulation, and with no surface occupancy stipulations 
within five ACECs, would protect high quality visual resources on 
84,029 acres of public land. Drill pad, road, or utility construction, 
related to one or two wells, where they would potentially occur on the 
remainder of the Planning Area, could alter landscape characteristics, 
reduce scenic quality, and could potentially result in site-specific, 
long-term significant visual impacts that exceed allowable visual 
contrast, on a variety of landscape types in the Planning Area. These 
impacts would be more difficult to mitigate and would potentially be 
greatest if development occurred within lands with VRM Class I or II 
management objectives, especially south and west of Lake City; 

**Insert the following sentence at the end of the paragraph: 
Surface disturbance restrictions, including those regarding potential oil 
and gas activities, would protect high quality scenic values in portions 
of the Planning Area from a variety of land uses that could impact 
visual resources. Cumulative impacts to visual resources from one or 
two oil and gas wells would not be significant on a Planning Area- 
wide basis; unless the development were to occur in foreground or 
middleground landscapes with high quality scenery, usually defined as 
VRh4 class I or II lands. 

**Substitute “902” for “927”, and substitute “46,526” for “46,501”. 

**Within the parens immediately after “VRM IV lands”, change 
“(-1,069 acres)” to “(-11,069 acres)“. 

**Delete the map reference number ” 11’ at its current location on 
Colorado highway 149. The highway was erroneously listed on the 

map. 

**Delete entry number ” 11” and the corresponding text. The highway 
was erroneously listed on the map. 
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CHANGES TO THE TEXT 

Table 3-l (Cont’d.) 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE 

Pages F-16 through F-9; APPENDIX F; 
RECREATION MANAGEMENT and 
WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS; Tables 
F-2 through F-6; APPROXIMATE BLM 
WILDERNESS STUDY AREA AND 
RECOMMENDED WILDERNESS AREA 
ACRES IN VARIOUS ALTERNATIVES. 

Page G-l; APPENDIX G; FORESTRY. 

Page H-6; .APPENDM H; AREAS OF 
CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONCERN; Table H-2; POTENTIAL 
AREAS OF CRITICAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN. 

Page I-10; APPENDIX I; LAKE FORK 
OF THE GUNNISON WILD AND 
SCENIC RIVER STUDY REPORT; 
Suitability Determination; 
1. Characteristics that do or do not make 
the area a worthy addition to the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

**Under the subheadings “WSA/RWA”, under all entries for RED 
CLOUD PEAR and HANDIES PEAR WSAs, in all these tables, 
change the indicated acres figure on the right side of the slash mark to 
“0”, to reflect the Secretary of Interior’s October, 1991, 
recommendation to the President. 

**Delete the entry “Requirement to plant trees. ” 

**Several omissions were -noted in this table. The table has been 
updated and reprinted in the Appendix H of this document. 

**Change the two paragraphs to read as follows. 
The outstandingly remarkable characteristic that qualifies this river 
segment as being eligible for inclusion is the superb scenery in this 
high mountain valley. The scenery is outstanding in the river 
corridor. Recreation use is moderate to heavy in the river corridor, 
but very little use is focused on the river itself. There is no 
recreational boating and no significant fishery resource associated with 
this segment. 

The scenic values in this segment would continue to be well protected 
with the existing management authorities explained under suitability 
determination factor number 6. Therefore, this segment would not 
make a worthy addition to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System. 
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Table 3-l (Cont’d.) 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMPIEIS 

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE 

Page I-12; APPENDIX I; LAKE FORK 
OF THE GUNNISOiy WILD AND 
SCENIC RIVER STUDY REPORT; 
Suitability Determination; 
6. Ability of the agency to manage the 
river area or segment as a Wild and 
Scenic River. 

Page I-13; APPENDIX I; LAKE FORK 
OF THE GUNNISON WILD AND 
SCENIC RIVER STUDY REPORT; 
SUITABILITY DETERMINATION 
SUMMARY; Third paragraph, continuing 
to page I-14. 

Pages M-l through M-5; APPENDIX M; 
ACCESS; Tables M-l, M-2, M-4, and 
M-5; AREAS TARGETED FOR ACCESS 
IN (various alternatives); information 
regarding the ALPINE GULCH area. 

‘*Change the two paragraphs to read as follows. 
Because of the current attention paid to recreation management in this 
general area, it would be relatively simple for the BLM to incorporate 
considerations to maintain or protect values within current 
management. These values are recognized and partly protected in 
other ways such as the “Loop Road” scenic withdrawal (C-0125423, 
330 acres in Segment A), the Alpine Loop National Backcountry 
Byway (11.05 miles in Segment A), WSA interim management policy 
for Redcloud and Handies Peak WSA’s, and the Alpine Triangle 
Special Recreation Management Area. The PRMP recognizes and 
manages for the recreation values in this area and focuses particular 
attention on protecting the outstanding scenery along about 2-l/4 miles 
of the headwaters of the sgment in the proposed American Basin 
Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). 

If designated, the management plan could incorporate cooperative 
agreements with private landowners regarding the management of 
values in the segment. This approach would be preferred in lieu of 
fee simple acquisition or the acquisition of easements. Some 
landowners could be willing participants while others would not. 

**Change the paragraph to read as follows. 
“The scenic values in the segment are currently afforded significant 
protection through the Loop Road scenic withdrawal, interim 
management protection in the Redcloud and Handies Peak Wilderness 

Study Areas, the Recreation Area Management Plan and the State of’ 
Colorado reservation of instream flows. Implementing the 
recommendations in the proposed American Basin ACEC would 
provide additional protection for the values. Designation as a 
Recreational component of the Wild and Scenic River system would 
not offer any significant improvement in the protection of this area’s 
outstanding scenery. ” 

Regarding ALPINE GULCH targeted access: 
**Table M-l : ; Under the column TARGETED AREA: after the 
entry ALPINE GULCH, add “(Hiking and Horse Only)” ; and under 
the column IBIENEFITTING PROGRAMS, add an “X” under the 
sub-column Eiv&o& Grazing Management. 
**Table M-2: Under the column TARGETED AREA: after the entry 
ALPINE GULCH, add “(Hiking and Horse Only)“; and, under the. 
column IBENEFITTING PROGRAMS, add an “X” under the sub- 
columns LivesUoclk Grrnzinrg Management and Recn~&Ion, and delete 
the “X” under sub-column Forestry. 
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CHANGES TO THE TEXT 

Table 3-1 (Cont’d.) 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE 

Pages M-l through M-5; APPENDIX M; 
ACCESS; Tables M-l, M-2, M-4, and 
M-5; AREAS TARGETED FOR ACCESS 
IN (various alternatives); information 
regarding the ALPINE GULCH area. 
(Cont’d.) 

Page 8; GLOSSARY. . 

Map 4, Alternative E, in envelope. 

Regarding ALPINE GULCH targeted access: 
**Table M-4: Under the column TARGETED AREA: after the entry 
ALPINE GULCH, add “(Hiking and Horse only)“. 
**Table M-5: ALPINE GULCH DRAINAGE: Under the column 
TARGETED AREA: within the parens after the entry ALPINE 
GULCH DRAINAGE, add “AND HORSE ONLY” following 
“HIKING”; and, under the column BENEFITTING PROGRAMS, 
add an “X” under the sub-column Livestock Grazing Management. 
**Table M-5: SANDY MESA(ON BLUE MESA): Under the column 
TYPE OF ACCESS DESIRED, add an “X” under the sub-column 
PUBLIC, and under the column BENEFITTING PROGRAMS,add 
an “X” under the sub-columns Livestock Grazing Administration 
and Forestry. 

SUITABLE COMMERCIAL FOREST LANDS: **substitute “long- 
term” for “low-term”. - 

**Delete the southernmost (upstream) polygon within Management 
Unit E-15 along Cebolla Creek. The land within this approximately 
one-mile portion of the creek would thus be located within 
Management Unit E-10. The acreage figures of both units would 
change by about 73 acres, assuming the polygon to be deleted is about 
60’ in width. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

DEVELOPMENT AND OBJECTIVES 

The Proposed.Resource Management Plan (PRMP) is 
essentially the Preferred Alternative from the Draft 
Gtmnison Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement (DRMP), with 
changes reflecting BLM’s analysis of the public 
comments received on the DRMP, internal review, 
and other comments. The PRMP represents the mix 
and variety of actions that, in the judgement of the 
preparers, best resolves the issues and management 
concerns that drove the preparation of the plan. 
Therefore, no ranking order of resources was 
developed, as was done for some alternatives in the 
DRMP. Under the PRMP, resources and resource 
used would be managed under the multiple use 
concept and according to the Standard Management 
section and the Management Unit prescriptions in this 
chapter. 

Please refer to Table 4-l for a list of Management 
Units and acres for the PRMP. The Management 
Unit development for the PRMP is explained in the 
section of this chapter titled MANAGEMENT UNIT 
PRESCRIPTIONS FOR THE PROPOSED 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN (1-16). 

This chapter contains two sections: Standard 
Management and Management Unit Prescriptions. 
The folded map showing Management Unit 
boundaries, land ownership, and other features is 
inserted into this document. 

All actions proposed in this plan would comply with 
current applicable state and federal regulations, laws, 
and policies. In certain instances, laws, regulations, 
or policies would require some management actions 
to receive overriding priority in conflict resolution, 
such as protection of threatened and endangered 
species, or historical or archaeological resources. 

STANDARD MANAGEMENT FOR 
THE PROPOSED 
RESOURCE, MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Under the PRMP, some resource management 
programs would be implemented according to 

c 

standard management directions throughout the 
Planning Area. Management of resources identified 
as a result of future inventories or discoveries would 
generally be the same as for resources discussed and 
identified in this RMP/EIS. Unless changes in or 
additions to standard management directions are 
specifically addressed in the prescription for each 
Management Unit, these resources/resource uses, 
progmms and activities would be managed as 
follows: 

Air Quality. Activities and projects on public land 
would comply with applicable local, state, and federal 
air quality regulations. Mitigation to minimize air 
quality degradation would be incorporated into project 
proposals as necessary. Additional air quality 
monitoring may be implemented by BLM when 
necessary. 
. 

Locatable Minerals. Federal mineral estate in areas 
not under withdrawal would be open to entry and 
location under the general mining laws. Plans of 
operation would be required for proposed locatable 
mineral activity on the following lands: 1) lands 
under wilderness review, 2) lands closed to Off- 
Highway Vehicle (OHV) travel, and, 3) lands within 
designated Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACECs). 

Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources. Federal oil, 
gas, and geothermal estate on both federal surface 
and split-estate lands, that is, private or other non- 
federal surface estate overlying federal mineral estate, 
would be open to leasing with standard lease terms. 
Other special stipulations and conditions for leasing 
such as no surface occupancy and seasonal 
restrictions are assigned or specified in each 
management unit prescription and as deemed 
necessary; these special stipulations and conditions 
would also apply to federal surface and split-estate 
lands. Additional conditions consistent with lease 
terms would be considered when BLM processes and 
develops mitigation for operational field applications. 
Operational field applications and activities include 
Applications For Permit To Drill (APDs), Sundry 
Notices, applications for rights-of-way, and Notices 
Of Intent (NOIs) for geophysical .operations. See 

4-1 



CHAPTER FOUR 

Appendix K for special stipulations and conditions for 
leasing on both federal surface and split-estate lands, 
and for an explanation of how stipulations assigned to 
split-estate lands would be applied, reviewed, waived, 
modified, or excepted, based on verification of 
surface and mineral estate resource information by 
BLM during review of Applications for Permit to 
Drill (APD). The most reasonable foreseeable level 
of oil, gas, and geothermal development in the 
planning area would involve a maximum of one or 
two APDs during -the life of the plan, with an 
estimated total of ten acres of surface disturbance. 
Leasing of any federal minerals within existing 
Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) would be prohibited 
according to existing legislation until WSAs are 
released by Congress by non-designation or other 
Congressional action, or until leasing is no longer 
prohibited by legislation. 

Saleable Minerals. Disposal of mineral material on 
federal mineral estate would be permitted. Disposal 
of mineral materials from specific areas is 
discretionary with the authorizing official and would 
be determined on a case-by-case basis. Disposal of 
mineral materials within power site reserves or within 
other agency withdrawn lands would require approval 
of the agency reserving the withdrawal. 

Soils and Water Resources. Soils and water 
resources would continue to be monitored to define 
problem areas, develop management strategies, and 
to determine effectiveness of solutions. Vegetation 
treatments on soils having a moderate to severe 
erosion potential, and lacking adequate plant basal 
cover would be designed and managed to increase 
plant basal cover, therefore reducing erosion. New 
forage created by wildlife or range improvements, 
treatments, or projects would be available for those 
programs after basal vegetation cover densities are 
achieved for watershed needs and protection, as 
defined in the guidelines above. Table N-l in 
Appendix N shows the target 96 .basal cover to be 
achieved on various ecological (range) sites in the 
uplands before new forage would generally be used 
for wildlife habitat or livestock grazing uses. Table 
N-l is derived from Appendix F of the Montrose 
District Soil Erosion Monitoring Guidelines, a 
document that provides techniques and a standardized 
approach for monitoring surface soil erosion in the 

Montrose District. Vegetation treatments would be 
designed and implemented in accordance with the 
Montrose District Rangeland Treatment Handbook. 
This handbook provides a standardized approach for 
planning and implementing vegetation manipulations 
and treatments within the Montrose District. The 
sediment control plan for Long Gulch, and other 
plans would continue to be implemented. Water 
rights would be applied for where appropriate, 
including along 113 miles of fishery streams. Best 
management practices would be employed to reduce 
soil erosion and water quality deterioration, and 
would be required in all plans involving surface 
disturbance. Roads and other developments would be 
maintained in good condition to minimize erosion. 

Vegedatiow. Vegetation resources would be managed 
to maintain or achieve at least a late seral ecological 
status by maintaining or improving the vigor, 
production and diversity of desirable plants within 
alpine, sagebrush/mixed mountain shrub, and 
woodland types at a level to support a variety of 
resource uses, including, but not limited to livestock 
grazing, wildlife habitat and recreation. 

Specific, desired plant communities would be 
identified in activity plans. Exceptions to a late seral 
ecological status needed to meet objectives would be 
identified in activity plans. 

Resources and values in riparian areas would be 
maintained, restored, or improved, including the 
diversity, vigor, and quantity of herbaceous and 
woody plants necessary for the 1) hydrological 
functioning of riparian systems, 2) control of 
accelerated soil erosion, and 3) sustained high quality 
livestock forage and wildlife habitat. 

Wiptian Zones. Riparian areas would be managed 
to maintain, restore, or improve riparian conditions 
(hydrological, soil and vegetation), such that proper 
functioning conditions are achieved, and to enhance 
natural values. Riparian areas would be inventoried 
and prioritized where necessary to determine site- 
specific management strategies. Strategies, projects, 
or improvements would be included in activity plans 
and would be implemented by priority, as to be 
determined by the inventories. New water sources 
would be developed with concern for the protection 
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of riparian areas. Existing water source 
developments within riparian areas would be 
modified, or. relocated, if inventories and studies 
indicate the hydrologic condition is being negatively 
impacted from use of the development. Water 
developments that are range improvements would be 

modified or relocated in accordance with 43CFR 
41.20. Existing riparian demonstration areas and 
improvements would be maintained. Road 
construction or similar projects could be authorized 
in riparian areas only when a feasible, alternative 
route cannot be found; roads or similar projects 
Table 4-1 

MANAGEMENT UNIT ACRES AND VALUES IN THE PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

MANAGE- PERCENTAGE IMPORTANT VALUES 
MENT ACRES OF OF THE RESOURCES 

PUBLIC LAND PLANNING AREA’ OR LAND USES 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 188,030 30% 

14 

15 4,725 Lessthanl% 

16 36,768 6% General land uses, recreation and wildlife 

95,827 15% 

47,762 8% 

2,710 Less than 1% 

1,597 Less than 1% 

5,960 1% 

1,405 Less than 1% 

28,275 5% 

4,570 Less than 1% 

532 Lessthanl% 

15,112 3% 

57,525 10% 

91,547 16% 

2,667 Lessthanl% 

Recreation, wildlife, visual, historic, and 
locatable mineral resources 

Recreation and visual resources 

Recreation, visual and mineral resources 

Recreation, visual and mineral resources 

Special status species and mineral 
resources 

Geologic phenomena, interpretation, and 
locatable mineral resources 

Wildlife and livestock grazing 

Special status species 

Visual resources and recreation 

Wildlife 

Wildlife, soils and livestock grazing 

Wildlife, livestock grazing, and locatable 
mineral resources 

Livestock, grazing, recreation, wildlife 
habitat, forestry and locatable mineral 
resources 

Riparian, wildlife, fisheries and livestock 

tiwh 
Riparian, wildlife, fisheries and livestock 
v=k 

’ Rounded to whole numbers; this column shows the percentage of the public land (surface estate) in the Planning 
Area that is located in each Management Unit in the PRMP. 
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would cross riparian zones as nearly perpendicular to 
the centerline of the riparian zone as is possible. 
Objectives are to limit road construction in riparian 
zones to an absolute minimum, in order to retain and 
protect as much riparian vegetation, soils, and water 
as is possible. Existing roads could be relocated or 
modified if degradation of the aquatic or riparian 
system is occurring. No comniercial timber 
harvesting would occur in riparian areas , or in a 30- 
foot area either side of riparian areas, unless riparian 
or wildlife values would be improved. bxing 
decks or staging areas would not be permitted within 
riparian areas or in a 30-foot area either side of 
riparian areas. Trees cut adjacent to riparian areas 
would be felled in a direction away from the riparian 
area, or in such a manner as to minimize riparian 
area disturbance. Tracts of land which ‘would 
enhance the recreational opportunity or ecological 
value of existing riparian areas would be identified 
for acquisition during the riparian inventory. 
Measures designed to minimize site-specific riparian 
deterioration would be required in all plans for 
surface-disturbing activities. 

Wetlands would be inventoried, classified, and 
considered in all plans for surfacedisturbing activities 
on public lands. 

Special Status Plant and Animal Species and 
Habitat. Habitat supporting existing populations of 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
listed threatened and endangered species, and 
USFWS candidate, and BLM sensitive species, would 
be maintained and protected to ensure suitable habitat 
conditions and viable populations. These species 
would continue to be inventoried and monitored to 
provide information for future management. 
Measures to protect these species and associated 
habitat would be required in all plans for 
surface-disturbing activities. Supplemental releases 
and/or reintroduction of these species could be 
authorized following preparation of a release or 
reintroduction plan and environmental analysis, and 
consultation with the USFWS, Colorado Division of 
Wildlife (CDOW), and other affected parties. 
Section 7 consultations would be conducted with the 
USFWS regarding potential impacts to federally listed 
species. The Threatened and Endangered Species Act 

would provide full protection for USFWS listed 
species. 

w’intrlniffe lHlsiUuaaQ I%!hmagmenu. The Habitat 
Management Plan @IMP) for the Planning Area 
would be revised and implemented consistent with 
BLM’s Fish and Wildlife Plan for Colorado - 
Program for the Decade. The HMP would prescribe 
land use and species management guidance for the 
mutual benefit of wildlife, fish, special status plant 
and animal species and habitat, and other resources 
on public lands. Objectives of the revised HMP 
would include, but would not be limited to, methods 
to manage lands to help meet, witbin carrying 
capacities of the habitat, CDOW long-range herd 
goals, maintain or improve vegetation communities to 
benefit both game and non-game wildlife, implement 
a program to increase the quantity and quality of 
crucial big game winter range, and implement 
cooperative plans and projects with CDOW and other 
organiuctions to maintain or enhance big game and/or 
upland game habitats. Recommended actions would 
be determined after considering and evaluating 
potential effects on other lands, resources, or uses. 

The BLM would continue to participate in the 
Colorado Habitat Partnership Program (HPP) with 
private landowners and managers, and state and other 
federal land managing agencies. The HPP would, 
among other purposes, implement strategies to 
resolve concentrated big game forage utilization, and 
develop herd management objectives for the effected 
areas, whether on private, state, or federal lands. 
Public lands would play a vital role in these tasks, 
and revisions or amendments to the approved RMP 
could be necessary. 

Terrestrial Wildlife and Habitat 

Elk and Deer Habitat: Measures to increase and 
improve important deer and elk winter forage shrub 
species on uplands and riparian areas within crucial 

winter ranges on public lands would be determined 
and treatments implemented through activity plans to 
help achieve, within carrying capacities of the habitat, 
CDOW long-range herd goals (as established by 
CDOW in April, 1985) of 9,000 elk and 16,600 deer. 
Big game utilization would be managed so that proper 
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use levels on key wildlife species would not be 
exceeded. The CDOW and BLM would continue to 
coordinate herd management objectives and goals on 
public lands, and would consider and evaluate the 
potential effects on other resources, lands, and uses, 
and whether public land big game ranges could 
support increases in animals, in order to insure that 
sufficient forage is available. Overall objectives 
would be to increase and improve habitat and forage 
conditions on winter and summer ranges. 

Existing and future wildlife utilization monitoring 
results would be evaluated to determine areas where 
use of key forage species consistently exceeds 
moderate use (4060%). Factors resulting in this 
level of big game use would be determined, and 
adjustments would be recommended and made in 
numbers or habitat to achieve better forage conditions 
and a proper use level. Temporary decreases in big 
game numbers would be recommended, if necessary, 
in order to achieve proper use levels on key wildlife 
plant species. These changes and adjustments would 
remain in effect until habitat conditions improve such 
that allocations could be increased to former 
numbers. New or additional forage made available 
as a result of wildlife projects or treatments would be 

used first to satisfy watershed objectives as defined in 
the Montrose District Soil Erosion Monitoring 
Guidelines. Forage excess to watershed needs would 
be used to meet overall habitat objectives. See Table 
N-l, Appendix N, for target basal cover densities that 
would be achieved on treated areas before forage 
would generally be available for wildlifeneeds. Table 
N-l is derived from Appendix F of the guidelines 
referenced above. 

Crucial winter range and commercial forest lands 
would be inventoried for condition, and monitored 
for utilization and trend relative to big game habitat. 
Public lands would be inventoried to identify elk 
calving areas. Acquisition of non-federal lands to 
increase or enhance management of big game crucial 
winter range would be emphasized. Reductions in 
CDOW’s elk and deer long-range herd goals would 
be recommended for an interim period in certain 
Game Management Units (54: elk and deer; 55, 64, 
65, 66, 67, and 551: deer only) until the vigor and 
production of the important forage shrubs on crucial 
winter ranges increases such that habitat would 
support long-range herd numbers. See Tables A2 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PRMP 

and A-3 in Appendix A for long-range elk and deer 
herd goals that would be recommended on 
BLM-managed lands, and Table A-4 for interim elk 
and deer numbers that would be recommended on 
BLM-managed lands, by Game Management Unit 
(GMW Table A-5 shows the CDOW GMU 
numbers keyed to the Management Unit numbers in 
this PRMP. 

Pronghorn Antelope and Bighorn Sheep Habitat: 
Measures to improve habitat for pronghom antelope 
or bighorn sheep would be permitted. Inventories 
would be completed to identify suitable areas in 
which to establish new populations of bighorn sheep 
and pronghom antelope; supplemental releases and 
reintroduction could be authorized by the District 
Manager following environmental analysis. 
Pronghom antelope and bighorn sheep habitat on 
public lands would be managed for 500 animals of 
each species. Inventories would be conducted to 
identify bighorn sheep lambing areas and suitable 
winter range. Monitoring studies would be 
established within bighorn sheep and -pronghom 
antelope ranges. 

Sage Grouse and Other Upland Game Bird. Habitat: 

Identified sage grouse brood-rearing habitat and 
nesting areas, and winter habitat would be maintained 
or improved. Sagebrush and riparian vegetation on 
public land would be managed to support 
approximately 9,000 sage grouse. Sage grouse 
strutting grounds (leks) would be protected from 
destruction. No surface-disturbing activities would be 
permitted within l/4 mile of all leks during the April 
1 through May 31 strutting season to prevent 
disturbance to mating sage grouse. This period of 
time could be shortened or lengthened, depending on 
whether grouse are present and using the habitat. 
The guidelines for management of sage grouse habitat 
areas in Appendix A would be used whenever 
possible in the design and planning of land treatment 
projects to offset impacts from these projects to sage 
grouse and habitat. 

Inventories would be conducted to identify suitable 
areas in which to establish populations of Columbian 
sharp-tailed grouse (Pedioecetes phasianellus) and 
Merrian’s turkey (Meleagris gallopavo). Releases 
could be authorized by the District Manager 
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following preparation of a release or reintroduction 
plan and environmental analysis and documentation. 

ILivestock Grazing Management. 

Non-game Wildlife Habitat: The quality of endemic 
non-game animal species habitat would be enhanced 
by 1) improving and/or maintaining a variety of 
native plant species and vegetative structure in upland 
and riparian areas, 2) improving the ecological 
condition of sagebrush communities, and 
3) improving or maintaining non-game habitat within 
commercial forest lands.. Raptor nesting inventories 
and monitoring studies would be updated to identify 
nesting areas and establish population trends. 
Measures and stipulations in Table A-6, Appendix A, 
designed to prevent disturbance to raptors through 
their post-fledgling period, would be considered in all 
plans involving surface disturbance. 

Geneml Management 

Approximately 470,460 acres of suitable public lands 
would be available for livestock grazing. Public 
lands unsuitable or unavailable for livestock grazing 
would continue to be excluded from livestock grazing 
unless monitoring or other sources of data indicate 
that the areas may be used for grazing. Total grazing 
preference in the Planning Area is approximately 
62,372 Animal Unit Months (AUMs), of which 
approximately 46,904 AUMs would be authorized for 
active use, and the remainder would be suspended 
use. Allotment categorization would be re-examined 
as needed based upon a change in categorization 
factors identified from monitoring data or other 
management and resource information. 

Fishery Resources (Aquatic Habitat) 

Fishery streams and associated riparian areas would 
be managed to improve or maintain the existing 
ecological status (hydrological, soil and vegetation). 
Streams and aquatic habitat would be inventoried and 
monitored to determine site-specific management 
strategies. Inventory information would be used to 
determine projects pr improvements to be included in 
new or revised HMPs, CRMAPs, AMPS and other 
activity, plans; The objectives and goals contained 
within the BLM and Forest Service Recreational 
Fisheries Policy, 1990, or -as amended, would be 
implemented in order to meet cooperative fishery 
management objectives. This document provides 
cooperative policy and goals for fishery-related 
recreation. activities for the BLM and the Forest 
Service. 

Geneml Management Within “M” and “C” 
Allotments 

Existing allotment categorization and corresponding 
management levels, as defined in the 1987 Rangeland 
Program Summary (RPS), would be carried forward 
on all category “M” and “C” allotments. 

Management Within “I” Allotments 

On category “I” allotments, existing management 
and/or forage allocation levels would be adjusted 
when supported by monitoring data or other 
management and resource information, to achieve or 
maintain a desired plant community, and to meet the 
following resource needs. 

1. Within Uulands: 
Instream flow appropriations would be pursued on 
113 miles of fishery streams to ensure a sufficient 
amount of water for fisheries protection. 

Utilization of key forage species in uplands would 
be managed at levels that would allow for plant 
health or maintenance, watershed cover needs, 
and to provide quality forage and wildlife cover. 
On allotments without activity plans or grazing 
agreements prescribing grazing strategies 
designed to meet these needs, the maximum use 

Surface disturbing activities would be designed with 
measures to prevent or mitigate damage to or loss of 
fishery stream channels and associated riparian 
habitat. 
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level in uplands would be 40-6096 of the current 
years production by weight on key forage species 
during the period of use. This would allow for at 
least minimal management to begin on category 
‘!I” allotments until funding and personnel allow 
for activity planning and more intensive 
management. 

2. Rbarian Area Management Specific To Ulzit 14: 

A 4-inch minimum stubble height would be 
maintained in Management Unit 14 (riparian 
areas that have been identified as important for 
sage grouse brood rearing) from June 15 through 
July 31. A 2% inch stubble height would be 
required at all other times in Management Unit 
14. It is expected that not only will sage grouse 
benefit, but in the mid to long-term, riparian 
areas would expand in size, resulting in more 
livestock forage. 

3. Rbarian Area Management Specific To Unit 15: 

A 4-inch minimum stubble height would be 
maintained during the grazing period of use in 
Management Unit 15 (riparian areas that have 
been, identified as important for fisheries 
management). These riparian areas would also 
be expected to improve in terms of fisheries, 
livestock forage production and other wildlife 
habitat needs. 

4. Rbarian Area Management Svecific To Units 14 
and 15. A 

In Management Units 14 or 15, the requirement 
to maintain a 4 inch stubble height would be 
flexible on allotments covered by activity plans or 
grazing agreements which prescribe other grazing 
strategies, if these strategies clearly demonstrate 
the ability to achieve riparian area management 
objectives. Site specific objectives would be 
consistent with riparian area goals established in 
this plan for Management Units 14 and 15. The 
4 inch stubble height requirement would be 
incorporated into all existing activity plans in 
these two management units, since existing plans 
do not adequately address riparian concerns. 
When outdated activity plans are evaluated, 

modified, or revised, riparian concerns would 
address the management guidance described 
above. 

The requirement to maintain a four inch stubble 
height in units 14 or 15 would become effective 
upon the signing of the ROD. In these units, this 
minimum 4 inch stubble height requirement 
would not be effective immediately if vigor and 
production of herbaceous riparian plants is not 
sufficient to meet livestock and wildlife needs, 
and adequate residual cover is not present. 
Flexibility would be considered for other 
management strategies defined in an activity plan 
or grazing agreement which adequately addresses 
riparian concerns. 

In riparian areas in Management Units 14 and 15 
where a 4 inch stubble height for key species 
would clearly not be achieved immediately upon 
implementation of the approved RMP, and where 
the key species have low vigor, there would be a 
recovery period of approximately one or two 
years that would depend on moisture conditions 
and other factors. This would allow plant vigor 
to improve and also would allow time to generate 
sufficient forage production for livestock needs 
and residue needed to maintain the 4 inch 
minimum stubble height. Recovery or 
improvement in vigor would be accomplished by 
rest, deferment, or other grazing strategies. 
Where these conditions exist on allotments in 
units 14 or 15, a 2 l/2 inch minimum stubble 
height would be required during the period of use 
in order to help improve vigor of riparian 
vegetation. Flexibility to this requirement would 
be considered for those allotments in units 14 and 
15 with activity plans or grazing agreements 
which prescribe other grazing strategies, if these 
strategies clearly demonstrate the ability to 
achieve riparian area management objectives. 

5. Rivarian Area Management Within “I” Allotments 
Except i%ose in Units 14 and 15: 

Utilization of key forage species within all other 
riparian zones would not exceed 40-6096 of the 
current years production, with a 2% inch 
minimum stubble height maintained throughout 
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the period of use. Utilization levels lower than 
40% may be prescribed in severely degraded 
riparian areas. The 2% inch stubble would allow 
for at least minimal management to begin on 
category “I” allotments until funding and 
personnel allow for activity planning and more 
intensive management. Flexibility to this 2% 
inch stubble would be considered on those 
allotments with new activity plans or grazing 
agreements that utilize other grazing strategies, if 
these strategies clearly demonstrate the ability to 
achieve riparian management objectives. Site 
specific objectives would be consistent with 
riparian area goals established in this plan, 
including the maintenance, restoration, or 
improvement of riparian conditions (hydrologic, 
soil, and vegetation) and natural values. The 2% 
inch stubble height would be inwrpoxated into all 
existing AMPS or other activity plans, excluding 
those for allotments in Management Units 14 and 
15. When outdated activity plans are evaluated, 
modified, or revised, riparian concerns would 
address the management guidance described 
above. 

6. Manaaement Common To All Rivarian Zones in 
“I * Allotments: 

a) Residual cover, or stubble height, is-needed to 
improve or maintain riparian areas to a condition 
to allow proper hydrologic functioning during 
peak flows, reduce soil erosion, increase plant 
vigor (and eventually livestock forage), and to 
improve wildlife habitat (Clary and Webster 
1989, Holechek et al 1989, Kinch 1989, Myers 
1989, Platts 1982, USDA 1985). A minimum 
stubble is necessary during critical periods, such 
as spring runoff and the July and August 
thunderstorm season. Critical periods vary from 
allotment to allotment due to elevation and other 
factors. Livestock would generally be turned into 
areas after key species have made sufficient 
growth to maintain the required minimum stubble 
heights. This would be consistent with the 
existing range readiness criteria (Appendix B) and 
average turnout dates. On allotments with AMPS 
or other activity plans, objectives and actions 
from these plans would also be considered when 
determining turnout dates. This would provide 

flexibility for early turnout on areas where plant 
maintenance and riparian system needs have been 
met. 

b) The key herbaceous riparian forage species 
managed to maintain either a 4” or a 2 l/2” 
minimum stubble height objective would be 
grasses such as, but not limited to, Kentucky 
bluegrass, Bromegrass, Redtop, Wheatgrass, 
Timothy, Tufted hairgrass, sedges, and rushes. 

c) Livestock would typically be moved out of 
riparian areas to other pastures or other areas in 
the same pasture with adequate forage when the 
prescribed stubble height objective has been met 
or when other management prescriptions defined 
in activity plans or grazing agreements are 
fulfilled. Determining when required minimum 
stubble heights for riparian areas have been 
reached would be when key species average the 
minimum stubble height over 80% ‘of the entire 
riparian area. Realizing there are areas where 
cattle congregate or are gathered, the remaining 
20% of a riparian area in a pasture or allotment 
could be grazed more heavily than required 
minimum stubble heights. Determining when 
other grazing strategies, defined in activity plans 
or grazing agreements, have been fulfilled would 
be done by field compliance checks. Permittee 
participation in field compliance checks would be 
encouraged. 

Grazing Administmtion 

Grazing administration under the PRMP would be 
conducted in accordance with the following standard 
operating procedures as prescribed in the Code of -.\ 
Federal Regulations 43 CFR 4100: 

1. Grazing permits specifying the season of use, 
number, and kind of livestock would be 
issued to each operator for each allotment. 
Operators would have to obtain BLM 
approval before changing the grazing 
specifications outlined in their permits. 

2. Livestock operators would be required to file 
actual-use reports showing how many and 
how long livestock grazed in each allotment 
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and/or pasture. Use on the allotments would 
be supervised by BLM throughout the grazing 
year. 

3. If necessary, actions resolving unauthorized 
use would be initiated as described in 43 CFR 
4150. The unauthorized use would be 
eliminated and appropriate penalties assessed. 

4. If it were determined, through monitoring, 
that adjustments in grazing preference or 
active use were necessary, implementation of 
changes in available forage would be done in 
compliance with 43 CFR 4110.3. Where 
possible, adjustments would be implemented 
by mutual agreement with the permittee. If 
agreements could not be negotiated, 
adjustments would be implemented by 
decision. 

Range Improvements 

Structural and non-structural range improvements 
such as fences, water developments, bums, spray 
treatments, and others would continue to be identified 
and prescribed in activity plans or agreements. This 
would facilitate. livestock management to achieve 
specific management and resource objectives defined 
in activity plans or agreements. Range projects and 
improvements constructed since 1981, and the amount 
of BLM funds expended for these improvements, are 
shown in Table B-2, Appendix B. Table B-2 shows 
past trends regarding range improvements constructed 
in the Planning Area. Range.improvements identified 
in the Gurmison Basin Management Framework Plan 
(MFP) Record of Decision (ROD) would not be 
incorporated into the PRMP. However, any range 
improvements identified in the MFP ROD that were 
not implemented, and would enhance or facilitate 
resource management objectives would be considered 
for development. Existing range improvements 
would continue to be maintained as assigned in 
cooperative agreements and range improvement 
permits. 

Cooperative agreements would be the preferred 
method to authorize range improvements. These 
agreements would be used to authorize all structural 
and non-structural, multiple-use range improvements 
(removable and non-removable). Range improvement 

permits would be used to authorize single use, 
removable range improvements required for livestock 
operations. These range improvements would be 
paid for and constructed by the permittee, or other 
non-federal entities. Maintenance would be assigned 
and contributions defined in both cooperative 
agreements and range, improvement permits. All 
range improvement permits and cooperative 
agreements would comply with 43 CFR 4120.3-2. 

BLM’s range improvement funding varies from year 
to year, depending on grazing fee receipts. 
Expenditures of funds would be budgeted and 
prioritized as follows: 

1) Projects or treatments in which the Bureau of 
Land Management has the responsibility for 
operation, maintenance, or reconstruction. 

2) Projects that conform with and would complete 
partially implemented activity plans. 

3) Improvements prescribed in new activity plans or 
agreements. 

Exceptions to this prioritization would be considered 
to avoid, minimize, or rehabilitate the effects of 
emergencies. Consideration would also be given to 
removal, modifications, or additions to improvements 
prescribed in existing activity plans that would further 
enhance resource conditions or take advantage of 
contributed funds. Category “I” allotments would 
normally receive priority over category “M” and “C” 
allotments. 

All cost share or BLM funded improvements would 
require site specific environmental analysis, economic 
analysis, and resource clearances (cultural, threatened 
and endangered species etc.) before being authorized. 
Rancher or user funded projects would also require 
environmental analysis and appropriate resource 
clearances before being approved. Cooperative 
agreements and range improvement permits would 
specify the standards, design, construction, 
maintenance, or special conditions for range 
improvements or treatments. 

Any additional forage available for livestock as a 
result of range improvements, treatments, or grazing 
management procedures would be allocated in 
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accordance with 43 CFR 4100, with consideration 
given to meeting the basic soil and watershed needs 
defined in the Montrose District Soil Erosion 
Monitoring Guidelines. See Table N-l, Appendix N, 
for target basal cover densities that would be 
achieved on treated areas before forage would be 
available for livestock grazing needs. Table N-l is 
derived from Appendix F of the guidelines referenced 
above. Any additional forage available for livestock 
would be considered in reactivating suspended use or 
as a means to avoid suspending active use. 

Fences 

Fences would be installed according ‘to spacing, 
height, and other specifications described in the BLM 
Manual, Section 1740 and Handbook H-1741-1, for 
the control of livestock as well as the protection of 
wildlife. An example would be spacing the bottom 
wire of a 3-wire fence at 16 inches above the ground 
in pronghom antelope ranges. Variances from these 
standards require approval of the authorized officer 
after consultation with affected parties. 

Water Developments 

Federally funded livestock watering developments 
such as reservoirs (Ponds), spring developments, 
wells, water pipelines etc. would be developed and be 
safe for livestock and wildlife needs. 

The appropriate State Engineer permits would be 
obtained for each project. 

Weed and Pest Control 

A cooperative noxious weed program would be 
initiated with county governments and other affected 
interests within the planning area. 

Land Treatments 

Vegetation treatments would be done in accordance 
with approved BLM methods such as management 
application (grazing), burning, spraying, chaining, 
etc. Noxious weed control would be completed in 
cooperation with the local county weed board and 

other affected interests.After vegetative manipulation 
has been completed, allotments must be managed to 
ensure the maximum opportunity for success. This 
could include, but is not limited to: (1) rest from 
livestock grazing for a minimum of two growing 
seasons, (2) fencing of the area for protection of 
vegetation, and (3) establishing a grazing practice to 
ensure proper use of the area following manipulation. 
To prevent erosion, land treatments would generally 
not be done on slopes greater than 25 percent 
depending on soil treatment type, equipment 
limitations, etc. 

Reclamation of disturbed areas would involve seeding 
or planting a mixture of the major native species 
present within the range site/habitat type that are 
available commercially. If the erosion hazard is 
high, introduced species such as crested wheatgrass 
or annual rye may be used. 

Activity Plans and Gmzing Agreements 

Existing and future activity plans, such as AMPS or 
CRMAPs, would, based on staffing capabilities, be 
evaluated and either modified or revised as necessary, 
using a coordinated interdisciplinary approach. New 
activity plans would also be developed with 
interdisciplinary input and consultation with 
permittees and other affected interests. Activity plans 
would incorporate allotment specific objectives for 
maintaining or improving livestock forage, wildlife 
and fish habitat, and riparian areas. Activity plans 
would also prescribe management actions including 
grazing practices, range improvements, changes in 
season of use, and other management actions to 
achieve allotment specific objectives. Innovative or 
non-traditional management strategies would also be 
considered. 

Allotment specific objectives and management actions 
required to achieve those objectives would also be 
defined in grazing agreements. Management actions 
would also be included in the terms and conditions of 
permits or leases in compliance with 43 CFR 4130.6- 
2. This would allow for intensive management to 
address resource concerns when inadequate funding 
or personnel exist to prepare activity plans. 
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Monitoring 

Monitoring data collected would include 
interdisciplinary coordination and be conducted in 
accordance with the following procedures. 

1. Actual use data would be obtained by indirect 
methods (statements from permittees which 
includes livestock numbers and periods of use) 
for all grazing allotments. All livestock operators 
would be required as part of the permit to submit 
actual use by pasture within 15 days from the end 
of the grazing season. Direct methods (counting 
livestock) for obtaining actual livestock numbers 
would be used as needed. 

2. Utilization data would be collected on scheduled 
allotments or areas of concern using procedures 
described in BLM Technical Reference 4400-3. 
Stubble height measurements would document 
forage which is present during and/or after use 
has occurred. Stubble height would be measured 
as an average of the key species for the area 
observed. Utilization data would be used for 
evaluating the effects of grazing on rangeland to 
determine appropriate management strategies. 

3. Rangeland trend monitoring would be conducted 
using procedures described in BLM Technical 
Reference 4400-4. The selection of method(s) 
for data collection would consider management 
objectives, vegetation attributes (density, 
frequency, production, etc.) and actions for the 
allotment or area(s) of concern. Trend 
monitoring would be conducted as frequently as 
needed to satisfy data requirements for the 
allotment and/or other designated management 
area(s) evaluation. 

4. Range readiness criteria for the Gun&on 
Resource Area considers both indicators of soil 
readiness and vegetative readiness. Plant species 
listed in Appendix B would be used, where 
applicable, as indicators of vegetative readiness. 
Key forage plant species would be considered as 
part of the overall range readiness evaluation for 
the specific allotment or area. Evaluation. would 
be based on stage of development and/or size of 

plants. Ecological site, aspect, elevation and climate 
would be considered when evaluating development 
and/or size of plants. 

Range readiness criteria would be considered 
when requests for livestock turn-out dates are 
earlier than dates specified on permits or when 
vegetation growing conditions are affected by 
drought or other natural or man-caused 
influences, such as, fire. 
Range readiness would be incorporated into 
existing AMP’s utilizing the criteria specified in 
Appendix B. However, the readiness criteria for 
allotments with AMP’s or other activity plans 
would be specific to the allotment and/or areas 
within it, On allotments with AMPS or other 
activity plans, objectives and actions in these 
plans would also be considered when determining 
turnout dates. This would provide flexibility for 
early turnout on areas where plant maintenance 
and riparian system needs have been met. Range 
readiness criteria as documented in Appendix B 
would be used until specific criteria can be 
incorporated into each AMP or other activity 
plan. 

5. Use supervision on schedu!ed allotments or areas 
of concern would include counting livestock and 
observing distribution patterns; inspecting range 
improvements; observing apparent trend, 
utilization and growing conditions; and observing 
wildlife populations and movements, wildlife 
habitat, watershed and riparian conditions as 
needed. Documented observations made during 
use supervision field visits would identify where 
changes in grazing management are needed or 
those areas where more intensive monitoring is 
needed. 

6. Precipitation data from rain gauges along with 
soil moisture monitoring and temperature data 
would be used to correlate vegetation production 
variations resulting from yearly variations in 
climate. 

7. Soil erosion would be assessed in conjunctidn 
with rangeland trend and utilization monitoring. 

4-11 



CHAPTER FOUR 

8. Water quality and quantity would be monitored as 
necessary to determine the location of problem 
areas. 

9. Ecological site inventories for uplands and 
riparian areas would be conducted in preparation 
for activity plans as needed on category “I” 
allotments. This would be done as part of the 
activity plan preparation process and as funding 
and personnel allow. 

The types of data listed above would be used when 
evaluating stated objectives or actions on an allotment 
or specific area. The intensity of monitoring 
conducted for an allotment or specific ‘area are 
determined, in part, by the Bureau’s classification 
criteria for I, M, and C allotments. Other 
considerations for monitoring implementation include 
allotments with AMP’s, allotments delineated as high 
priority f&r AMP or other activity plan development, 
and delineated areas of concern (i.e. riparian areas). 

Forest Management. Suitable commercial forest 
lands and woodlands would be managed for sustained 
yield production within the allowable cut restrictions 
and guidelines determined by the Timber Production 
Capability Classification (TPCC). Special emphasis 
would be placed on the harvest of over-mature and 
pest-killed trees. 

Approximately 41,347 acres of suitable commercial 
forest lands, and 23,615 acres of suitable woodlands 
in several Mauagement Units would be available for 
harvest. Approximately 1,200 MBF of commercial 
timber, 490 cords of fuelwood, 400 wildings, and, on 
average, 300 Christmas trees could be considered for 
harvest annually on a sustained yield basis. Amounts 
of commercial timber or other forest products 
actually offered for disposal or sale annually would 
depend on staffing capabilities, management 
priorities, and other factors. Timber Production 
Capability Classification would be conducted on 
approximately 10,000 acres. Backlog reforestation 
would be conducted as funds become available. Site 
preparation would be completed as needed, with 
emphasis given to backlog site preparation. One 
Planning Area-wide FMP would be completed that 
would incorporate and update the two existing FMPs. 

Harvest of commercial timber on slopes greater than 
35% would be restricted to cable or helicopter 
methods only. Timber sales would be designed to 
allow sufficient elk hiding cover along logging roads 
and all clearcuts. Emphasis would be given to the 
maintenance and protection of watershed, soil, and 
vegetative resources in all timber sales and FMPs. 
Timber harvests would be designed and implemented 
to help improve or maintain non-game wildlife 
habitat. The conditions and standards in Appendix A 
would be incorporated into all plans for timber 
harvests in order to improve non-game habitat. Plans 
for aspen stand harvest would include design 
measures to increase the production and growth of 
young, vigorous aspen for big game -forage. Sale 
area design and layout would include measures to 
blend harvest areas into the surrounding landscape 
and increase scenic variety. No commercial timber 
harvesting would occur in riparian areas, or in a 
30-foot area either side of riparian areas, unless 
riparian or wildlife values would be improved. 
Logging decks or staging areas would not be 
permitted within riparian areas, or in a 30-foot area 
either side of riparian areas. Trees cut adjacent to 
riparian areas would be felled in a direction away 
from the riparian area, or in such a manner as to 
minimize riparian area disturbance. 

No timber harvesting would be allowed from April 
16 to June 30 in elk calving areas to prevent 
disturbance to calving elk. The harvesting of timber 
or timber products on lands within existing WSAs 
would not be permitted. 

Recreation Management. The public lands within 
the Planning Area would be managed consistent with 
BLM’s Recreation 2ooO: A Stratenic Plan to ensure 
the continued availability and diversity of resource- 
dependent outdoor recreation opportunities. 
Management would focus on resource. protection, 
visitor services and information, and the construction, 
operation and maintenance of recreation facilities. 
Emphasis would be: placed on providing a variety of 
recreation opportunities and experiences through 
visitor awareness, information, interpretation, 
signing, and protection. Efforts would be made to 
expand and strengthen cooperative partnerships with 
Federal, State and local agencies, the private sector 
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and volunteers to enhance recreation opportunities 
and tourism. Where appropriate, recreation 
opportunities would be enhanced through land 
ownership adjustments, improved access, easements, 
exchanges and other acquisitions. Tracts of land 
which would enhance the recreational opportunity or 
ecological value of existing riparian areas would be 
identified for acquisition during the riparian 
inventory. 

The number of recreation visitors to the Planning 
Area is expected to increase by about 40 % during the 
life of the plan. 

Public lands in the Cochetopa Canyon and Alpine 
Triangle Special Recreation Management Areas 
(SRMA) would be managed for a variety of 
recreation, scenic, and historical opportunities and 
settings at developed and dispersed sites. Resources 
in the Cochetopa Canyon SRMA would be managed 
for a roaded-natural ROS setting, and according to 
the prescription for Management Unit 3 and the 
existing activity plan. A CRMAP for the Alpine 
triangle SRMA would be prepared that incorporates 
appropriate actions contained in the existing 
Recreation Area Management Plan (RAMP) and the 
prescriptions for resources in Management Units 1, 
4, 5, 6, and part of 15. Refer to maps in Appendix 
F for SRMA boundaries. Existing ROS settings 
would be continued for the Alpine Triangle SRMA. 

Public lands in the Powderhorn Primitive Area 
SRMA, unit 2, would be managed for primitive and 
semi-primitive, non motorized recreation and scenic 
opportunities and for the maintenance and 
enhancement of natural values. A RAMP would be 
prepared and would include goals within BLM’s 
Recreation 2&X: A Stratenic Plan. 

The remainder of public lands, located in the 
Gunnison Extensive Recreation Management Area 
(ERMA), would be managed for a diversity ‘of 
recreation opportunities. Potential recreation projects 
would be considered at Hartman’s Rocks, Slate 
River, and High Mesa, and if proposed for 
development, these projects would be addressed in 
Recreation Project Plans. 

Periodic cleanup and patrols would be conducted 
throughout the planning area. Commercial recreation 

use permits would be issued on a case-by-case basis 
in the planning area. 

Unless otherwise specified in management unit 
prescriptions, public lands in the planning area would 
be open to motorized vehicular travel. A map in 
Appendix F displays Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) 
designations for the PRMP. Some roads would 
continue to be kept closed in the spring or other 
seasons until resource damage would likely not occur. 
Emergency road closures would occur if unacceptable 
resource damage occurs. The BLM would continue 
to recognize and respond to the need for seasonal 
closures by installing gates at key access points in 
problem areas. 

Wild and Scenic River Study Segment. No portion 
of any stream in the Planning Area would be 
recommended as being suitable for designation and 
inclusion into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System. Values and resources within the Study 
Segment A of The Lake Fork of The Gumrison River 
(see Appendix I), a segment the BLM found eligible, 
but not suitable, for inclusion into the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System, would be managed 
according to the prescriptions for Management Units 
1,4, and 15 and STANDARD MANAGEMENT. 

Visual Resource Management. Public lands would 
be managed according to Visual Resource 
Management (VRM) classes and objectives contained 
in each Management Unit prescription.. See 
Appendix C for general information about VRM 
classes and management objectives. 

Rehabilitation would be considered for VRM Class II 
R, III R, and IV R areas that contain existing 
man-made visual intrusions. Any public lands 
designated wilderness would be classified as VRM I 
lands. 

Wilderness Study Areas. The six WSAs in the 
Planning Area would be managed according to 
BLM’s Interim Management Policy and Guidelines 
for Lands Under Wilderness Review until Congress 
decides on designation regarding each area. Any 
area(s) acted on by Congress and not designated as 
wilderness would be managed according to the 
applicable management unit prescription(s) in the 
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PRMP. Wilderness Management Plans would be 
prepared for any area(s) designated and the area 
would be managed as wilderness. See the map in 
Appendix F for WSA boundaries and general 
locations. Appendix F shows also which WSAs 
occur in the various Management Units in the PRMP. 

Archaeological and Historical Resources (Cultural 
Resources). Protection of cultural resources would 
be considered in all activity plans. Class I inventory 
data would be consulted prior to surface disturbing 
activities to determine the need for inventories. Prior 
to surface disturbing activities, Class III inventories 
would be conducted. Cultural resources identified or 
discovered would be evaluated using BLM’s Cultural 

. Resource Use Categories and/or would be mitigated 
as required by statute. Where appropriate, historic 
resources would be inventoried, stabilized, and 
interpreted to increase understanding and enjoyment 
for the recreating public, and to reduce safety 
hazards. Measures designed to protect, interpret, or 
otherwise enhance cultural resources would be 
included in all plans for surface disturbing activities. 
Avoidance would be the preferred method of 
protection. Inventories would also be conducted to 
determine archaeological site density, diversity, 
significance, and distribution in order to build a data 
base for management of archaeological resources. 
Cooperative and compatible management of historic 
sites with private landowners, and other federal 
agencies would continue. 

Paleontological Resource. Inventories would be 
completed in areas containing potential for the 
occurrence of paleontological resources (Morrison, 
Dakota, Mancos, and Mesa Verde geologic 
formation) prior to any surface disturbing activity. 
Measures to protect known or discovered fossil 
values would be implemented. 

Transportation and Access. In addition to the 
eleven specific access needs identified in the 
management unit prescriptions, the. access needs 
identified in the Gunnison Resource Area 
transportation plan would be acquired as opportunities 
arise. The transportation plan map would be 
updated. Please refer to Appendix M for a list of the 
access needs specified in each unit. 

Disposal of Public &ran&. Public lands in the 
planning ares would be classified into one of two 
categories for disposal and multiple use management 
purposes: 

Cutenorv Z lands: A total of 43 tracts of public land 
totalling approximately 3,120 acres would be 
identified for consideration for disposal through 
public sale under criteria in Section 203 of FLPMA. 
These tracts are shown on the map of the PRMP. 
Federal mineral estate would be conveyed with 
surface estate where feasible and in the public 
interest. See Appendix D for descriptions of tracts 
and the sale criteria met. Disposal determination 
would be contingent on these lands meeting NEPA 
and other statutory requirements. Other means of 
disposal for these tracts would not be precluded. A 
land sale/disposal activity plan would be prepared for 
these tracts indicating disposal techniques, priorities, 
and implementation timing. 

Ctitenorv ZZ Zundr: These are public lands exclusive 
of public land in Category I. These category II lands 
would be identified to be managed by BLM for 
multiple use management purposes. The lands in this 
category would also be identified for consideration 
for disposal on a case-by-case basis through 
exchange, boundary adjustments, state indemnity 
selection, Recreation and Public Purpose Act 
applications, or other appropriate statute or authority, 
if disposal serves the public interest. These lands 
would not be identified for consideration for disposal 
through public sale as covered in Section 203 of 
FLPMA. These lands would be available for 
consideration for disposal through exchange if the 
exchange would result- in 1) consolidated land 
patterns, 2) improved manageability of lands and 
resources, or 3) if the exchange would otherwise be 
in the public interest, within the context of the 
provisions of Section 206 of FLPMA. Disposal 
would be contingent on actions meeting NEPA 
requirements. 

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands: Non-federal 
lands surrounded by or adjacent to Category II lands 
or lands categorized as being unavailable for disposal, 
would be considered as being suitable for acquisition 
on a case-by-case, willing seller-willing buyer basis 
in order to enhance Bureau management. Acquisition 
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would be contingent on these lands meeting 1) NEPA fuel hazard reduction could occur throughout the 
requirements and 2) one or more of the criteria for Planning Area in accordance with approved 
acquisition found in Appendix D. Specific tracts for prescribed bum plans. A site-specific bum plan and 
acquisition are identified in management unit Environmental Analysis (EA) would be prepared 
prescriptions. prior to authorizing any prescribed bums. 

Rights-of-Way. Public lands within the Planning 
Area would be open to the location of rights-of-way, 
subject to stipulations in Management Unit 
prescriptions and standard terms, conditions, and 
stipulations contained in records of decision issued 
for each application. Right-of-way avoidance areas 
(where future rights-of-way may be granted only 
when no feasible alternative route or designated 
right-of-way corridor is available) and right-of-way 
exclusion areas (where future rights-of-way may be 
granted only when mandated by law) are described in 
each management unit prescription, if applicable. 

Rights-of-Way Corridors. Public lands within one- 
half mile on each side of the centerline of Western 
Area Power Administrations’ (WAPA) Curecanti to 
Salida 230 Kv electrical transmission line, and 
Colorado Ute Electric Associations’ (CUEA) Blue 
Mesa to Lake City 115 Kv electrical transmission line 
would be designated as rights-of-way corridors. The 
WAPA line crosses Management Units 8, 11, 12, 13, 
14, and 16. A right-of-way window 1000 feet in 
width, or 500 feet either side of the centerline, would 
be designated where the WAPA line crosses 
Management Unit 8. The CUEA corridor crosses 
Management Units 1, 13, and 16. See map in 
Appendix D for the general locations of these 
corridors. 

.Fire Management. Wildfires on ..about- 508,388- 
acres of public land would be suppressed according 
to a “conditional suppression” policy and about 
76,624 acres of public land would be suppressed 
according to a “full suppression” policy. Refer to 
Appendix L for maps showing these suppression 
areas within the planning area for Management Units 
in the PRMP. Within conditional suppression areas 
there are isolated areas (i.e., public lands adjacent to 
private lands, or in recreation areas) where full 
suppression of wildfires would occur in order to 
protect valuable resources, investments, facilities, and 
property, life, and safety on federal and non-federal 
lands. Prescribed fires for resource enhancement or 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PRMP 

Withdrawals and Classifications. Actions regarding 
Public lands currently under a withdrawal, reserve, 
or classification would be implemented according to 
the recommendations below. If public lands under 
withdrawal to another agency are relinquished, these 
lands would be managed according to Standard 
Management and the management unit prescription in 
which the lands are located. Periodic review of 
existing withdrawals would continue in order to 
determine if the need for each continues to exist. 
Management activities on all withdrawn land would 
continue at current levels, and would be consistent 
with the purposes of withdrawals. 

1. The withdrawals affecting lands in the following 
existing Bureau of Reclamation (BofRec) and Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) withdrawals, 
and Bureau of Land Management Power Site reserves 
(BLM PSRs) .located in the Planning Area adjacent 
to, or in close proximity to, the proposed boundary 
line of the Curecanti National Recreation Area (NRA) 
would be continued, and would be reviewed when 
Congressional action is taken regarding the exact 
boundary line location of the NRA. At that time, 
those withdrawn lands would be reviewed, and if not 
needed for NRA, BofE&c, or FERC purposes, would 
be recommended to be relinquished or revoked, and 
managed according to the applicable Management 
Unit prescriptions; The acres affected by these 
withdrawals in the PRMP adjacent or in close 
proximity to the Curecanti NRA are approximately as 
follb%: - 

BojRec Colorado River Reclamation Storage 
Project 

C-014843 in Management Units 1,‘7;;1-2,-.13,, 
and 16: 265 .acres 

CO21956 in Management Units 7, 9, 12, 13, 
and 16: 301 acres 

c-0124366 in Management Unit 13: 42 acres 

4-15 



CHAPTER FOUR 

Boflec Gunnison-Arkansas Reclamation Project 

C-28255 in Management Units 1 (175 acres), 
7 (7 acres), 12 (573 acres), and 16 (277 
acres): 1;032 acres 

BLM PSRs 

No. 27, C-28590 in Management Units 7, 12, 
13, and 16: 220 acres 

No. 50, C-28588 in Management Units 13 
and 16: 45 acres 

FERC 

Order of 11/g/1928 in Management Unit 16: 
8 acres 

2. The lands and approximate acres identified in the 
various withdrawals, classifications, or reserves 
below would be recommended to be continued, and 
would be periodically reviewed. 

BLM protective withdrawals 

C-17286, Powderhorn Primitive Area SRMA, 
in unit 2: 43,697 acres 

C-0125423, “Loop Road” south and west of 
Lake City, in units 1, (675 acres), 4 (2 
acres), and 15 (444 acres): 1,122 acres 

Public Land Order (PLO) 4408, pending 
legislation transferring the affected lands in 
unit 16 to the United States Forest Service 
(USFS): 400 acres 

C-01471 1, on Cebolla-Creek in units 10 (269 
acres) and 12.(164 acres): 433 acres 

BLM Federal -Water Reserves 

C-17807,. C-19375, C-19376, C-19377, and 
C-285 14, located. throughout all units except 
5, 6, and 9; these water reserves would also 
be quantified: 25,900 acres 

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

USFS 

C-0123890, at Soap Creek, in unit 13: 65 
acres 

C-28325, at Old Agency, in unit 16: 40 
acres 

BLM Recreation and Public Purposes 
Clahfications (R & PPs) 

C-15671, Lake City Ski Hill, Hinsdale 
County, in unit 1: 25 acres 

Department of Energy Withdrawal Applications 

The 330 acre Department of Energy (DOE) 
withdrawal for a potential mine tailings site in 
Management Unit 11 would be recommended 
to be continued. When DOE actions are 
finalized, some lands may be transferred to 
that agency. Any lands transferred would no 
longer be withdrawn or subject to BLM 
.management. The need for the withdrawal 
would be reviewed periodically. 

3. BLM would recommend that the lands in the 
following withdrawals or reserves be relinquished or 
revoked by the applicable agencies. upon 
relinquishment, further action would be. taken to 
terminate these withdrawals. Once terminated, the 
lands would then be managed according to the 
pertinent Management Unit prescriptions and 
Standard Management. 

Boflec Gunnison-Arkansas Reclamation Project 
C-28255 

In unit 1, T. 46 N., R. 3 W., paralleling the 
Lake Fork of The Gunnison River near The 
Gate Campground: approximately 1,040 
acres 

In Unit 12, T. 48 N., R. 6 W., paralleling 
the Little Cimarron River: approximately 
840 acres 

C-12613 (197 acres) and C-022844 (62 
acres): 269 acres 
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In unit 16, T. 49 N., R. 34 W., Sec. 34: 
NE1/4: approximately 160 acres 

5. The following new BLM protective withdrawals 
would be recommended in various. Management 
Units: 

BLM PSRs 
Unit 1: 

No. 50, C-28588, T. 50 N., R. 1 E., Sec. 4: 
N1/2SW1/4SE1/4SW1/4: approximately 17 
acres 

USFS 

C-010309, at Nine-Mile Hill, no longer 
needed, in unit 13: 10 acres 

FERC 

C-0123435 in units 1 (630 acres) and 6 (95 
acres) , and C-0124134 in units 1 (290 acres) 
and 6 (5 acres), south of Lake City: 1,020 
acres 

4. The following BLM R & .PPs and protective 
withdrawal would be recommended to be revoked or 
expanded in size: 

R & PP C-083991: 

At The Gate Campground, in unit 1, would 
be revoked, upon a recommended five-acre 
protective withdrawal taking effect at the 
recreation area: 100 acres 

R & PP C-012601: 

At the Slumgullion Earthflow National 
Natural Landmark ACEC. in unit 6, would 
be revoked, upon a recommended 
(approximately) 1,442 acre. protective 
withdrawal taking effect: 907 acres 

BLM protective withdrawal C-17286: 

At the Powderhorn Primitive Area SRMA, in 
unit 2, would be expanded in size to include 
an additional (approximately) 2,310 acres of 
federal mineral estate, Ad 4,065 BLM 
managed surface acres 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PRMP 

At the Mill Creek Campground: 20 acres 

At the Red Bridge Campground: 5 acres 

At The Gate Campground: 10 acres 

The federal mineral estate in these lands 
would be recommended to be withdrawn from 
mineral entry and location, in order to protect 
recreation values and improvements. 

Unit 3: 

In the Cochetopa Canyon SRMA: 
approximately 2,597 acres of federal mineral 
estate and 2,710 acres of B&M managed 
surface acres would be recommended to be 
withdrawn from mineral entry and location, 
and all forms of appropriation under the 
general land laws, in order to retain scenic, 
riparian, and recreation values, but the 
withdrawal would not effect the operation of 
the general land laws regarding discretionary 
leases, licenses, or permits 

Unit 4: 

In the American Basin ACEC, the federal 
mineral estate would be recommended to be 
withdrawn from mineral entry and location in 
order to protect recreation and scenic values: 
approximately 1,590 acres 

Unit 6: 

In the Slumgullion Earthflow National 
Natural Landmark ACEC, the federal mineral 
estate would be recommended to be 
withdrawn from mineral entry and location in 
order to protect the integrity of the earthflow: 
approximately 1,442 acres 
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Unit 9: 

In the Dillon Pinnacles ACEC, the federal 
mineral estate would be recommended to be 
withdrawn from mineral entry and location in 
order to protect scenic and recreation values: 
approximately 530 acres 

Waterpower and Storage Reservoir Sites. 
Management Units 1, 3, 10, 14 and 15 would be 
recommended to be closed to. the development of 
water power and storage reservoir sites. The 
remainder of the inventoried and potential sites would 
be managed to permit water and power site 
development unless another use is proposed for the 
s&(s) in a Management Unit prescription. Before 
any uses occur or facilities are developed on lands 
withdrawn for water power purposes, that would 
preclude or conflict with waterpower or storage 
development, the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission would be contacted regarding withdrawal 
status and need for the site. 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern. Public 
lands in six Management Units, 4 through 9, totalling 
approximately 42,339 acres, would be designated as 
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs). 
These six areas (American Basin, Redcloud Peak, 
Slumgullion Earthflow National Natural Landmark, 
West Antelope Creek, South Beaver Creek, and 
Dillon Pinnacles) would be managed according to 
their Management Unit prescriptions and any 
management plans that would be prepared. Haystack 
Cave and Sapinero potential ACECs are contained 
within the recommended West Antelope Creek 
ACEC. Values within the remaining eight potential 
ACECs described in Table H-2 (Alpine, Powderhom, 
East Gunnison, Lake Fork Canyon, Bighorn Sheep A 
and B, Cebolla Creek, and Loop Road) in Appendix 
H would be sufficiently protected and managed by the 
actions in applicable Management Unit prescriptions. 
Refer to Appendix H for descriptions and maps of 
these areas and the ACEC designation process. 
Table H-l in Appendix H lists the areas that were 
nominated early in the planning process, but did not 
pass the screening process for further consideration 
in the DRMP. 

IHkazarL INtunagment. Hazard sites or areas would 
be reviewed on a case-by-case basis. and remedied to 
the degree necessary to protect public safety and 
health. Activity plans would consider the remediation 
of known hazards. Management of other resources 
would involve reclamation/remediation of known 
hazard sites/areas as part of fulfilling objectives for 
management of that resource. 

Coordination and cooperation with appropriate state 
or other agencies to remedy hazard sites would 
continue. Existing sites/areas from past mineral 
development, which are considered to be potentially 
hazardous because of high side walls, deep pits, etc., 
would very likely continue until the Colorado Mined 
Land Reclamation Hazard abatement project is 
completed. The goal of this long-term project is to 
eliminate the hazards of these sites/areas. 

Hazardous Materials Managment. Locations on 
public lands showing evidence of hazardous materials 
would be inventoried and examined on a case-by-case 
basis, and remedied to the degree necessary to protect 
public health, safety, and public or private property. 
Coordination and cooperation with appropriate state 
or other agencies to properly manage hazardous 
materials would continue. Trespass dumping and 
littering on public lands would be controlled through 
public awareness, signing, and monitoring. 

ILaw Enforcement. Bureau patrols and law 
enforcement activities by authorized personnel would 
be conducted on a priority or demand basis as 
needed. Information dissemination and education 
regarding BLM resource management and regulations 
would be carried out during visitor or public contacts 
by BLM rangers. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT PRESCRIPTIONS 
FOR THE PROPOSED RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN (l-16) 

According to the BLM’s basic legislation, any 
particular land area and its resources may have the 
potential for a variety of uses, some of them mutually 
exclusive. The BLM’s major objective is to manage 
the public lands under a multiple-use philosophy and 
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to provide maximum public benefits through the best 
combination of uses for which an area is capable. 

Under the Proposed Resource Management Plan 
(PRMP), the planning area has been divided into 
management units based on the resources, uses, and 
values of the public lands within a particular 
geographic area and relative to the goals and 
objectives of the PRMP. Management Unit 
prescriptions for the PRMP are derived from the. 
Preferred Alternative (Alternative E) of the DRMP, 
with changes made as a result of public comment and 
internal review. Please refer to the CHANGES TO 
THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE section in 
Chapter Two for the changes that have been 
incorporated into the PRMP. The size, number, and 
configuration of the Management Units in the PRMP 
is very similar to those in the Preferred Alternative 
(Alternative E) of the DRMP, with the only 
exceptions being minor changes in uuits 14 (+ 1.1 
miles) and 15 (-.6 miles). Some adjacent units were 
correspondingly affected as a result of these additions 
or deletions. The presence or absence of these 
segments was discussed and analyzed in alternatives 
in the DRMP. Table 4-1 lists the acres in each 
Management Unit in the PRMP. The map that is 
inserted into this document displays the Management 
Units and general land status in the PRMP. 
Differences in acres within units in the PRMP and 
the Preferred Alternative in the DRMP are the result 
of the unit changes mentioned above or the 
peculiarities of the GIS system used. Boundaries are 
the same, with the. exception of the changes noted 
above in units 14 and 15, and the adjacent units. 

Although each management unit would be managed 
under the multiple-use concept, its most outstanding 
resources,uses, or values would be given significant 
consideration to protect those specific qualities. In 
recognition of this potential for loss or impact, 
management unit prescriptions may place constraints 
on opposing/competing ~resources, uses, or values 
within a unit. In most cases, these other resources 
would be managed to the extent that such 
management would be compatible with the more 
significant resources, uses, or values in a unit. In 
addition, future proposals would be evaluated in the 
context of the management prescriptions for units. 

Public lands within the planning area where no 
particular resource, use, or value is outstanding, and 
where management would be minimal, are considered 
to be general resource management units. 

The following management unit prescriptions 
comprke The PRMP. Acreage figures used are 
approximations. Table 4-1 and the PRMP map 
identify the management units that were delineated 
for the PRMP. Six Management Units, 4 through 9, 
totalling 42,339 acres would be designated and 
managed as ACECs. If not spec@aUy mentioned, 
and unless modfled within the following 
Management Unit prescriptions, resources/resource 
uses and progruuns- on public lands in the PRMP 
would be managed acconling to guiaknce in the 
Stan&d Management section above. 

In this PRMP, all Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) in 
the Planning Area would be managed under BiM’s 
Wilderness Interim Management Policy for Lands 
Under Wilderness Review (IMP). If Congress 
designates public lands in any part of any WSA in the 
Planning Area as wilderness, those lands would be 
managed as wilderness and a wilderness management 
plan would be prepared for the area(s). If, during 
the life of this plan, Congress acts on and decides to 
not designate any part of any WSA in the Planning 
Area as wilderness (effectively removing it from 
WSA status), those public lands would be managed 
according to the actions in the Management Unit 
prescriptions below for the PRMP. Appendix F 
shows WSA maps and tables depicting Management 
Unit locations of WSAs. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 1 (Part of Alpine Triangle 
S-J 

Land ownership: 95,827 acres of public surface; 15% 
of the Planning Area. 

This management unit is currently managed as the 
Alpine Triangle Special Recreation Management Area 
(SRMA), and consists of the bulk of the SRMA. The 
unit extends south along the Lake Fork of the 
Gunnison River (Lake Fork) from the Curecanti 
National Recreation Area (NRA) and includes lands 
south and west ,of L.ake City. This unit surrounds 
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three recommended ACECs (4, 5 and 6) and 
important fisheries and riparian zones (Parts of 15). 

The lands south and west of .Lake City are 
characterized by 13,000-14,ooO foot peaks, fragile 
high-country tundra, important mining-era historical 
resources, summer range for domestic sheep grazing, 
heavy recreation visitation, and high quality scenic 
values. This unit is the most popular and heavily 
visited area BLM manages in Colorado, and is among 
the most scenic areas in the nation. Features within 
or adjacent to the unit include structures associated 
with the historic mining period, an 8.9 mile-long 
portion of the Segment A of the Lake Fork of the 
Gun&on River, a study segment eligible for 
inclusion into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System, Mill Creek Campground, populations of the 
rare Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly, the Alpine 
Loop National Backcountry Byway, Slumgullion 
Earthflow National Natural Landmark, and bighorn 
sheep habitat. 

The lands along the Lake Fork from Lake City 
downstream to the NRA boundary are characterized 
by a steep-walled, narrow canyon and a meandering 
river valley with a variety of vegetation types. 
Intermingled land ownership occurs in this part of the 
unit. Features in this part of the unit include high 
quality visual resources, nine recorded historic 
railroad construction camp sites (three of which have 
been developed and are .managed cooperatively by the 

. 
National Park Service), various other historic sites, 
the Gate and Red Bridge campgrounds, several BLM 
minor wayside and fishing access improvements; 
crucial big game winter range; bighorn sheep hatiitat 
and a bighorn sheep herd; and a 69 Kv electrical 
transmission line. 

Concerns include potential impacts on fragile tundra 
ecosystems receiving heavy recreation use, visitor 
safety concerning high altitudes and open mine shafts, 
degraded visual quality, incompatible recreation, 
eg, and livestock grazing land use mixes, 
motorized vehicle use, access and management, 
vandalism, survey and inventoryirecordation 
deficiencies, and other concerns associated with 
fragile historic structures. Concerns also exist 
regarding potential disease transfer to bighorn sheep 
from grazing domestic sheep and a growing demand 
for public access to the Lake Fork. 

The unit would continue to be managed as part of the 
existing Alpine Triangle SRMA. Providing a 
diversity of recreation opportunities, including 
interpretation, while protecting important historic, 
scenic, and natural values would be emphasized 
within the unit. Motorized recreation sightseeing, 
hiking, camping, winter recreation, hunting, fishing, 
floatboating, and other recreation opportunities would 
be emphasized. A CRMAP would be prepared for 
the unit and the SRMA, incorporating the 
management actions in the existing RAMP, 
Recreation 2OtlO goals and the back country byway, 

the Alpine Loop Cultural Resource Management Plan 
(CRMP), historic site management, visual resource 
management, and other resources in this and all other 
Management Units in the Alpine Triangle SRMA. 
Plans for surface-disturbing activities, including 
recreation use and development, would contain 
measures designed to minimize negative effects to 
resources, especially those that could impact adjacent 
recreation or scenic resources and fisheries and 
riparian habitat. Public lands would be managed for 
a combination of Primitive, Semi-Primitive 
Motorized, Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized, Roaded 
Natural, and Rural ROS settings as contained in the 
existing RAMP for the SIUvlA. 

Management actions contained in the existing RAMP 
for the unit would be implemented (facility and trail 
development, improvement, and maintenance, 
expanded recreation area administration and visitor 
services, additions to and maintenance of OHV 
routes, signing, patrols, and commercial recreation 
use supervision). Trail access to the Powderhorn 
Primitive Area SRMA would be located and 
constructed. Construction of a joint BLM/USFS 
visitor and administrative center in Lake City would 
be pursued. Overnight camping would be excluded 
within 50 feet of historic resources on public land. 
A follow-up visitor-use survey would be conducted in 
approximately 1994 to reassess the activities, settings, 
and experiences favored by the recreating public. If 
feasible, facilities at The Gate and Red Bridge 
Campgrounds would be upgraded and added such that 
entrance fees could be charged. 

Historic sites would be inventoried, recorded, and 
evaluated within the unit., and determinations of 
eligibility prepared. The Alpine Loop CRMP would 
be prepared to direct the development, maintenance, 
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stabilization, and interpretation of these appropriate 
historic resources for passive, non-consumptive 
recreation opportunities. This plan would be 
incorporated into the CRMAP for the unit. 
Interpretation would emphasize the protection of 
historic sites, buildings, and facilities in order to 
prevent vamlalism. Cadastral surveys would be 
conducted, if necessary, for sites to determine public 
land locations for historic sites with potential for 
stabilization or interpretation. 

material disposal on federal mineral estate on these 
same lands would not be authorized for the same 
reasons. 

Wildlife Habitat Management. Disposal of mineral 
materials on 10,620.acres of federal mineral estate 
within crucial big game winter range would not be 
authorized from December 1 through April 30 to 
prevent disturbance to wintering deer and elk. 

Cooperative management with the NPS on lands 
along the Lake Fork of the Gunnison River from Red 
Bridge to Blue Mesa Reservoir would be continued 
for recreation facility and road maintenance, and the 
interpretation and protection of three historic railroad 
camp/construction sites. If appropriate, cooperative 
management of other sites would be considered. 

Livestock Grazing Management. Livestock grazing 
would continue to be authorized in the unit within the 
capabilities of the ecosystems involved. On public 
lands within the riparian area along Henson Creek, 
from the North fork of Henson Creek downstream to 
Lake City, livestock grazing in this important fishery 
would continue not be authorized in order to maintain 
stream and streamside conditions, including soils and 
vegetation. 

Motorized vehicular traffic on public lands within the 
unit south of the north line of Section 12, T. 45 N., 
R. 4W., N. M. P. M., would. be limited to 
designated routes, and snowmobile use would be 
limited to travel on snow. When the CRMAP is 
prepared for the Alpine Triangle SRMA, a map 
would be included and areas defined on the ground 
delineating appropriate pull-off and parking areas 
adjacent to designated routes. The remainder of the 
unit would be open to OHV traffic. 

Federal mineral estate in the following areas in the 
unit would be withdrawn from mineral entry and 
location under the general mining laws: (a) within 
675 acres in the existing protective withdrawal (C- 
0125423) along the Alpine Loop National 
Backcountry Byway, in order to protect scenery 
within the byway from mining disturbance, (b) a total 
of five acres at Red Bridge Campground in order to 
prevent disturbance from mining activities occurring 
at the recreation site, (c) a total of 10 acres at The 
Gate campground to protect recreation facilities, and 
(d), 20 acres at the Mill Creek Campground. 

Wild and Scenic River Study Segment. The 8.9 
mile-long portion of Segment A of the Lake Fork of 
the Gunnison River, a segment BLM found eligible, 
but not suitable, for inclusion into the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System, would be managed 
according to this prescription and STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT for the PRMP. Please refer to 
Appendix I for the eligibility and suitability analysis, 
and for location and boundary maps of the segment. 
The segment was determined to be eligible, but not 
suitable, for inclusion into the NWSRS. 

Visual Resource Management. The unit would be 
managed according to VRM Class II (93,848 acres), 
VRM Class III (165 acres) and VRM Class IV (1,337 
acres) objectives. 

Federal oil, gas, and geothermal estate totalling 675 
acres within the existing protective withdrawal (C- 
0125423) along the Alpine Loop National 
Backcountry Byway would be open to leasing with a 
no surface occupancy stipulation in order to protect 
recreation facilities and visual resources from fluid 
minerals exploration and development. Mineral 
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Transportation and Access. Administrative access 
would be acquired into the east-central part of the 
unit that includes Yaeger Gulch and Skunk and Trout 
Creeks for commercial forest management. Public 
hiking and horse access would be acquired into the 
Alpine Gulch drainage for recreation and livestock 
grazing management. Public access would continue 
to be acquired, as opportunities arise, to BLM and 
USFS managed lands between Lake City and Red 
Bridge campground. 

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. If available, 
selected non-federal lands necessary for management, 
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protection and/or enhancement of recreation and 
visual resources and wildlife habitat on public lands 
would be acquired. If available, selected non-federal 
lands containing representative examples of thematic 
historic period sites, structures, or resources would 
be acquired through exchange or purchase. 

Rights-of-Way. About 3,840 acres in the rights-of- 
way corridor would be open to development of all 
rights-of-way. With the exception of public lands in 
the rights-of-way corridor, the entire unit .would be 
closed to the development of above-ground utilities 
(91,510 acres). Public lands north of the south line 
of Sections 16 and 17, T. 47 N., ‘R. 3 W., 
N.M.P.M., approximately 2,560 acres, and about 
76,880 acres south and west of Lake City would be 
classified an avoidance area for all other rights-of- 
way. The remainder of public lands in the unit, 
about 12,070 acres, would be open to all other rights- 
of-way. See Appendix D for a map showing these 
areas. 

Rights-of-Way Corridors. Approximately .3,840 
acres of public land along CUEA’s Blue Mesa to 
Lake City 115 Kv electrical transmission line would 
be designated a rights-of-way corridor (see Standard 
Management for more detail). 

Fire Managemerit. Full suppression of wildfires 
would occur on 9,577 acres of public land to protect 
private property, BLM recreation sites, and other 
facilities. Conditional suppression would occur on 
85,773 acres. 

Withdrawals and Classifica~ons. The R&PP 
classification C-012620 would be terminated or 
revoked near the. Slumgullion Earthflow National 
Natural Landmark proposed ACEC, Unit 6, upon 
withdrawal recommendations being implemented 
within that unit. The R&PP classification 
C-15671 (approximately 25 acres) for a ski facility 
near Lake City would continue. The 100 acre R&PP 
classification C-083991 would also be terminated or 
revoked at The Gate Recreation Area upon 
withdrawal recommendations being implemented. 
The Bureau of Reclamation withdrawal C-28255, 
affecting approximately 1,040 acres of public land 
surrounding The Gate Campground would be 
recommended for relinquishment to ensure recreation 

resources would not be inundated. The part of the 
BLM protective withdrawal c-0125423, 675 acres, 
along the back country byway in the unit would be 
continued. Approximately 10 acres of public land at 
The Gate Campground, approximately 5 acres of 
public land at Red Bridge campground, and 20 acres 

of public lands at the Mill Creek Campground would 
be withdrawn from all forms of appropriation under 
the general land laws for protection of recreation 
resources and BLM investments. 
Water Power and Storage Reservoir Sites. The 
unit would be recommended to be closed to the 
development of potential water power and storage 
reservoir sites. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 2 (Powderhom Primitive 
Area SRMA) 

Land Ownership: 47,762 acres of Public Surface; 8 96 
of the Planning Area. 

This unit consists of lands managed for primitive, 
non-motorized recreational and natural values. 

This management unit is managed as the existing 
Powderhom Primitive Area Special Recreation 
Management Area (SRMA). The entire existing 
Powderhom Primitive Area is located within the unit. 
Few obvious human influences are apparent. The 
unit contains the popular Powderhom Lakes and is 
characterized by a diversity of landscapes, high 
valued recreation resources, important fishery and 
riparian resources, and scenic and natural values. 
Livestock grazing occurs in part of the unit. Bighorn 
sheep habitat occurs within the unit. The BLM 
surface estate within the existing primitive area is 
withdrawn from all forms of appropriation under the 
general land laws (C-17286) and from mineral entry 
and location under the general mining laws. A 
concern for resources within the unit is that 
concentrated recreation use occurring along existing 
trails and at the lakes area could potentially result in 
unacceptable impacts to scenic and other resources. 
Another concern is the potential for diseases being 
transferred to bighorn sheep from domestic sheep. 
The need to protect both the high quality and 
diversity of scenic, recreation, and other natural 
values, while reducing effects of recreation use would 
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be recognized as important during the formulation of 
management decisions affecting the area. 

The unit would be managed as the Powderhom 
Primitive Area SRMA. The Primitive Area would be 
expanded to include the remainder of public lands in 
the unit. 

A Recreation Area Management Plan (RAMP) would 
be prepared emphasizing the enhancement of natural 
values and primitive recreation opportunities. Public 
lands would be managed for Primitive and Semi- 
Primitive Non-Motorized ROS settings. 

Measures to prevent soil erosion and water quality 
deterioration processes would be allowed to occur 
and surface-disturbing activities would be minimized. 
Commercial recreation use would be permitted and 
use levels established, if necessary, to maintain 
natural values in the unit; and commercial.permits 
would contain stipulations and mitigation for 
vegetation and surface disturbance. A permit system 
and recreation use levels for private, non-commercial 
recreation use would be established and implemented 
in the unit if adverse environmental impacts result 
from recreation activities. Maps and interpretive 
brochures would be distributed to help inform users 
of low-impact camping skills. Trail access in the unit 
from the Devil’s Creek area would be located and 
constructed. Trails and other facilities would be 
maintained periodically. 

Public Lands in the unit would be closed to motorized 
vehicular traffic, unless otherwise authorized, to 
protect and maintain primitive recreation 
opportunities. The unit would also be closed to 
mountain bikes. 

The entire federal mineral estate in the unit, 46,007 
acres, would be withdrawn from mineral entry and 
location under the general mining laws. This 
includes approximately 2,3 10 acres of federal mineral 
.estate not now withdrawn. The federal oil and gas 
estate in the unit would be closed to future leasing in 
order .to protect recreation and natural values. 
Disposal of mineral materials would not be authorized 
on federal mineral estate in the unit. 

Wildlife Habitat Management. Fishery or other 
wildlife improvement projects or project maintenance, 
would be permitted only if compatible with the 
objectives of this unit. If the lands in the unit are 
acted upon by Congress for wilderness designation, 
and are not designated, lands in the unit would be 
evaluated and considered for moose introductions, 
which could be authorized by the District Manager 
following environmental analysis. The BLM’s 
Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands 
under Wilderness Review and a national-level 
agreement involving BLM prevents the introduction 
of moose or other non-indigenous species into public 
lands in Wilderness Study Areas or Wilderness areas. 

Livestock Grazing Management. Domestic sheep 
grazing in grazing allotment 6112 would not be 
authorized in the unit in order to help prevent the 
potential for diseases being transferred to bighorn 
sheep from domestic sheep. Cattle grazing would be 
authorized and administered in the unit such that 
recommended ROS settings would be maintained. 
Vegetation treatments or improvements and treatment 
maintenance would be authorized if compatible with 
the objectives of this unit. Livestock grazing along 
2.2 miles of Fourth of July Creek, 10.2 miles of the 
East Fork of Powderhom Creek, 8.3 miles of the 
Middle Fork of Powderhom Creek, and 8.7 miles of 
the West Fork of Powderhom Creek would be 
managed to maintain a 4-inch minimum stubble 
height for key forage species, during the grazing 
period of use, in these riparian zones containing 
important fisheries. The stubble height requirement 
would be implemented according to the Livestock 
Grazing Management section of STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT. This action is recommended in 
order to improve and maintain stream and streamside 
conditions, including soils and vegetation. 

Forest Management. The unit would be closed to 
the sale or harvest of forest products in order to 
maintain scenic and recreation values. 

Visual Resource Management. Public lands would 
be managed according to VRM Class I objectives in 
order to maintain the scenic quality of the unit. 
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Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. If available, 40 
acres of private surface estate would be acquired. 
The acquisition of state-owned minerals in the unit 
would be pursued. 

Rights-of-Way. Public lands in the unit would be 
classified an exclusion area for future rights-of-way. 

Fire Management. Public lands in the unit would be 
managed under the conditional suppression category. 

Withdrawals and Classifications. Public surface 
estate in the unit, approximately 47,762 acres, would 
be withdrawn from all forms of appropriation under 
the general land laws in order to retain the lands in 
public ownership. Bureau protective withdrawal C- 
17286 would be continued and expanded to include 
these lands, and also approximately 46,007 acres of 
subsurface federal mineral estate in the unit. This 
would include approximately 4,065 surface acres and 
about 2,310 acres of federal mineral estate not now 
withdrawn. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 3 (Cochetopa Canyon 
SRMA) 

Land Ownership: 2,710 acres of Public Surface; less 
than 1% of the Planning Ares. 

This unit consists of lands managed for day-use and 
overnight recreation along Cochetopa Creek. 

Most of the public lands in this management unit are 
. currently managed as the Cochetopa Special 
Recreation’ Management Area (SRMA). Resources 
and land uses are managed according to an existing 
activity plan for the unit. Colorado State Highway 
114 traverses the unit, which is characterized by a 
steep, scenic canyon that restricts recreation use to 
the narrow riparian corridor along Cochetopa Creek. 
Day-use recreation such as sight-seeing, fishing, and 
picnicking, and overnight camping occur within the 
unit. Features within the unit include high-quality 
scenic resources, three semi-developed, and three 
undeveloped recreation sites. An elk calving area, 
Cochetopa Creek--an important fishery--and crucial 
big game winter range and bighorn sheep habitat 
occur within the unit. Concerns within the unit 

include a lack of recreation signing, general 
vandalism, and adverse impacts from recreation use 
to soils, vegetation and water quality, and 
deteriorating recreation facility conditions. 

The unit would continue to be managed according to 
the existing RAMP. The RAMP would be updated 
to include this expanded SRMA and prescription. 
The management objectives for the unit would be to 
‘continue to provide and improve the existing diversity 
of recreation opportunities, with fishing and overnight 
camping adjacent to Highway 114 being emphasized. 
Recreation facilities at three semi-developed and three 
undeveloped recreation areas would be constructed 
and maintained to provide approximately 32 family 
campsites, 6 toilets, hventy parking spaces, and 
informational signing. Existing recreation facilities 
in the unit would be maintained. Periodic patrols 
would be conducted. Recreation use would be 
monitored and possibly restricted as necessary to 
protect natural features and recreation opportunities. 
Informational and interpretive signs would be 
installed. Public lands would be managed for a 
Roaded Natural ROS setting. 

The federal mineral estate within the unit, 2,592 
acres, would be withdrawn from mineral entry and 
location under the general mining laws in order to 
provide protection for visual and recreation 
resources. This area has a low to moderate potential 
for the occurrence of mineral resources. 

The entire Federal oil, gas, and geothermal estate in 
the unit, 2,592 acres under federal surface, would 
remain open to leasing with a no-surface occupancy 
stipulation in order to protect scenic and recreation 
resources in the narrow canyon in this unit. 

Wildlife Habitat Management. Disposal of mineral 
materials on 1,3 17 acres of federal mineral estate in 
the unit within elk-calving areas would not be 
authorized in order to prevent disturbance to calving 
elk from April 16 through June 30. Mineral material 
disposal would not be permitted on 2,302 acres of 
federal mineral estate from December 1 through 
April 30 within big game crucial winter range in 
order to prevent disturbance to wintering deer and 
elk. 
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Liqestock Grazing Management. Livestock grazing 
and watering would not be permitted in the riparian 
area along Cochetopa Creek in order to maintain or 
improve riparian and/or fishery conditions. Domestic 
sheep grazing would not be authorized throughout the 
unit to prevent disease transfer to domestic sheep. 

Visual Resource Management. The unit would be 
managed according to VBM Class II (2,220 acres) 
and VRM Class IV (487 acres) objectives. 

Rights-of-Way. Public land in the unit would be 
classified an exclusion area for above-ground utility 
rights-of-way. Underground utility rights-of-way and 
development would be limited to disturbed areas 
associated with existing roads. 

Fire Management. Wildfires would be managed 
under the full suppression category. 

Withdrawals and Classifications. Public surface 
estate in the unit, approximately 2,710 acres, would 
be recommended to be withdrawn from all forms of 
appropriation under the general land laws in order to 
retain scenic, riparian, and recreation values. This 
withdrawal would not affect the application of the 
public land laws governing the use of lands under 
discretionary leases, licenses or permits. The federal 
mineral estate within the unit, 2,592 acres, would be 
recommended to be withdrawn from mineral entry 
and location under the general mining laws in order 
to provide protection for visual and recreation 
resources. This area has a low to moderate potential 
for the occurrence of mineral resources. 

Water Power and Storage Reservoir Sites. The 
unit would be recommended to be closed to the 
development of potential water power and storage 
reservoir sites. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 4 (American Basin ACEC) 

Land Ownership: 1,597 acres of Public Surface; less 
than 1% of the Planning Area 

This management unit is located south and west of .. 
Lake City between the Continental Divide and 
Handies Peak, and is one of the most scenic basins in 
the San Juan Mountains because of its midsummer 

wildflowers and the highquality visual resources. 
Sloan Lake and approximately two and one-half miles 
of the headwaters of Segment A of the Lake Fork of 
the Gun&on River, a study segment eligible for 
inclusion into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System, are located within the unit. The unit is also 
managed as part of the Alpine Triangle SBMA. 
Concerns within the unit are conflicts regarding 
recreation users and domestic sheep grazing and the 
potential for mining to occur (there is a high to 
moderate likelihood for the occurrence of locatable 
minerals on public lands in the unit). 

The unit would be designated and managed as the 
American Basin Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC) within the SRMA. The unit would 
be managed to protect and enhance visual and other 
natural resources and existing ‘related recreation 
opportunities. Activities resulting in surface 
disturbances or visual impacts would not be permitted 
in order to prevent deterioration of scenic values. 
Specific and detailed management for this ACEC 
would be included as part of the CRMAP to be 
prepared for unit 1. 

The entire federal mineral estate within the unit, 
totalling about 1,590 acres, would be withdrawn from 
mineral entry and location under the general mining 
laws in order to protect recreation and visual 
resources in the unit from disturbance from possible 
mineral development. 

The entire federal oil and gas estate within the unit, 
totalling 1,590 acres, would be open to future 
mineral leasing with a no surface occupancy 
stipulation in order to protect visual and recreation 
resources from deterioration as a result of possible oil 
and gas exploration or development. Disposal of 
mineral materials on federal mineral estate would not 
be permitted within the unit for the same reasons. 

Livestock Grazing Management. Domestic 
livestock grazing would be administered in such a 
manner as to avoid conflicts between recreation 
visitors and grazing livestock. Livestock 
management objectives would be to maintain 
recreation and scenic values, especially during the 
wildflower display and peak visitation periods. 
Specific livestock grazing management for the unit 
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would be incorporated into the overall activity plan 
for Management Unit 1, and could inciude season of 
use changes, restrictions in areas that could be 
grazed, or possibly elimination of grazing in some 
areas. ., 

Recreation Management. Moto+ed vehicular 
travel would be limited to designated routes within 
the unit in order to prevent destruction to wildflower 
concentrations and visual resources in general. 
Public lands would continue to be managed for Semi- 
Primitive Motorized and Semi-Primitive Non- 
Motorized ROS settihgs, according to the RAMP for 
the Alpine Triangle SRMA. The hiking trail to 
Handies Peak would be maintained. Interpretive 
signing would be ins@lled at appropriate locations in 
Anierican Basin and, in addition to ‘other 
interpretation, would explain livestock management 
objectives in the unit. 

Mkd‘and Scknic River Study Segment. The 2.5 
mile-long Segment A ‘of the Lake Fork of the 
Gunnison River,’ a segment BLM found eligible, but 
not suitable, for inclusion into the National. Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System, would be managed according 
to : this prescription and STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT for the PRMP. See Appendix I for 
eligibility and suitability determinations, and for maps 
of boundaries of the segments. 

Visual Resources. Public lands would be. managed 
according to VRM Class I objectives in order to 
maintain the- natural setting in the unit. Existing 
visual intrusions would be rehabilitated to the extent 
possible. 

Transportation and Access. One of two parallel 
roads that resulted from a detour would be closed and 
rehabilitated; the best located road would be retained 
for recreation access and would .be maintained 
periodically to prevent resource impacts. 

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. If available, 
approximately 40 acres of non-federal larids would be 
acquired in the unit in order to enhance and facilitate 
the management of visual axid r&reation resources. 

Rights-of-Way. Publii: lands in the unit would be 
classified 4s an exclusiofi area for rights-of-way. 

Rre Management. Wildfires in the unit would be 
managed under the conditional suppression category. 

WiUhdrawaIs and CIassificati0n.s. The entire federal 
mineral estate in the unit, 1,590 acres, including 
within the existing BLM protective withdrawal 
C-0125423 along the backcountry byway (about 2 
acres), would-be withdrawn from mineral entry and 
location to protect recreation and scenic resources. 

MANAGEMENT UIQT 5 (Wedcloud Peak ACEC) 

Land Ownership: 5,960 acres of Public Surface; 1% 
of the Planning Area 

This unit is located southwest of Lake City within the 
boundary of the Alpine Triangle SRMA. The unit 
contains one of two known viable breeding 
populations of the Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly, 
an endangered species. A research effort by a 
national university is on-going regarding the 
butterfly. The 14,000 foot-plus Redcloud Peak is 
within this unit characterized by fragile high-country 
tundra. Other features within the unit are highly 
scenic visual resources and bighorn sheep habitat. 
Domestic sheep grazing is authorized within a part of 
the unit. The unit has a moderate to high potential 
for fie occurrence of locatable materials. Concerns 
within the unit include fragile tundra that receives 
heavy recreation use and trampling of habitat of the 
Uncomp@gre fritillary butterfly by domestic sheep. 

The unit would be designated and mtiaged as the 
Redcloud Peak Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC). Protection and enhancement of 
habitat of the Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly and the 
species in the unit would be emphasized. Specific 
management of resources in the ACEC would be 
incorporated into the CRMAP to be prepared for the 
Alpine Triangle SRMA. 

On-going efforts in research, monitoring, and 
inventory would continue and be expanded as needed. 
Surface disturbing activities would be restricted to 
protect the endangered species and existing and 
potential habitat of the species. Research or 
collecting would require authorization by BLM and 
the USF&WS. 
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The entire federal oil, gas, and, geothermal estate in 
the unit, totalling 5,962 acres, would be open to 
leasing with a controlled surface use stipulation, and 
mineral material disposal would not be permitted in 
the unit in order to protect habitat of the 
Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly and the species. 
Please refer to Appendix K for the controlled surface 
use stipulation requirements within this unit. 

Livestock Grazing Management. On public lands 
within ‘the unit,, domestic sheep grazing would be 
controlled to prevent destruction of Uncompahgre 
fritillary butterfly habitat. 

Interest Area. The unit contains approximately 270 
acres of crucial elk and deer winter range. , 

The. unit would be designated and managed as the 
Slumgullion Earthflow National Natural Landmark 
Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). 
Surface disturbance within the unit would not be 
permitted in order to enhance and protect the natural 
values within the earthflow, including visual 
resources. Specific management for resources in the 
ACEC, including interpretation of the earthflow and 
other natural values in the unit would be included in 
the CRMAP to be prepared for the Alpine Triangle 
SRMA. 

Recreation Management. Motorized vehicular 
travel would be limited to designated routes, unless 
otherwise authorized, in order to protect habitat of 
the Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly. Public lands 
would continue to be managed for Semi-Primitive 
Non-Motorized and Primitive ROS settings, 
according to the Alpine Triangle RAMP. 

The -entire federal mineral estate within the unit 
totalling 1,442 acres, would be withdrawn from 
mineral entry and location under the general mining 
laws in order to protect the integrity of the earthflow 
from mineral development. The area has a high to- 
moderate potential for the occurrence of locatable 
mineral resources. 

Visual Resources. Visual resources would be 
managed according to VRM Class II objectives in 
order to maintain the natural setting in the unit. 
Rights-of-Way. Public lands in the unit would be 
classified an avoidance area for rights-of-way. 
Fire Management. Wildfires in the unit would be 
managed under the conditional suppression category. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 6 (Slumgullion Earthflow 
National Natural Landmark ACEC) 

The entire federal, oil, gas, and geothermal mineral 
estate within the unit, 1,397 acres under federal 
surface and 45 acres of split estate, would be open to 
leasing with a no surface occupancy stipulation in 
order to protect values associated with the earthflow. 
Disposal of mineral material on 1,397 acres of 
federal mineral estate in the unit would not be 
permitted within the unit for the same reason. 

Land Ownership: 1,405 acres of Public Surface; less 
than 1% of the Planning Area 

Forest Management; Timber harvesting would not 
be permitte4l in the unit. 

This unit is located approximately 2 miles southeast 
of Lake .City and contains part of the Slumgullion 
Earthflow National Natural Landmark, a mass 
wasting phenomenon. A Recreation and Public 
Purposes (R&PP) classification (C-0126201) applies 
to part of the public lands in the unit. 

Recreation Management. Motorized vehicular 
traffic in the unit would be limited to designated 
routes in order to prevent surface disturbance within 
the slide area. 

Visual Resource Management. .The unit would be 
managed according to VRM class II objectives. 

The unit is located within the Alpine Triangle Special Rights-of-Way. Utility rights-of-way would not be 
Recreation Management Area (SRMA). The allowed in the unit except for buried utilities along an 
Colorado Natural Areas Program has designated most eight-acre corridor where Highway 149 crosses the 
of the public lands in the unit as a Colorado Special unit. 
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Fire Management. Wildfires on about 1,060 acres 
of public lands would be managed according to a 
conditional suppression policy hd about 347 acres 
would be managed according to a full suppression 
policy.. 

Withdrawals and Classifications. The entire federal 
mineral estate in the unit would be withdrawn from 
mineral entry and location in order to protect the 
earthflow from disturbances related to future 
locatable mineral activities. The R&PP classification 
C-0126201 would be recommended for termination or 
revocation upon implementation of the withdrawal 
recommendation. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 7 (West Antelope Creek 
ACEC) 

Land Ownership: 28,275 acres of Public Surface; 5 96 
of the Planning Area.. 

This management unit is generally bounded on the 
south and west by the Curecanti National Recreation 
Area, on the north by the Gtison National Forest, 
and on the east by West Antelope Creek. The unit 
contains big game crucial winter range, the greatest 
concentration of wintering elk and deer in the 
planning area; bald eagle habitat, the Dillon Mesa 
bighorn sheep herd, and the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife Sapinero State Wildlife Area (the first tract 
of land purchased under the Pittman-Robertson Act in 
Colorado). Much of the elk and deer crucial winter 
range in the unit is characterized by fairly gentle 
terrain (sparsely vegetated, and dissected by narrow, 
shallow drainages) that results in long sight distances 
and few sound barriers that could serve as buffers. 
The unit receives extensive recreational hunting use, 
and contains crucial big game winter range important 
in maintaining huntable populations in the planning 
area on 26,157 acres of public lands. An elk-calving 
area occurs in the unit. The unit contains lands 
critical to early spring and summer livestock grazing. 
A 115 kv electrical transmission line is located in the 
southern part of the unit. 

A major concern within the unit is that CDOW 
long-range elk and deer herd goals have reached or 
are beyond the carrying capacity in uplands and 
riparian areas, and attaining lower numbers in the 
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The unit would be designated and managed as the 
West Antelope Creek Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC). A CRMAP would be prepared, 
and would include management actions within the 
recommended Dillon Pinnacles ACEC, unit 9. The 
area would be managed to improve the capabilities of 
the resources in the unit to support wintering elk, 
deer, and bighorn sheep. All other land uses, except 
as specified below, would be permitted if they would 
not degrade the quality of the winter range in the 
unit. Surface-disturbing activities on public lands 
would not be permitted from December 1 through 
April 30 on crucial elk and deer winter range. 
Within the first five years following designation, 
recommendations would be made to CDOW to 
manage total numbers of elk and deer on crucial 
winter range so as to improve the production and 
vigor of important browse species and to increase the 
winter range carrying capacity. Refer to Table A-4 
in Appendix A for these interim herd goal numbers 
that would be recommended for BLM-managed lands. 
The habitat thereafter on BLM-administered lands 
would be managed to achieve CDOW’s long-range 
herd goals, within carrying capacities of the. habitat. 

Federal oil and gas estate totalling 126 acres under 
federal surface within l/4 mile radius of sage grouse 
lek sites would be open to leasing with a no surface 
occupancy stipulation to prevent disturbance to lek 
sites and strutting sage grouse.. The BLM would, if 
necessary, through negotiations with operators or 
lessees, seek to obtain rescheduling of oil and gas 
related activities within federal oil and gas estate 
(26,112 acres under federal surface and 8,365 acres 
of split estate) on crucial big game winter range from 

next five years would be in the best interest of the 
habitat. Improper livestock grazing along North 
Willow Creek is a concern within that riparian 
area,along with the lack of administrative access into 
that watershed. Other concerns regarding elk and 
deer and their habitat are private land development 
within crucial winter ranges, the extent and 
distribution of palatable shrub browse species, 
vegetative/land treatments that remove winter browse, 
and disturbances and human activity during critical 
periods within crucial winter ranges. Another 
concern is that the bighorn sheep herd appears to be 
static and below herd goal numbers. 
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. 
December 1 through April 30 to prevent disturbances 
to wintering elk and deer, and to help maintain herd 
viability in this ACEC. This rescheduling could be 
in addition to the 60day delay authorized in standard 
oil and gas lease terms. Federal oil and gas estate 
(17 acres under federal surface and 137 acres of split 
estate) within elk calving areas would be open to 
leasing with a timing limitation being in effect from 
April 16 through June 30 to prevent disturbance to 
calving elk. Variances to these stipulations may be 
granted (see Appendix K). 

Disposal of mineral materials would not be authorized 
on 26,112 acres of federal mineral estate from 
December 1 through April 30 on crucial big game 
winter range to prevent disturbance to wintering deer 
and elk. Disposal would not be permitted on 17 
acres of federal mineral estate from April 16 through 
June 30 within elk-calving areas to prevent 
disturbance to calving elk. Disposal would not be 
authorized on 126 acres of federal mineral estate 
within l/4 mile of sage grouse lek sites from April 1 
through May 31 to prevent disturbance to strutting 
sage grouse. 

Soils and Water. Non-conflicting soil and watershed 
improvement projects,.such as check dams, would be 
permitted. 

Livestock Grazing Management. In order to permit 
riparian conditions to improve, livestock grazing 
would not be authorized on public lands along North 
Willow Creek in the Stevens Creek Common 
Allotment, No. 6202, until the riparian area has 
recovered suffucuently to permit livestock use. 
Grazing systems approved for this section of North 
Willow Creek would include measures to facilitate 
the continued improvement of riparian conditions and 
resources. 

Livestock grazing would not be authorized within. 
Allotment 6200 in this unit in order to remedy 
conflicts involving wildlife habitat. Nonconflicting 
and compatible livestock management objectives, 
projects, and mitigating measures would be 
incorporated into new activity plans, such as AMPS, 
HMPs or CRMAPs, before being implemented. 

Forest Management. Commercial logging 
operations would be designed to enhance crucial big 
game winter range, and vegetation in general. 

Recreation Management. Approximately 600 acres 
of public land within or adjacent to the Sapinero State 
Wildlife Area would be closed to motorized vehicular 
use in order to be compatible with CDOW 
management on adjacent state-owned lands. 
Motorized vehicular use on the remaining 27,615 
acres of public lands in the unit would be limited to 
designated routes, if necessary, from December 1 
through April 30, to prevent disturbance to wintering 
elk and deer in the event of excessive snow depths or 
big game herd concentrations. 

Visual Resource Management. The unit would be 
managed according to VRM Class II (7,551 acres), 
VRM Class III (9,887 acres), and VRM Class IV 
(10,777 acres) objectives. 

Rights-of-Way. Rights-of-way related construction 
activities would not be permitted on crucial big game 
winter range from December 1 through April 30 to 
prevent disturbance to wintering elk and deer. 

Fire Management. Wildtires on about 20,365 acres 
of public lands would be managed according to a 
conditional suppression policy and about 7,850 acres 
would be managed according to a full suppression 
policy. 

Withdrawals and Classifications. The 40-acre 
Bureau of Reclamation withdrawal and the 40-acre 
FERC withdrawal (BLM Order 12-15-58) would be 
continued in the unit until the boundary for the 
Curecanti NRA is finalized. These withdrawals 
would be reviewed periodically. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 8 (South Beaver Creek 
ACEC) 

Land ownership: 4,570 acres of Public Surface; Less 
thanl%ofthePlanningArea~ 

This unit is located between the Gold Basin Creek 
Road (Gunnison County Road 38) and South Beaver 
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Creek immediately southwest of Gunnison. The unit 
is characterized by sagebrush-covered rolling hills 
with many intermittent drainages and benches. A 230 
kv electrical transmission line crosses the southern 
end of the unit. Several roads are located within the 
unit. About 1,960 acres of crucial big game winter 
range occur in the unit. The public lands in the north 
and east portions of the unit receive heavy OHV use. 
The unit contains scattered populations of skiff 
milkvetch (Astragalus microcymbus), a USF&WS 
Category 2 and Colorado sensitive plant species. The 
species is not fully protected under the Threatened 
and Endangered Species Act. 

The unit would be designated and managed -as the 
South Beaver Creek Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC). The unit would be managed to 
protect and enhance existing populations and habitat 
of skiff milkvetch. Plant monitoring studies would be 
designed and conducted cooperatively with the 
Colorado Natural Areas Program and The Nature 
Conservatory to determine population trends; actions 
designed to improve habitat conditions would be 
initiated; Surface disturbing activities would be 
restricted to protect the species and potential habitat. 
An ACEC management plan would be prepared. No 
chemical spraying would occur on public lands within 
the unit. Any research activities would require 
approval by the BLM. 

To protect skiff milkvetch populations and habitat, no 
large land or vegetative treatments, or treatment 
maintenance would beconducted in the unit. 

No additional- forage allocations would be made for 
either wildlife habitat or. livestock grazing 
management. 

The entire Federal oil, gas, and geothermal estate in 
the unit, 4,540 acres, would be open to leasing with 
a controlled surface use.stipulation in order to protect 
populations of skiff milkvetch. Please refer to 
Appendix K for the controlled surfaceuse stipulation 
requirements for this unit. Disposal of mineral 
materials on 4,540 acres of federal mineral estate 
within the unit would not be authorized for the-same 
reason. 
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So&. Non-conflicting erosion control measures that 
do not alter existing skiff milkvetch habitat would be 
permitted. 

IL&&o& &a&g MnrnagemeunU. Domestic sheep 
grazing would not be authorized in the unit to avoid 
possible destruction of skiff milkvetch populations 
and related habitat. 

IRecreati~n Manmgemernt. To prevent accidental 
destruction of skiff milkvetch populations, and 
existing habitat, motorized vehicular traffic in the unit 
would be limited to designated routes. 

Visd Ressources. The unit would be managed 
according to VRM Class III (2,800 acres) and VRM 
Class IV (1,765 acres) objectives. 

Disposal off PubBc Eawds. Public lands in the unit 
containing colonies of skiff milkvetch would not be 
available for disposal until future inventories show 
that sufficient colonies occur throughout the Planning 
Area such that disposal would not jeopardize the 
overall population. 

Acquisition of Non-FederaJ Lands. If available, 
non-federal lands containing colonies of skiff 
milkvetch would be acquired if necessary for the 
enhancement, management, protection of the species, 
and to increase the number of colonies on public 
lands. 

Rights-of-Way. Rights-of-way developments would 
be permitted throughout the unit, provided surface 
disturbance does not impair or degrade colonies of 
skiff milkvetch. An on-the-ground inventory and 
appropriate mitigation would be required on all 
rights-of-way involving surface disturbing activities. 
Fire Management. Wildfires in the unit would be 
managed under the conditional suppression category. 

MANAGEMENT m 9 (Dillon Piinna&s ACEC) 

Land Ownership: 535 acres of Public Surface; less 
than 1% of.the Planning Area. 



This unit is located near the edge-of the planning area 
boundary on the north side of U.S. Highway 50 and 
the Blue Mesa Reservoir, and is adjacent to unit 5, 
West Antelope ACEC. The specific management for 
this unit would be included in the ACEC management 
plan for.unit 7. The public lands are classified as 
crucial big game winter range. The unit contains 
portions of the steep, highly dissected cliffs (spires) 
that form a highly visible and scenic backdrop for 
Blue Mesa Reservoir. The National Park Service 
maintains a heavily used hiking trail to these spires. 
A concern within the unit is that private development 
could occur on approximately 270 acres of 
non-federal land. 

The unit would be designated and managed as the 
Dillon Pinnacles Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC). Appropriate management actions 
and recommendations from this prescription would be 
incorporated into the management plan for the West 
Antelope Creek ACEC. The unit would be managed 
to protect scenic and recreational opportunities. 
Surface disturbing activities would not be permitted. 

All the federal mineral estate in the unit, 552 acres, 
would -be withdrawn from mineral entry and location 
under the general mining laws in order to preclude 
potential mineral development and deterioration of 
scenic values. 

The entire federal oil and gas estate in the unit, 
totalling 530 acres under federal surface and 22 acres 
of split estate, would be open to future mineral 
leasing with a no surface occupancy stipulation in 
order to prevent potential deterioration of scenic, 
recreation, and other natural values.. Disposal of 
mineral materials on 530 acres of the federal mineral 
estate in the unit would not be permitted for the same 
reason. 

Livestock Grazing Management. Livestock grazing 
would not be authorized within the unit in order to 
maintain a natural appearing landscape. 

Recreation Management. The unit would be closed 
to motorized vehicular travel to prevent deterioration 
of scenic values. 

Visual Resource Management. The unit would be 
managed according to VRM Class I objectives. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PRMP 

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. If available, 
approximately 270 acres of non-federal lands would 
be acquired in order to enhance and facilitate 
management of visual, recreation, and other natural 
values, and to prevent deterioration of visual 
resources from potential private development. 

Rights-of-Way. Public lands in the unit would be 
classified an exclusion area for rights-of-way. 

Fire Management. Wildfires in the unit would be 
managed under the full suppression category. 

Withdrawals and Classifications. All the federal 
mineral estate in the unit, 552 acres, would be 
withdrawn from mineral entry and location under the 
general mining laws in order to preclude potential 
mineral development and deterioration of scenic 
values. 

. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 10 

Land Ownership: 15,112 acres of Public Surface; 
3 % of the Planning Area 

This unit consists of lands containing yearlong 
bighorn sheep and other wildlife habitat. 

This unit consists of areas along Cebolla and 
Cochetopa Creek that are important for the viability 
of bighorn sheep in the Planning Area. The CDOW 
has frequently trapped bighorn sheep in this unit for 
reintroduction and transplants into other areas. The 
unit is grazed by cattle, and domestic sheep grazing 
occurred in the past. Diseases potentially being 
transferred from domestic sheep to bighorn sheep, 
and road construction and encroachment along the 
east side of the Cebolla Creek area are concerns 
within the unit. 

The unit would be managed to maintain or improve 
habitat capable of supporting a self-sustaining 
population of bighorn sheep, with herd sixes of about 
100-150 animals in the Cochetopa Canyon and about 
150 animals in the Cebolla Creek area. An HMP 
would be prepared. Activities that would result in 
disturbance to lambing bighorn sheep would be 
restricted from April 15 through June 15. 
Monitoring would be conducted to determine habitat 
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condition and trend, and forage utilization, including 
within existing treatment areas. Activities and land 
uses that would result in the deterioration of, or 
decrease in, bighorn sheep habitat or herd numbers 
would not be permitted. Wildlife treatments 
recommended in the HMP as a result of monitoring 
would be permitted. 

Federal mineral estate totalling 269 acres within BLM 
protective withdrawal C-01471 1 along parts * of 
Cebolla Creek would continue to be withdrawn from 
mineral entry and location in order to protect riparian 
and recreation values from potential mining 
disturbances. 

The entire federal oil. and gas estate in the unit, 
totalling 14,817 acres under federal surface and 590 
acres of split estate, would be open to leasing with 
a no-surface-occupancy stipulation to prevent 
disturbance to bighorn sheep and their habitat. 
Disposal of mineral material on 14,817 acres of 
federal mineral estate would not be permitted from 
April 15 through June 15 to prevent disturbance to 
bighorn sheep habitat and lambing bighorn sheep. 
Disposal of mineral materials would not be permitted 
on 1,245 acres of federal mineral estate from April 
15 through June 30 within elk-calving areas to 
prevent disturbance to, and on 225 acres yearlong 
within withdrawal C-0147 11 to protect recreation and 
ripariau values along parts of Cebolla Creek from 
potential disturbances associated with mineral 
material disposal. 

Livestock Grazing Management. Domestic sheep 
grazing would not be. authorized in the unit to help 
prevent disease spreading from domestic sheep to 
bighorn sheep. Livestock gratig would be managed 
in a manner compatible with the objectives of this 
unit. Range improvements or. treatments 
recommended in activity plans, such as AMPS or 
CRMAPs, as a result of monitoring would be 
permitted if compatible with maintaining bighorn 
sheep habitat. 

Visual Resource Management. The unit would be 
managed according to VRM Class II (7,367 acres), 
VRM Class III (540 acres) and VRM Class IV (7,205 
acres) objectives. 

Transportation and Access. Public access would be 
acquired along Rock Creek for recreation 
management. 

Rights-of-Way. Public lauds would be open to the 
location of rights-of-way with appropriate mitigation 
to insure compatibility with the management of 
bighorn sheep. Rights-of-way construction or 
maintenance that would result in disturbance to 
lambing bighorn sheep would not be permitted from 
April 15 through June 15. 

Fire Management. Wildfires on about 8,687 acres 
of public lands would be managed according to a 
conditional suppression policy and about 6,425 acres 
would be managed according to a full suppression 
policy. 

Withdrawals and Chssifications. Federal mineral 
estate totalling 269 acres within BLM protective 
withdrawal C-0147 11 along parts of Cebolla Creek 
would continue to be withdrawn from mineral entry 
and location in order to protect riparian and 
recreation values from potential mining disturbances. 

Water Power and Storage Reservoir Site+ The 
unit would be recommended to be closed to the 
development of water-power and storage reservoir 
sites. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 11 

Land ownership: 57,525 acres of Public Surface; 
10% of the Planning Area 

This unit consists of sage grouse high production 
areas. 

This management unit is located generally on 
sagebrush-covered rolling terrain in the eastern part 
of the planning area. The unit contains sage grouse 
high production areas, and supports part of the third 
largest sage grouse population in Colorado. Most of 
the public lands in the unit are available for livestock 
grazing. The unit surrounds or contains riparian 
areas. The sagebrush vegetative communities within 
this unit provide important sage grouse nesting 
habitat, year-round food sources, cover for young 
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birds (brood areas), and mating/strutting habitat 
(leks). The unit also contains 29,130 acres of crucial 
elk and deer winter range and 28,147 acres of 
yearlong pronghorn antelope range. Concerns within 
the unit regarding sage grouse habitat include 
disturbances to nesting or strutting sage grouse, poor 
quality and below-potential sagebrush nesting habitat; 
large-scale sagebrush removal treatments within or 
near nesting habitat and leks; utilization within treated 
areas that has resulted in sagebrush re-invasion and a 
subsequent lack of grasses and forbs within nesting 
and lek areas; and removal of sage grouse winter 
habitat (tall, dense sagebrush in drainages as a result 
of vegetation treatments). 

This management unit would be managed to improve 
and maintain sagebrush vegetative communities in 
order to optimize sage grouse populations. 
Sagebrush treatments and management to improve 
sage grouse habitat would be incorporated into all 
activity plans, such as AMPS or CRMAPs, and their 
design, implementation, and management would 
incorporate as a minimum the sage grouse habitat 
management guidelines in Appendix A. Deviations 
from these guidelines may be granted by the 
authorized officer if it can be demonstrated that short 
term impacts would be offset by long term benefits to 
sage grouse and their habitat. 

Proposed habitat improvements would be 
implemented and managed to maintain and improve 
these areas crucial to sage grouse populations. All 
leks would be protected from destruction. No surface 
disturbance would be permitted within l/4 mile of all 
lek locations from April 1 through May 31 (strutting 
season) to prevent disturbance to sage grouse while 
mating. Activities occurring on crucial elk and deer 
winter range in the unit would be restricted to prevent 
disturbing wintering elk and deer from December 1 
through April 30. Compatible sagebrush treatments 
and projects would be permitted. 
Approximately 1,134 acres of federal oil and gas 
estate within a one-fourth mile radius of nine sage 
grouse leks in the unit would be open to leasing with 
a no surface occupancy stipulation to prevent 
disturbance to strutting sage grouse. 

Disposal of mineral materials would not be permitted 
on 1,134 acres of federal mineral estate within 

one-quarter mile of all leks in the unit from April 1 
through May 31, and within 28,267 acres of federal 
mineral estate on crucial big game winter range from 
December 1 through April 30, in order to prevent 
disturbance to strutting sage grouse and wintering 
deer and elk, respectively. 

Livestock Grazing Management. Range treatments, 
improvements, and projects meeting sage grouse 
habitat management objectives for this unit would be 
permitted. New or additional forage made available 
as a result of livestock grazing treatments/projects 
would be allocated according to STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT for Livestock Grazing 
Management. 

Visual Resource Management. The unit would be 
managed according to VRM Class II (1,080 acres), 
VRM Class III (18,995 acres), and VRM Class IV 
(37,462 acres) objectives. 

Fire Management. Wildfires on about 57,170 acres 
of public lands would be managed according to a 
conditional suppression policy and about 367 acres 
would be managed according to a full suppression. 
policy. 

Withdrawals and Classifications. The 330 acre 
Department of Energy (DOE) withdrawal for a 
potential mine tailings site would be recommended to 
be continued. When DOE actions are finalized, some 
lands may be transferred to that agency. Any lands 
transferred would no longer be withdrawn or subject 
to BLM management. The need for the withdrawal 
would be reviewed periodically. 

MANAGEMENT UNlT 12 

Land ownership: .91,547 acres of public surface; 
16% of the Planning Area. 

This unit contains elk and deer crucial winter range. 

This management unit is located generally at lower 
elevations and throughout the planning area. Public 
lands totalling approximately 76,192 acres are crucial. 
elk and deer winter range. Livestock grazing and 
other land uses occur on most of the public lands in 
the unit. The unit contains lands critical to early 
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spring and summer livestock grazing. A variety of 
vegetation types occur within the unit, including some 
riparian zones. The unit also contains lands within 
the Gunnison ERMA; elk calving areas totalling 235 
acres; and sage grouse brood-rearing areas. 

Concerns within the unit include winter range 
occurring on mixed land ownership; large numbers of 
deer congregating along U.S. Highway 50; heavy to 
severe utilization of mountain mahogany by elk and 
deer and the lowering’ plant vigor in GMU 64 
northeast of Cimarron; vegetative treatments that 
have resulted in the removal of browse species; and 
long-range CDOW herd goals possibly being too high 
in parts of the unit to maintain healthy browse stands 
under the current condition of the browse species in 
these GMUs (see Table A-l, Appendix- A, for 
CDOW long-range herd. goals for entire GM&). 

The unit would be managed to, improve habitat 
conditions and increase the production and diversity 
of shrub species in upland and riparian vegetative 
types to support wintering populations of deer and 
elk, and to help meet CDOW iong-range herd goals. 

Any additional forage available for livestock as a 
result of.range improvements, treatments, or grazing 
management procedures would be allocated in 
accordance with 43 CFR 4100, with consideration 
given to meeting the basic soil and watershed needs 
defined in the Montrose District Soil Erosion 
Monitoring Guidelines. See-Table N-l, Appendix N, 
for target basal cover densities that would be 
achieved on treated areas before forage would be 
available for livestock grazing needs. Table N-l is 
derived from Appendix F of the guidelines referenced 
above. Any additional forage available for livestock 
would be considered in reactivating suspended use or 
as a means to avoid suspending active use. 

An HMP or a CRMAP would be developed focusing 
on overall habitat improvement and intensive habitat 
management. The plan would include treatments and 
projects in uplands and riparian ecosystems to 
increase the production and composition of 
bitterbrush, serviceberry, mountain n=bpY 9 
willows, and cottonwoods. Methods would include 
shrub plantings, burning, and techniques to convert 
decadent sagebrush stands to stands dominated by 
young sagebrush plants in the uplands. Wildlife 

habitat treatments would be maintained to ensure 
success. Monitoring of habitat conditions, utilization, 
and trend would be continued. 

In the portions of GMU 55, 66, 67, and 551 within 
the unit, resources and land uses would be managed 
for the benefit of elk and deer winter habitat. In the 
portions of GMU 64 south and east of Cimarron in 
the unit big game utilization would be limited to 50 % 
of the current years’ growth of mountain mahogany. 
To help achieve this lower rate, a recommendation 
would be made to the CDOW to implement measures 
to temporarily reduce big game numbers in the 
GMU. See Table A-4 in Appendix A for more 
information. 

Interim deer herd goal numbers in portions of certain 
other GMUs within the unit (55, 66, 67, and 551) 
would be recommended to CDOW in order to permit 
the production and vigor of important browse species 
to increase such that winter habitat necessary to 
support CDOW’s long-range herd numbers would be 
available. See Table A-4, Appendix A, for interim 
elk and deer numbers to be recommended on 
BLM-managed lands, and Tables A-2 and A-3 for 
long-range elk and deer herd goals for BLM-managed 
lands within the unit. 

Activities that would result in disturbances to big 
game would be excluded from December 1 through 
April 30. Activities that would disturb elk within 
calving areas from April 16 through June 30 would 
be excluded. 

To prevent disturbance to calving elk, a timing 
limitation would be in effect on approximately 235 
acres of federal oil, gas, and geothermal estate under 
federal surface, from April 16 through June 30, 
within elk-calving areas in the unit. Federal oil and 
gas estate totalling 882 acres under federal surface 
within l/4 mile radius of sage grouse lek sites would 
be open to leasing with a no surface occupancy 
stipulation to prevent disturbance to strutting sage 
grouse. Variances to these stipulations may be 
granted (see Appendix K). 

Disposal of mineral material within elk-calving areas 
would not be authorized on 235 acres of federal 
mineral estate from April 16 through June 30 to 
prevent disturbance to calving elk, on 74,185 acres of 
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federal mineral estate from December 1 through 
April 30 within crucial big game winter range to’ 
prevent disturbance to wintering e.lk and deer, and on 
882 acres of federal mineral estate within a l/4 mile 
radius of sage grouse lek sites from April 1 through 
May 31. to prevent disturbance to strutting sage 
grouse and habitat. . . 

. The federal oil and gas estate in withdrawal 
C-041711 along Cebolla Creek, totalling 164 acres, 
would be open to mineral leasing with a controlled 
surface use stipulation being in effect that restricts oil 
and gas development, as well as related surface 
disturbance, to an area beyond all riparian vegetation, 
in order to prevent damage to or removal of riparian 
vegetation (See Appendix K for this stipulation and 
exception language). Mineral material disposal would 
not be permitted on these lands for the same reasons. 

Livestock Grazing Management. Domestic sheep 
grazing and trailing would be excluded within the 
portion of GMU 64 in the unit from October 15 
through April 15 in order to eliminate, forage 
competition with big game. Compatible range 
improvements, treatments, or projects -would be 
permitted. 

Forest Management. Suitable commercial forest 
lands and woodlands would be available for harvest, 
with a ‘seasonal stipulation on harvesting from 
December 1 through April 30 to reduce stress on 
wintering big game. Inventories of all forest lands 
and woodlands would be conducted to determine 
associated big game habitat conditions .and habitat 
improvements needs. Spur roads and temporary 
roads used for logging would be kept to a minimum 
and would be physically blocked and re-vegetated 
after completion of operations. 

Recreation Management. Motorized vehicular 
traffic on public lands in the unit north of U.S. 
Highway 50, east of the Gum&on River and west of 
Quartz Creek would be limited to designated routes 
from December 1 through April 30, if necessary, due 
to big game herd concentrations or excessive snow 
depth, to prevent disturbance to wintering deer and 
elk. The .remainder of the unit would be open to 
motorized vehicular traffic. 

Visual Resource Management. Public lands in the 
unit would be managed according to VRM Class II 
(7,747 acres) and VRM Class III (47,680 acres), and 
VRM Class IV (36,120 acres) objectives. 

Transportation and AC&~. Public access would be 
acquired into the Bead Creek area for recreation and 
livestock grazing management. 

Fire Management. Wildfires on about 83,012 acres 
of public lands would be managed according to a 
conditional suppression policy and about 8,535 acres 
would be managed according to al full suppression 
policy. 

Withdrawals and Classifications. Approximately 
840 acres of public lands within Bureau of 
Reclamation withdrawal C-28255 in GMU 64 near 
Cimarron would be recommended for relinquishment. 
approximately 17 acres located -in BLM Power Site 
Reserve No. 50, C-28588, would be revoked. These 
lands are not needed for the withdrawn purposes, and 
would be managed according to Standard 
Management and the prescription for this unit. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 13 

Land Ownership: 187,030 acres of Public Surface; 
32% of the Planning Area 

. 

This unit generally contains “I” category livestock 
grazing allotments. 

This management unit is. located throughout the 
planning area except in the extreme eastern, 
northeastern, and northwestern portions. The unit 
consists of intensively managed BLM “I” category 
grazing allotments The unit also contains pronghom 
antelope habitat, elk calving areas, sage grouse 
nesting areas, and stands of suitable commercial 
forest lands. The unit also contains approximately 
20,970 acres of crucial big game winter range on 
public lands. Public lands in the unit are located 
witbin the Gun&on Extensive Recreation 
Management Area and provide a variety of recreation 
resources and opportunities, including a hang-gliding 
site on Big Mesa and an area of concentrated public 
recreation use on High Mesa. Concerns within the 
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unit are a lack of up-to-date vegetation trend data, a 
heavy-to-severe utilization of some riparian 
vegetation, resulting in below-Potential forage 
production, undesirable plant compositions, stream 
charm&l and stream bank erosion and instability and 
other hydrological problems within riparian 
ecosystems, total forage production being far below 
potential, utilization of forage on public lands within 
a portion of the unit before range readiness criteria 
are met, sagebrush treatment location, design, and 
their later management, recreation users causing 
livestock control and management problems by 
leaving gates open, an unchecked increase in noxious 
weeds and their potential to reduce forage production 
and danger to livestock, and the shortage of AMPS. 

. 

The unit would be managed to improve ecological 
conditions. Suitable commercial forest lands would 
be available for harvest. Suitable public lands would 
be available for livestock grazing. Activity plans, 
such as CRMAPs or AMPS, would be developed, and 
existing AMPS would be updated as needed using 
CRMAP standards and procedures. Existing range 
improvements and treatments would be maintained 
and new range improvements and treatments would 
be developed according to updated or new activity 
plans. New or additional available forage would be 
allocated according to STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT. In order to permit riparian 
conditions and the fishery resource to improve, 
livestock grazing would not be authorized on public 
lands along approximately l/4 mile of Los Pinos 
Creek in Allotment 6340 until the riparian area has 
recovered sufficiently to permit- livestock use. 
Rangeland vegetation monitoring and inventory for 
condition, trend, and utilization patterns would 
continue. Activity plans developed that involve lands 
at High Mesa, Hartman Rocks, and Big Mesa would 
include and consider management objectives for all 
resources, including recreation management. 

Federal mineral estate totalling 262 acres would 
continue to be withdrawn from mineral entry and 
location underthe mining laws at the Big Mesa FAA 
radar communication site. Mineral material disposal 
would not be authorized on these lands. .- . 

Wildlife Habitat Management. Federal oiland gas 
estate totalling 1,680 acres under federal surface and 

42 acres of split estate on elk calving areas would be 
open to leasing with a timing limitation being in 
effect from April 16 through June 30 to prevent 
disturbance to calving elk. Federal oil and gas estate 
totalling 882 acres under federal surface within l/4 
mile radius of sage grouse lek sites would be open to 
leasing with a no surface occupancy stipulation to 
prevent disturbance to strutting sage grouse. 
Variances to these stipulations may be granted (see 
Appendix K). Disposal of mineral materials would 
not be permitted on federal mineral estate on these 
lands during these same time periods for the same 
reasons. 

Recreation Management. One area on High Mesa 
would be considered for a campground. A hiking 
trail would be constructed into the Rock Creek area 
(T. 45 N., R. 1 W., Section 16, N.M.P.M.). 

Motorized vehicular traffic in the unit on public lands 
in the area north of U.S. Highway 50, east of West 
Antelope Creek, and west of the Gun&on River 
would be limited to designated routes from December 
1 through April 30, if necessary, due to big game 
herd concentrations or excessive snow depths in order 
to prevent disturbance to wintering big game. The 
remainder of public lands in the unit would be open 
to motorized vehicular use. 

Visual Resource Management. The unit would be 
managed according to VRM Class II (26,312 acres), 
VRM Class III (47,680 acres) and VRM Class IV 
(11,7 18 acres) objectives. If feasible, rehabilitation 
measures would be conducted on 1,687 acres of 
public lands classified as VRM II R and IV R (lands 
with existing man-made visual intrusions) in order to 
improve scenic quality. 

Transportation and Access. Administrative access 
would be acquired into the Huntsman Mesa area from 
Colorado Highway 149 for livestock grazing 
management and public access would be acquired into 
the Vulcan/Big Mud Pond area and into public lands 
east of Deer Beaver Creek for recreation and 
livestock grazing management; into Willow Creek in 
the Blue Mesa area for commercial forest, livestock 
grazing, and recreation management, and into the 
Sandy Mesa area and Poison Draw areas on Blue 
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Mesa for commercial forest and livestock grazing 
management. 

Fire Management. Wildfires on about 160,110 
acres of public lands would be managed according to 
a conditional suppression policy and about 27,467 
acres would be. managed according to a full 
suppression policy. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 14 

Land Ownership: 2,667 acres of Public Surface; less 
than 1% of the Planning Area 

This unit consists of riparian areas containing 
important sage grouse broodrearing areas along about 
25 miles of public land. 

This management unit consists of public lands 
containing riparian areas within important sage grouse 
high production habitat. These lands are located east 
of Gum&on and are associated with perennial or 
intermittent streams. Some of the public lands within 
this unit. are big game crucial winter range. The 
abundance of insects and lush herbaceous vegetation 
found in riparian areas is crucial for the survival of 
sage grouse chicks during the first twelve weeks after 
hatching. Resources within this unit are also 
important for the maintenance and enhancement of 
the quality of general riparian vegetation, 
aquatic/fishery habitat, stream channels, and water 
quality. Concerns within this unit are that riparian 
ecosystems in general are below their ecological 
potential and have been reduced in size due to water 
regimes being modified by improper livestock grazing 
and road locations. Downcutting or channel incision, 
and accompanying lowering of water tables has 
resulted in a reduction in riparian plant species and 
an invasion of upland plants. 

The unit would be managed to protect, restore and 
enhance these riparian areas on public lands in order 
to optimize sage grouse populations. Management 
objectives would be to provide high quality 
brood-rearing habitat with a diversity of plant species 
composition and structure, aimed at achieving 
improved riparian conditions. Adequate vegetative 
cover necessary to avoid predation of foraging chicks 
would be another desired condition to be achieved. 

Riparian improvement strategies and/or projects 
would be included in all CRMAPs and other activity 
plans and implemented. 

Emphasis would be placed on rehabilitating riparian 
areas where the riparian or hydrological condition is 
degraded. The herbaceous plant species would be 
increased to improve forage plants and insects for 
sage grouse. The proportion of native bunch grasses 
would be increased to help meet escape and hiding 
cover requirements of sage grouse chicks. Measures 
to reduce impacts to the riparian ecosystems and 
associated stream channels, and to prevent 

0 unnecessary removal of sage grouse brood habitat 
would be included in all surface-disturbing plans. No 
surface disturbing activities would be permitted from 
June 15 through July 3 1 in order to prevent 
disturbance to sage grouse during the brood-rearing 
period. All leks would be protected from surface 
disturbance. Resources within this unit would 
continue to be inventoried and evaluated for potential, 
condition and trend, and monitoring studies would be 
conducted. Vegetation treatments compatible with 
the objectives of this unit would be permitted. 
The federal oil and gas estate in the unit, totalling 
2,440 acres under federal surface and 60 acres of 
split estate would be open to mineral leasing with a 
controlled surface use stipulation being in effect that 
restricts oil and gas development, as well as related 
surface disturbance, to an area beyond all riparian 
vegetation;in order to prevent damage to or removal 
of riparian vegetation and sage grouse brood-rearing 
habitat (see Appendix K for this stipulation and 
exception language). Federal oil and gas estate 
within l/4 mile of sage grouse leks totalling 126 
acres under federal surface would be open to leasing 
with a no surface occupancy stipulation to prevent 
disturbance to strutting sage grouse. Variances ti 
these seasonal stipulations may be granted (see 
Appendix K). 

Disposal of mineral materials on about 2,440 acres of 
federal mineral estate in the unit would not be 
authorized, from June 15 through July 31 to prevent 
disturbance to sage grouse during the brooding 
period, at sage grouse leks on 126 acres of federal 
mineral estate from April 1 through May 31 to 
prevent disturbance to strutting sage grouse, and from 
December 1 through April 30 on 1085 acres of 
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federal mineral estate within crucial big game winter 
range to prevent disturbing wintering deer and elk. 

Livestock Grazing Managemeplt. A 4 inch 
minimum stubble height would be maintained from 
June 15 through July 31 in order to improve and 
provide cover for sage grouse chicks, to improve 
general riparian ecosystem conditions, and to help 
increase the proportion of native bunch grasses, 
resulting in more livestock forage. A 2’h inch 
stubble height would.be required at all other times. 

Where authorized, domestic sheep grazing would be 
permitted in the unit only after June 1 to prevent i 
disturbance to nesting sage grouse and nests. 

Visual Resource Management. The unit would be 
managed according to VRM Class II (21 acres), 
VRM Class III (482 acres), and VRM Class IV 
(2,102 acres) objectives. 

Rights-of-Way. Mitigating measures would be 
included in rights-of-way authorizations to prevent 
disturbance within this unit to brooding sage grouse 
from June 15 through July 31 and from December 1 
through April 30 on crucial big game winter range to 
prevent disturbance to wintering deer and elk. 

Fire Management. Wildfires on about 72 acres of 
public lands would be managed according to a 
conditional suppression policy and about 2,533 acres 
would be managed according to a full suppression 
policy. 

Water Power and Storage Reservoir Sites. The 
unit would be recommended to be closed to the 
development of water power and storage reservoir 
sites. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT. 15 

.L.und Ownershit;: 4,725 acres of Public Surface; less 
than 1% of the Planning Area - 

This unit consists. of riparian areas containing 
important fishery streams along approximately 57 
miles of public land. 

This unit consists of public land along 57 miles of 
streams and riparian zones containing a fishery or 
having the potential to support and maintain catchable 
populations of fish. Parts of the unit are located 
throughout the Planning Area, and are associated with 
a variety of riparian zones. Parts of some of the 
streams contain crucial big game winter range, elk 
calving areas, lands suitable for grazing, lands within 
two SRMAs, and sage grouse brood-rearing habitat. 
This unit contains a 1.9 mile-long portion of Segment 
A of the Lake Fork of the Cunnison River, a study 
segment eligible for inclusion into the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System. Concerns are water 
quality, streams being below their potential for 
providing aquatic habitat, livestock forage utilization, 
physical damage from livestock grazing and roads, 
and a lack of fishery resource information to use in 
planning for habitat improvement projects. 

The unit would be managed to restore and enhance 
the condition of fishery streams. Projects would be 
developed to stabilize and restore stream banks and 
improve instream conditions. Riparian vegetation and 
soil improvement projects would be permitted and 
included in all CRMAPs, AMPS, or other activity 
plans, and implemented to meet the objectives of this 
unit. The Resource Area HMP would be revised to 
include recommendations in this unit. Resources 
would continue to be inventoried and monitored for 
condition, potential, and trend. 

Federal mineral estate totalling approximately 125 
acres in BLM protective C-014711 along Cebolla 
Creek would continue to be withdrawn from mineral 
entry and location in order to protect riparian values 
from potential mining disturbances. Approximately 
445 acres of federal mineral estate in BLM protective 
withdrawal C-0124523 along the backcountry byway 
would continue to be withdrawn from mineral entry 
and’ location in order to protect scenery along the 
byway from potential mining disturbances. 

Federal oil, gas, and geothermal estate totalling 445 
acres under federal surface, would be open to leasing 
with a no surface occupancy stipulation within BLM 
protective withdrawal C-0125423 to protect riparian 
values and scenery within the Alpine Loop 
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backcountry byway. Mineral material disposal on 
these lands would not be permitted yearlong for the 
same reasons. 

Federal oil, gas, and geothermal estate within elk 
calving areas, 247 acres under federal surface, would 
be open to leasing with a timing limitation being in 
effect from April 16 through June 30 to prevent 
disturbance to calving elk. Variances to these 
stipulations may be granted. Disposal of mineral 
materials on the federal mineral estate in these areas 
would not be permitted during those same times for 
the same reasons. 

Disposal of mineral materials on 655 acres of federal 
mineral estate within crucial elk and deer winter 
range would not be authorized from December 1 
through April 30 to prevent disturbance to wintering 
big game. 

Livestock Grazing Management. When grazing 
occurs in the unit, a minimum stubble height of 4 
inches would be maintained for key herbaceous 
forage species within riparian zones, in order to 
improve stream and streamside conditions, including 
soils and vegetation in the associated riparian zones. 
The minimum stubble height would be implemented 
according to the ‘Livestock Grazing Management 
section of Standard Management. 

Livestock grazing would continue to not be 
authorized along Henson Creek in order to maintain 
riparian, fishery, and scenic values. 

Recreation Management. Motorized vehicular 
traffic in the unit would be managed as follows: 
OHV traffic south of Lake City (1,680 acres) would 
be limited to designated routes yearlong, with 
snowmobile use permitted on snow,. and when the 
CRMAP is prepared for the Alpine Triangle SRMA, 
a map would be included and areas defined on the 
ground delineating appropriate pull-off and parking 
areas adjacent to designated routes; traffic in the unit 
on Alder Creek (235 acres) would .be limited to 
designated routes, if necessary, from December 1 
through April 30, in order to prevent disturbance to 
wintering elk and deer on crucial big game winter 
range. The remainder of the lands in the unit would 
be open to OHV traffic (3,040 acres). 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PRMP 

Appropriate management actions and 
recommendations from this prescription would be 
incorporated into the CRMAP for the Alpine Triangle 
SRMA. 

The portions of this unit in the Alpine Triangle 
SRMA would continue to be managed for the ROS 
settings in the RAMP for that SRMA. 

wild and Scenic River Study Segment. The 1.9 
mile-long portion of Segment A of the Lake Fork of 
the Gunnison River, a segment found to be eligible, 
but not suitable, for inclusion into the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System, would be managed 
according to this prescription and STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT for the PRMP. See Appendix I 
for the eligibility and suitability determinations and 
maps for the segment. 

Visual Resource Management. The unit would be 
managed according to VRM Class II objectives. 

Rights-of-Way; No surface-disturbing activities 
would be permitted along Alder, Willow (west of 
Gunnison), and Razor Creeks, and along the lower 
one-mile of South Beaver Creek in the unit from July 
1 through July 31 in order to prevent disturbance to 
sage grouse during the brood rearing period. 
Mitigating measures would be included in rights-of- 
way ‘authorizations in these areas of this unit to 
prevent disturbance to brooding sage grouse. 

Fire Management. Wildfires on about 3,470 acres 
of public lands would be managed according to a 
conditional suppression policy and. about 1,485 acres 
would be managed according to a full suppression 
policy. ‘. 

Withdrawals and Classifications. The BLM 
protective withdrawals c-0125423 along the. 
backcountry byway in the unit, about 445 acres, and 
C-014711 (125 acres) along parts of Cebolla.Creek, 
would be continued, in order to protect riparian, 
fishery, and scenic values. 

Water Power and Storage Reservoir Sites. The - 
unit would be recommended to be closed to the 
development of water power and storage reservoir 
sites. 
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MANAGEMENT UNlT 16 

Land Ownership: 36,768 acres of Public Surface; 
6% of the Planning Area 

This unit consists generally of general resource lands. 

This management. unit is located throughout the 
planning area. Livestock grazing occurs in this unit 
containing public lands within “M” (20,300 acres) or 
“C” (4,777 acres), or “I” (915 acres) category 
grazing allotments. The unit is located within the 
Gunnison Extensive Recreation Management Area 
(ERMA). Concentrated public recreation use, such 
as camping and picnicking, occurs on a tract of 
public land approximately 400 acres in size along the 
Slate River. 

The public lands would be managed according to this 
Management Unit prescription and Standard 
Management. No major BLM funded projects or 
facilities would be developed. Studies and 
inventories involving habitat, vegetation,’ and other 
resources would be minimal. 

Measures would be included in all plans for surface 
disturbing activities to prevent disturbance to 
wintering big game, soil erosion, and deterioration of 
visual resources and water quality. 

The federal mineral estate at the 60-acre Soap Creek 
and the 40-acre Old Agency FS administrative sites 
would continue to be withdrawn from mineral entry 
and location in order to prevent potential mining 
disturbances on these lands. 

Federal oil and gas estate totalling 252 acres under 
federal surface within l/4 mile radius of sage grouse 
lek sites would be open to leasing with a no surface 
occupancy stipulation to prevent disturbance to 
strutting sage grouse. The federal oil and gas estate 
at the 4Okacre Old Agency and the 60-acre Soap 
Creek FS administrative sites would be open to 
leasing with no surface occupancy in order to protect 
these uses and facilities from disturbance. Federal oil 

-and gas estate, 4,580 acres under federal surface and 
4,885 acres of split estate within elk calving areas, 
would be open to leasing with a timing limitation 
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being in effect from April 16 through June 30 to 
prevent disturbance to calving elk. Variances to 
these stipulations may be granted (see Appendix K). 
For these same reasons, disposal of mineral materials 
would not be permitted on 4,580 acres of federal 
mineral estate from April 16 through June 30 within 
elk-calving areas, on 252 acres of federal mineral 
estate within l/4 mile of sage grouse lek sites from 
April 1 through May 3 1, and on the two FS 
administrative sites yearlong. 

Livestock Grazing Management. Livestock grazing 
would continue not to be authorized on 320 acres in 
Wildcat Creek drainage to help maintain Crested 
Buttes’ water supply. Range treatments or projects 
would be permitted otherwise in the unit, according 
to Standard Management for Livestock Grazing, and 
would be compatible with the objectives of this unit. 

&creation Management. A hiking trail would be 
constructed into the Rock Creek area (T.45 N., R 1 
W., Section 16, N.M.P.M.). The Slate River area 
would be considered for the development of a 
campground. Motorized vehicular traffic on public 
lands unit north of U.S. Highway 50, south of 
sections 17 and 18, T. 51 N, R. 1 W., N.M.P.M., 
east of West Antelope Creek, and west of the 
Gunnison River only (3,073 acres) would be limited 
to designated routes from December 1 through April 
30 if necessary, due to excessive snow depths or herd 
concentrations in order to prevent disturbance to 
wintering elk and deer. The remainder of public 
lands in the unit open to OHV traffic (34,543 acres). 

Visual Resource Management. The unit would be 
managed according to VRM Class II (11,159 acres), 
VRM Class III (6,892 acres) and VRM Class IV 
(14,882 acres) objectives. Rehabilitation measures 
would be conducted on 2,367 acres of public land 
classified as VRM IIR, IIIR, and IVR (lands with 
existing man-made visual intrusions) in order to 
improve scenic quality. 

Fire Management. Wildfires on about 26,356 acres 
of public lands would be managed according to a 
conditional suppression policy and about 11,260 
acres’ would be managed according to a full 
suppression policy. 



DESCRIPTION OF THE PRMP 

Withdrawals and Classifications. The USFS acre Bureau of Reclamation withdrawal between 
withdrawals at Old Agency arid Soap’Creek, about Haypress and Corral Creeks would be continued until 
100 acres total, would be continued. A 160 the boundary for the Curecanti NRA is finalized. 

4-41 



CHAPTER FIVE 
. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 



CHAPTER FIVE 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Chapter Five describes the physical, biological, and 
economic consequences of implementing the Proposed 
Resource Management Plan (PRMP) described in 
Chapter Four of this document. This chapter discusses 
only those resources which would be impacted as a 
result of implementing the PRMP. 

Both adverse and beneficial impacts were analyzed, 
‘based on the effects that management actions in the 
PRMP would have upon the resources/resource uses 
within the affected environment in Chapter Two of the 
Gunnison Draft Resource. Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement (DRMP). Mitigating 
measures designed to avoid or reduce environmental 
impacts were incorporated into the PRMP. Impacts 
identified in this chapter are thus considered 
unavoidable, and would result from implementing the 
management actions and mitigation. 

ASSUMPTIONS FOR ANALYSIS 

An interdisciplinary approach was used in developing 
and analyzing environmental consequences. The 
general assumptions used during the analysis included: 

1. Significant adverse and beneficial changes or 
impacts would be analyzed. Some less-than-significant 
impacts are presented to better illustrate the scope and 
effect of a management action in some cases, or to 
differentiate between significant and non-significant 
impacts. Significant impacts are identified. 

2. Changes or impacts described are short-term 
unless otherwise stated, and would occur within the life 
of the plan (10 to 12 years); long-term impacts would 
occur over a 20-year period. 

3. Proposed management actions would be 
analyzed under the assumption that the PRMP would be 
fully implemented and that adequate funding and 
staffing would be available for implementation. 

4. No significant impacts would occur to prime 
and unique farmlands, topography, coal, air quality, 
climate, fire management, and waterpower and 

reservoir storage sites from management actions in the 
PRMP, and are, therefore, not discussed in detail. 

5. Effects, for the purpose of this analysis, would 
be the net unavoidable changes and impacts to a 
resource or resource use after mitigation. 

The stated net unavoidable effects would be monitored 
and evaluated during the life of the plan. Where 
necessary, adjustments in the actions would be made to 
achieve the minimum level possible of consequential 
effects based on the data from plan action monitoring. 

Effects from actions not covered in this plan, or from 
effects or actions that are impossible or difficult to 
predict, would be analyzed as needed through plan 
amendments/environmental assessments or 
environmental impact statements. This additional 
analysis would be done in accordance with Bureau 
planning/environmental guidance, including with 
appropriate public input, prior to BLM consideration 
for approval of that action. 

CHAPTER FORMAT 

Chapter Five is presented in two sections, with the first 
section, titled IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN, providing an 
analysis of the environmental consequences, or impacts, 
that would result from the implementation of 
management actions within the PRMP. The final 
section, COMPARISON TABLE OF IMPACTS, with 
Table 4-1, is a comparison of the impacts from the 
PRMP and the alternatives addressed in the DRMP. 

The section of this chapter titled IMPACTS OF THE 
PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN. is 
subdivided by the effected resources or resource uses. 
Impacts are then described as (1) Impacts from 
Proposed Management Actions, and (2) Cumulative 
Impacts (where cumulative impacts are not presented 
separately, they would be the same as the impacts from 
the proposed management actions in the PRMP.) 
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The analyses of impacts are presented as Impacts on a 
resource/resource use that would result jkom a 
proposed management action or actions. For example, 
impacts on wildlife habitat management would result 

from proposed off-highway vehicle management. 

At the conclusion of the discussion of the consequences 
of implementing the PRMP, Short-Term Uses vs. 
Long-Term Productivity, and Irreversible or 
Irretrievable commitments of Resources are discussed. 

IMPACTS OF -j-HE PROPOSED 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT. PLAN 

IMPACTS ON SdClAL AND 
ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT 
ACTlOiS 

. 

Impacts from Locatable Miner@s Management. Any 
increase in operating costs because of plans of 
operations being required would lower the potential for 
economic production. These requirements would not 
have measurable social or. economic impacts on the 
Planning Area. 

Imp&As from Oil, Gas, and Geothermal 
Management. The Planning Arti would not 
experience measurable social or economic impacts 
because of the low potenti.allfor +currence of these 
resources.. 

: 
Impa&. frtim Wildlife Habitat Management. 
Increases in forage supply could translate into increases 
in game populations and in associated recreational 
activities, which, could lead to slight increases in 
Planning Area income and employment. 

Impacts from kiv%stock G+ng Management. 
Eliminating grazing in certain areas and not allocating 
any additional forage to lives&k would reduce. present 
preference by 524 AUMs. Any decreases in AUMs 
could result in financial losses for the affected ranching 
operations, and possibly, could lead to decreases in 
Planning Area income and employment. Increased 
labor costs would or could result from increased or 

more intensive management in order to achieve stubble 
height requirements. 

hpacus hm llhrst eaunenwt. The potential sale 
of 1,200 MBF of commercial timber would support 
area income and employment and produce $3O,OQO in 
federal revenue. On the other hand, 530 MBF of 
potential harvest would not be available for production 
and would mean a potential loss of $13,000 of federal 
revenue. 

Impacts From Recreation Management. The 
economic benefits from recreation opportunities would 
be medium to high, but unmeasured, and would depend 
on the area of the impact. Benefits would occur in 
those businesses providing tourist and recreation sales 
and services. The counties are dependent on tourism 
related incomes. The counties would receive a positive 
impact to income and employment from a 40 % increase 
in recreation activity. 

CMMUeBaTDVE WIPACTS ON SOCLU AND 
ECONOMBC CQNDDTlONS 

The cumulative impact on the local economy is likely to 
be beneficial. The actual impact is localized but not 
presently quantified. 

OMPACTS ON LOCATABLE 
M1QNERALS 

UMPACTS FROM PROPOSED’ MANAGEbiiNT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts from Locatable Minerals Management. 
Identifying 674,540 acres of federal mineral estate, of 
which 105,368 acres have a high likelihood for the 
occurrence of locatable minerals, as open to mineral 
entry and location would make these lands available for 
exploration and development under the general mining 
laws. 

Impacts from Withdrawals. Withdrawing 54,027 
acres of federal mineral estate from mineral entry and 
location would preclude any possible mineral 
exploration or development of these lands while the 
withdrawals are in effect. These lands would be 
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withdrawn for protection of recreation and scenic 
(53,255 acres), and riparian (395 acres) values, and for 
R&PP classifications and agency protective withdrawals 
(362 acres). The lands which would be withdrawn 
contain about 5,160 acres with a high likelihood for the 
occurrence of locatable minerals. 

IMPACTS ON OIL, GAS, AND. 
GEOTHERMAL RESOURCES 

IMPACTS FROM 
ACTIONS 

PROPOSED MANAGEMENT 

Impacts from Oil, Gas and Geothermal 
Management. Managing 674,169 acres of federal oil 
and gas estate as open to the leasing of fluid minerals 
would result in these resources being available. About 
46,007 acres not being available and 51,152 acres with 
stipulations would result in little impact to the oil and 
gas program because of little, likelihood for the 
occurrence of these resources. 

IMPACTS ON SALEABLE MINERALS 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts from Saleable Minerals :Management. The 
availability of 665,712 acres of federal mineral estate 
for mineral material disposal would more than satisfy 
the current demand of 12,500 cubic yards annually and 
meet the anticipated future demand. Not permitting the 
disposal of saleable mineral materials on’ 61,855 acres 
of federal mineral estate, or implementing seasonal 
closures for mineral material disposal on 172,087 acres 
of federal mineral estate, would not result in any 
significant impact due to the amount of materials which 
would remain available. 

IMPACTS ON SOILS AND WATER 
RESOURCES 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT. 
ACTIONS 
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Impacts from Soil and Water Resources 
Management. The continued implementation of the 
“Long Gulch Sediment Control and Riparian Habitat 
Improvement Project” would’ continue to reduce 
downstream sediment yields by up to 300 tons per year, 
increase vegetation production for watershed protection, 
improve the hydrologic functions of the riparian zone 
by raising the alluvial water table, and provide some 
downstream flood control benefits by. reducing peak 
flows from’ runoff eventsErosion control projects, 
including those primarily designed to increase plant 
basal cover on uplands, would indirectly result in 
improved watershed .conditions. Securing instream 
flows, where appropriate, would protect existing 
fisheries. Maintaining roads and existing water source 
developments in good condition would reduce erosion 
and sedimentation. 

Impacts from Locatable Minerals Management. If 
mineral development occurs on 674,540 acres in the 
,Planning Area identified as open to mineral entry and 
location, increased sedimentation and physical damage 
to stream beds or banks could potentially result. These 
impacts would most likely occur somewhere within the 
105,368 acres that have a high likelihood for the 
occurrence of locatable minerals. Physical disturbance 
to stream channels and increases in sedimentation would 
be greatest from placer mining operations. Heavy 
metal contamination of surface water is possible from 
mine water discharges and spoil-pile runoff. Heavy 
metal pollution is usually associated with mine drainage 
resulting ,from the oxidation of pyrite. The highest 
potential for this situation to occur is on lands south and 
west of Lake City and 1,200 acres near Iris aud 
Midway., Underground mining operations create the 
potential for ground water, aquifer dewatering and 
mixing of water from different aquifers, diminishing 
both groundwater quantity and quality. ,~ 

Impacts from Oil, .Gas, and Geothermal 
Management. Minor’ increases in sediment yields 
would result from surface disturbance on 25 acres 
related to developing one or two wells on lands open to 
leasing under timing limitations or standard terms 
(634,640 acres). The potential for increased yields from 
these activities, such as road, drill pad, or utility 
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construction, would be greatest on approximately 25 
acres of disturbance within 487,388 acres of public 
lands containing soils with an erosion potential class 
greater than moderate. Accidental fluid discharges, 
such as produced water, during drilling operations, 
could contaminate surface waters and soils. 

Lease closures on 46,007 acres, no surface occupancy 
stipulations on 26,205 acres, and controlled surface use 
stipulations on 13,124 acres that would prohibit any oil 
and gas related surface disturbance would prevent these 
potential impacts from occurring on those’ lands. 

Impacts from Saleable Minerals Management. 
Surface disturbance from mineral material disposal 
would increase erosion and .sediment production, and 
decrease soil productivity. Operations in close 
proximity to perennial water courses would have the 
potential effect of destabilizing and altering natural 
stream channels and disrupting the beneficial values of 
floodplains. Springtime seasonal stipulations in this 
alternative for this activity would lessen potential 
impacts by eliminating vehicle use and disturbance in 
wet areas. 

Impacts from Riparian Zone Management. 
Managing riparian areas to improve conditions, and to 
enhance natural values, especially by implementing 
projects designed to improve stream hydrologic 
functions, would result in improved stream channel 
stability, water quality and quantity, and floodplain 
duration. 

Impacts from Special Status Plant and Animal 
Species and Habitat Management. Stipulations in this 
alternative aimed at controlling surface-disturbing 
activities, such as mineral material disposal and rights- 
of-way construction, would minimize accelerated 
sediment yields and prevent degradation to local surface 
water quality conditions. 

Ij: 

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. 
Vegetation treatments and other wildlife management 
actions designed to increase shrub densities and 
otherwise improve habitat quality on uplands and to 
protect, restore, and enhance riparian areas would result 
in improved hydrologic, soil erosion, and watershed 
conditions on these areas. 

Empacts from Livestock Grazing Management. 
Implementing range readiness criteria, total forage 
utilization levels, and minimum stubble heights would 
result in planning area-wide improvements in general 
watershed and hydrologic conditions, stream channel 
stability and soil erosion rates. Short-term sediment 
yield increases expected from vegetation treatments 
would be more than offset by the new available forage 
being used first to satisfy watershed objectives. 

Managing 320 acres of public land in the Wildcat Creek 
drainage as unavailable for livestock grazing would help 
maintain and protect the quality of Crested Butte’s 
municipal water supply. 

Developing new, or relocating existing water sources to 
reduce livestock utilization in riparian areas would 
result in localized hydrologic and soil conditions being 
improved. 

IImpacts from Forest Management. Harvests of forest 
products and associated road construction would 
increase sediment production and soil compaction and 
erosion. Limiting road construction in riparian areas 
would maintain the existing soil and hydrologic 
conditions. Erosion control objectives and mitigating 
measures required in all timber harvest activity would 
reduce sediment production and soil compaction and 
erosion, and other impacts to water quality and 
hydrology. Requiring riparian values to be maintained 
during timber harvests would prevent additional 
disturbance, and allow existing soil and hydrologic 
functions to be maintained. 

Impacts from Recreation Management. Sediment 
yields and erosion rates would be reduced as a result of 
9,923 fewer acres that would be open to OHV use and 
5,066 more acres on which OHV use would be limited 
to designated routes (either seasonally or year-long). 

Impacts from Transportation and Access. Acquiring 
access into 12 areas for better resource management 
would indirectly improve soil and hydrologic 
conditions. Some increase in sediment yield would 
occur if these actions result in new road construction or 
improvement or maintenance of existing roads. 

Hmpacts from Rights-of-Way Management. 
Excluding rights-of-way development on 5 1,406 acres, 
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identifying 85,387 acres as avoidance areas, and 
seasonally restricting rights-of-way construction on 
155,870 acres would result in accelerated erosion and 
sediment yields being minimized. 

.hnpacts from Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern. Limitations to surface-disturbing activities as 
a result of special management attention for protecti& 
of various resources on 42,342 acres within six ACECs 
‘Gould maintain or improve water quality and maintain 
or decrease accelerated erosion and sediment yields. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON SOILS AND 
WATER RESOURCES 

Overall hydrologic functions of riparian areas would be 
expected to improve. Future water quantity protection 
would be provided on 113 miles of fisheries if 
minimum stream flows are secured. Sediment and 
erosions rates would be expected to decrease where 
surface-disturbing activities, including OHV use, ‘are 
reduced, where total forage utilization levels are 
implemented, and where plant basal cover objectives 
are achieved. Oil and gas no surface occupancy and 
controlled surface use stipulations, and closing areas to 
leasing could prevent soil erosion and sedimentation. 
Cumulative impacts from one or two wells, on a 
Planning Area-wide basis, would not be significant. 

IMPACTS ON RIPARIAN ZONES 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts from Riparian Zone Management. Overall 
riparian conditions would be improved and natural 
values would be enhanced. Limiting road construction 
and mitigating water source developments would 
minimize removal of vegetation and help improve 
riparian conditions. Requiring mitigating measures in 
all plans for surface-disturbing activities would help 
reduce site specific riparian area deterioration. 
Restricting potential oil and gas development and 
associated surface disturbance under a controlled 
surface use stipulation would protect riparian vegetation 
in Unit 14, and prevent removal of sage grouse brood 
rearing habitat as a result of these activities. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Impacts from Locatable Minerals Management. 
Existing and proposed withdrawals that segregate the 
federal mineral estate from mineral entry and location 
would protect about 117 miles of identified riparian 
zones from potential vegetation loss and other 
disturbances associated with mining locatable minerals. 
About 33 of these miles are within areas having a high 
likelihood for the potential for the occurrence of 
locatable minerals. The remainder of identified riparian 
zones, about 617 miles, would be open to mineral entry 
and location, and if mining were to occur, some loss of 
vegetation and other mining associated disturbances 
could occur. About 96 of these miles are within areas 
with a high potential for the occurrence of locatable 
minerals. Reclamation requirements would limit these 
impacts to the short-term. 

Impacts from Saleable Minerals hmagment. 
Damage to and removal of the riparian vegetation type 
as a result of surface disturbance from mineral material 
disposal would be minimized by mitigating measures 
that would limit disturbance to the short-term. 

Impacts from Soil and Water Resource 
Management. Vegetation treatments designed to 
increase plant basal cover and reduce accelerated soil 
erosion would enhance riparian areas by reducing the 
magnitude of flood waters and sediment delivery. 
Acquisition of water rights, where appropriate, 
including instream flows, would improve the overall 
condition of riparian areas by improving the 
dependability of surface and sub-surface water. . 
Mitigation measures required for erosion reduction in 
all surface-disturbing plans would indirectly help reduce 
riparian area deterioration. 

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. The 
improvement in upland and riparian areas through 
proposed management and vegetation treatments would 
maintain and help improve the condition of riparian 
areas. Managing approximately 58 miles of fishery 
streams in unit 15 to improve their condition would 
indirectly help improve overall riparian zone conditions. 

Acquisition of instream flow water rights along 113 
miles of fishery stream would indirectly enhance and 
help improve the overall condition of riparian 
vegetation along these streams. Implementing 
mitigation required in all plans for surface disturbance 
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involving fishery streams would indirectly help maintain 
or reduce riparian area deterioration. 

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management. 
Implementing livestock grazing management actions, 
including increased use supervision, limits on total 
forage utilization, a cooperative weed-control program, 
minimum stubble heights, and range readiness would 
result in an improvement in plant vigor which would 
l&d to healing and building of streambanks while 
down-cut or incised stream channels would stabilize. In 
the mid, to long term, some riparian areas could expand 
in size. The elimination of livestock grazing, on about 
2,700 suitable acres in riparian zones, including fall use 
in some areas, and the elimination of some season-long 
grazing would directly result in improved plant vigor, 
diversity and composition, and an increase in above- 
ground biomass; streambanks would further stabilize, 
groundwater recharge tiould increase, and water tables 
would rise. Implementing these actions would help. 
achieve.an improved condition in riparian zones; The 
allocation of new or additional forage from vegetation 
treatments to meet -watershed needs first would also 
improve riparian areas. 

Impacts from Recreation Management. The 
construction of recreation facilities and subsequent use 
in, or adjacent to, riparian areas would cause less than 
50 acres of loss or deterioration of vegetation. 

Approximately 7 1 miles of ‘riparian zones in the 47,762 
acre Powderhom Primitive -Area SRMA would be 
protected from rutting and destruction of vegetation and 
streambanks, as .a result of continuing to prohibit 
motorized vehicular traffic in this unit. Riparian areas 
within approximately 93,000 acres where motorized’ 
traffic is limited to designated routes .yearlong would 
also .be protected from rutting and destruction of 
vegetation and streambanks. 

Impacts from Transpotition and Access. The 
-acquisition of proposed easements would facilitate 
access for riparian management in 12 areas. 

Impacts from Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. 
Acquisition of non-federal- lands containing riparian 
zones would enhance riparian management on public 
land and would prevent development of these areas. 

Ihnpacus !huun RighQ-of-F-Way Managemeunt. 
Excluding rights-of-way on 5 1,406 acres would protect 
riparian zones on these lands from rutting, compaction, 
streambank deterioration and channelization. Rights-of- 
way construction, seasonal stipulations and required 
rehabilitation would help reduce vegetation and soil 
damage and removal. Designating 85,387 acres as 
avoidance areas would also help reduce disturbance 
from rights-of-way construction. Implementing 
required mitigation from surfacing-disturbing rights-of- 
way in the remainder of the Planning Area would also 
minimize disturbance and vegetation removal. 

iTmpacts frown Water Power and Storage Reservoir 
S;ites. Construction of reservoirs on inventoried and 
potential sites would result in the loss of riparian 
vegetation. 

CUMMLATBVE OMPACTS ON RlPARlAN AREAS 

Current and proposed withdrawals, vegetation 
treatments and management strategies to reduce soil 
erosion, intensive riparian management, total forage 
utilization limits, fall livestock use limits, and 
restrictions on logging procedures would act 
synergistically, resulting in stabilization and 
improvement in the majority of the 14,933 acres of 
riparian systems in the Planning Area. 

OMPACTS ON SPECIAL STATUS 
PLANT AND ANllMAL SPECIES AND 
WABOBAT 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

ImpacUs frkdm Special Status Rant and Animal 
Species and Habitat Management. Designation and 
special management of the 4,565 acre South Beaver 
Creek ACEC would help to protect the existing 
populations and potential habitat of skiff milkvetch from 
accidental destruction and would encourage research 
and special studies designed to increase our knowledge 
about this species. 

Designation and special management of the 5,947 
Redcloud Peak ACEC would help to protect the existing 
population and potential habitat of the Uncompahgre 
fritillary butterfly from accidental destruction and would 
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encourage research and special studies designed to 
increase our knowledge about this species. 

Restricting surface-disturbing activities.in these ACECs 
would further prevent accidental loss of species and 
habitat. 

Impacts from Locatable Minerals Management. 
Mining activity could result in accidental loss or 
removal of skiff milkvetch or Uncompahgre fritillary 
butterfly habitat, or other listed or classified species 
habitat. Required plans of operation would reduce. this 
likelihood, however. 

Impacts from Oil, Gas, and Geothermal 
Management. Oil and gas drill pad, road, and utility 
construction within 634,840 acres-that would be open to 
,leasing under standard terms and conditions or with 
seasonal stipulations, could potentially result in the 
accidental destruction of special status species or 
habitat. These species would be protected from 
accidental destruction from potential oil and gas related 
activities on 46,007 acres that would be closed to 
leasing, on 26,205 acres that would be subject to no 
surface occupancy stipulations, and on 13,124 acres 
subject to controlled surface use stipulations, (including 
known populations and potential habitat of skiff 
milkvetch and the Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly on 
federal oil and gas estate on 6,130 acres of public land 
in the proposed Redcloud Peak and South Beaver Creek 
ACECs). 

Impacts from Saleable Minerals Management. Not 
permitting the disposal of mineral materials on 61,855 
acres would prevent the accidental loss/removal of 
classified or- listed habitat or species from surface 
disturbance from mineral material disposal on these 
lands. On-site examinations and mitigation required on 
the remainder of public lands for this discretionary 
action would further help to .prevent accidental loss of 
species or habitat. 

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management. The 
elimination of domestic sheep grazing within the South 
Beaver Creek ACEC and intensive management of 
livestock grazing in the Redcloud Peak ACEC would 
prevent or help prevent accidental loss of special status 
habitat and species in these areas. Implementing 
minimum stubble heights in riparian zones would 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

improve habitat conditions for whooping and sandhill 
cranes, bald eagles, yellow billed cuckoos, and skiff 
milkvetch. 

Impacts from Rec&ation Management. Limiting 
OHV use to designated routes and trails yearlong in 
skiff milkvetch and Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly 
habitat would help prevent the accidental destruction of 
the species and their habitat from OHV use. 

Impzicts from Rights-of-Way Management. 
Designating and managing public lands in the Redcloud 
Peak ACEC as a rights-of-way avoidance area and 
implementing rights-of-way location restrictions on 
public lands in the South Beaver Creek ACEC 
containing skiff milkvetch populations. would help 
prevent accidental loss of these habitats and species 
from this land use. 

Impacts from Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. 
Acquiring non-federal lands which contain colonies of 
skiff milkvetch would maintain the present population 
and increase the population by 35% on public lands. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON SPECIAL 
STATUS PLANT AND -ANIMAL SPECIES 
AND HABITAT 

Restrictions on surface disturbance, including closing 
areas to oil and gas leasing, controlled surface use 
stipulations, and no surface occupancy oil and gas 
stipulations, special designations, limiting OHV traffic 
and implementing restrictions on livestock grazing and 
rights-of-way location would protect and enhance 
habitat for special status species and habitat and would 
help prevent accidental destruction or loss of these 
species and their habitat where they might occur in 
these areas. 

Oil and gas drill pad, road, and utility construction on 
lands that would be open, to leasing under seasonal 
stipulations or standard terms and conditions, could 
potentially result in the accidental destruction of special 
status species or. habitat areas. ,The accidental 
destruction would potentially result from approximately 
25 acres of surface disturbance related to developing 
one or two oil and gas wells. 
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IMPACTS ON TERRESTRIAL 
WILDLIFE AND HABITAT 

would protect .27 known leks from destruction and 
reduce stress and disturbance for strutting sage grouse 
on about 3,402 acres surrounding these leks. 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Land 
treatment projects, water developments and managing 
elk and deer populations at recommended levels would 
increase wildlife forage production, availability, and 
quality to help meet CDOW long-range or big game elk 
and deer herd goals, within the carrying capacities of 
the habitat. Improvement in habitat quality would 
facilitate animal distribution,.reduce stress, and improve 
forage utilization in some areas. Minimizing 
disturbances within big game crucial winter range and 
elk calving areas would reduce stress and fetal 
mortality, and increase calf survival. 

Increasing vegetative structure and cover within riparian 
and sagebrush habitat types would increase cover, 
nesting habitat, foraging areas, and plant species 
diversity for a variety of wildlife species. 

Designating the 28,275 acre West Antelope Creek 
ACEC and implementing,special management attention 
would improve and increase big game crucial winter 
range forage, plant vigor, carrying capacity, and 
thermal and hiding cover. Limiting.big game forage 
utilization to a maximum of 50 96 of key forage species, 
and working with CDOW to temporarily reduce deer 
numbers on 3,302 acres of crucial big game winter 
range in Gh&J 64 near Cimarron would improve elk 
and deer forage conditions and carrying capacities on 

hunpacts from Lmatable Minerals Management. 
Withdrawing federal mineral estate from entry and 
location would preclude loss of 6,545 acres of big game 
crucial winter range, 3,281 acres of bighorn sheep 
habitat, 2,074 acres of elk calving areas, and a variety e 
of other habitat on these lands. Requiring plans of 
operations to be submitted for locatable mineral activity 
within 38,727 acres in ACECs in units 5, 7, and 8 
would provide greater potential for reducing loss of 
habitat and disturbance to wildlife. 

Road construction, surface disturbance, and increased 
human activity associated with mining activity would 
eliminate habitat, alter use patterns, increase stress and 
disrupt nesting and breeding of a wide variety of game 
and non-game species. The impact of mining activities 
would potentially be greatest where bighorn sheep 
habitat, crucial elk and deer winter range and sage 
grouse lek areas occur on lands with a high likelihood 
for the occurrence of locatable minerals. 

those lands. Bighorn sheep and pronghom antelope 
habitat and herd management in this alternative would 

Imnpacts from Oil, Gas, and Geotheranal 

potentially increase populations of these animals to 500 
Management. In the event oil and gas activities occur, 

‘_ ,, of each species, an increase of 350 and 200 
timing limitations on 11,823 acres of elk calving areas 

respectively., 
would, during critical periods necessary for winter 
survival or successful reproduction of these species, 

Any land or vegetative treatments or projects that occur 
on 28,147 acres of pronghom antelope habitat in unit 
I I woma be aesignea to improve rorb composition of 
sagebrush communities for sage grouse and pronghom 
antelope. _ 

prevent po h-nt;lllvE;nn;firrnt &tP-cnl=P;fiPn+lnf-.li7eA 

impacts from surface or other disturbances related to 
developing one or two wells. Elk calving areas are 
generally small in size and are selected by elk for 
particular characteristics. The stipulations would also 
prevent stress and excessive energy expenditure, 

. 

L&rd treatment or other projects designed to increase 
mortality and birth losses, ensure the survival of calves, 

understory vegetation within sagebrush communities 
and help maintain the overall condition and health of 

would improve sage grouse nesting cover, provide nest 
these animals on these lands. 

structure, and increase nesting success on 48,474 acres 
of high production areas in unit 11. Improving habitat 

No surface occuP;ancy stipulations would similarly 

on public land would support approximately 9,000 sage 
protect bighorn sheep and their habitat on 15,407 acres 

grouse. Seasonal and surface disturbance restrictions 
along narrow, year-round habitat areas in the Cebolla 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

and Cochetopa Creek areas from potentially significant 
surface or other disturbances related to one or two 
wells. 

and 16 would preclude related surface disturbance on 
3,664 acres of big game crucial winter range, 9,023 
acres of bighorn sheep range, and 185 acres of elk 
calving areas, and a variety of other wildlife habitats. 

Sage grouse on 3,402 acres at lek sites would also be 
protected from similar disturbances by no surface 
occupancy stipulations. Approximately 2,500 .acres of 
sage grouse brood rearing habitat in riparian areas in 
unit 14 would be protected from potential surface and 
other oil and gas related disturbances by a controlled 
surface use stipulation. 

These controlled surface use, no surface occupancy 
stipulations, and one area being closed to leasing, 
would coincidentally, prevent similar oil and gas related 
disturbances from occurring on an additional 6,889 
acres of crucial big game winter range. 

. 

Seasonal restrictions on disposal would prevent related 
surface disturbance to habitat and species during critical 
periods on 163,593 acres of crucial winter range, 4,741 
acres of elk calving areas, 14,817 acres of potential 
bighorn sheep lambing areas, 3,402 acres of sage 
grouse nesting habitat, 2,417 acres of sage grouse 
brood rearing habitat, and a variety of other habitats on 
these lands. 

Big game and habitat on approximately 96 percent of 
the crucial big game winter range in the Planning Area 
on public lands containing federal oil and gas estate’ 
(170,511 acres) would be subject to potential surface 
and other related disturbances from one or two wells 
during critical periods, including within the proposed 
West Antelope Creek ACEC. Much of the elk and deer 
crucial winter range in the Planning Area occurs on 
fairly gentle terrain (sparsely vegetated, and dissected 
by narrow, shallow drainages) that results in long site 
distances and few sound barriers that could serve as 
buffers. The stress from these surface and other 
disturbances could, where they occur on these lands, 
result in potentially reduced weights of big game 
species and their increased susceptibility to disease. 
Construction of roads, drill pads, and utilities, and 
increased road use and human activity would tend to 
repel big game species, creating disturbance, and 
potentially resulting in forage over-utilization on other 
lands. The BLM would, if operations or activities are 
planned during December 1 through April 30, negotiate 
with lessees or operators to attempt to obtain a 
rescheduling of these activities to avoid disturbances 
within crucial big game winter range during this time, 
especially in the proposed West Antelope Creek ACEC. 
This postponement could be in addition to the 60-&y 
delay authorized in standard oil and gas lease terms. 

Impacts from Soil and Water Resources 
Management. Increasing ground cover in the 
sagebrush vegetation type would improve forage, 
hiding, and nesting cover for sage grouse, pronghom 
antelope, bighorn sheep, and other non-game species, 
Land treatment projects which result in decreasing 
sagebrush cover below 25 % would eliminate these areas 
from use by sage grouse for nesting or strutting 
grounds, and would decrease sage grouse wintering 
habitat, and possibly grouse populations. Construction 
of projects designed to decrease soil erosion and 
improve water quality would improve sage grouse 
brood rearing habitat, crucial elk and deer winter range 
and nesting habitat for non-game species. 

Impacts from Riparian Area Management. Moving 
watering facilities from riparian areas where impacts 
are occurring would ’ improve these areas for sage 
grouse brood rearing, thermal habitat for elk, deer, and 
non-game habitat, and would improve livestock 
distribution. Moving facilities at least l/8 mile from 
riparian zones would result in the greatest amount of 
improvement. 

Limiting road construction in riparian zones to an 
absolute minimum, requiring road crossings to be 
perpendicular when permitted, and moving or 
modifying existing roads contributing to excessive 
erosion would prevent loss of big game crucial winter 
range, important sage grouse habitat, and reduce 
disturbance to wildlife from human activity. 

Impacts from Saleable Minerals Management. Not Reclaiming or restoring riparian areas would result in 
authorizing mineral material disposal in all of units 2, improved forage and cover for young sage grouse and 
4, 5, 6, 8, and 9, and in parts of units 1, 10, 13, 15, many non-game species. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

Impacts from Special Status Plant and Animal 
Species and Habitat. Limiting OHV use to designated 
routes in the South Beaver Creek ACEC, unit 8, for 
skiff ,milkvetch management, would result in less 
disturbance yearlong from OHV use on 1,960 acres of 
elk and deer crucial winter range, and on sage grouse 
habitat. 

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management. 
Development of intensive grazing systems with an 
emphasis on increasing herbaceous vegetation within 
sagebrush communities would increase cover for sage 
grouse nesting habitat, structure for non-game and 
forage for pronghom antelope. 

Limiting total forage utilization to maintain a 4” stubble 
height along about 83 1 total miles of riparian areas in 
units 2, 13, 14 (seasonally), and 15 on various 
allotments would improve cover and forage quality for 
elk, deer, sage grouse and especially young sage 
grouse, pronghom antelope, and non-game wildlife, as 
would managing forage utilization on uplands to no 
more than 40-60%, including within treated areas. 
Sage grouse populations would.also increase as a result 
of these. actions. 

Not authorizmg domestic sheep grazing. in Allotment 
6112 in Unit 2, and all of unit 10 would prevent the 
transfer of disease to bighorn sheep from domestic 
sheep and would provide more forage for big game. 
Not authorizing any livestock grazing in the North 
Willow Creek riparian zone (temporarily), and in 
Allotment 6200 in unit 7 would provide forage and 
improve forage conditions on big game winter range, 
prevent disease transfer to bighorn sheep from domestic 
sheep and would eliminate potential livestock trespass 
into the Sapinero State Wildlife Area. Eliminating 
domestic sheep grazing in units 3 and 8, cattle grazing 
along Cochetopa Creek riparian area in unit 3, in unit 
9, and temporarily along l/4 mile of Los Pin& Creek 
in unit 13 would improve and provide more habitat, 
cover, and forage for a variety of wildlife species. 

Seasonal restrictions on domestic sheep grazing in 
Allotment 6056 in GMU 64 (unit 12) and in all of unit 
14 would provide more forage and cover for big game 
and sage grouse during. critical periods. Excluding or 
restricting range treatments or improvements on 4,294 
acres and 201,644 acres, respectively, and restricting 

livestock grazing management on 207,95 1 acres, 
implementing changes in grazing systems, and better 
vegetation management, would enhance effectiveness of 
wildlife management objectives on these lands. 

Forage allocation reductions or adjustments in grazing 
systems, seasons of use and kind of livestock, 
Allotment categorization, and possibly removal or 
modification of range improvements that could be made 
in order to achieve proper forage utilization levels or 
ranges on uplands or riparian zones, could result in 
long-term increases in forage quality and cover for a 
variety of wildlife species and habitats. 

Continued fall cattle grazing within big game crucial 
winter ranges. in riparian zones would reduce forage for 
wintering ,elk and deer. Continued livestock,grazing at 
existing allocations in the Powderhom Primitive Area 
SRMA and in Allotments 6208, 6300 and 6309, could 
result in reduced forage and big game forage quality. 
Domestic sheep grazing in bighorn sheep ranges south 
and west of Lake City would result in less forage for, 
and disease transfer to, bighorn sheep, continued low 
bighorn sheep numbers, and potentially bighorn sheep 
elimination from this area. 

Impacts from Forest. Management. Prohibiting 
harvesting from May 1 through June 30 on 5,389 acres 
of suitable commercial forest lands in elk-calving areas 
would prevent disturbance to elk from logging during 
calving season. Harvests in elk calving areas would 
reduce hiding cover for pregnant and young elk, 
potentially resulting in the areas not being used as 
calving areas. 

: 
Maintaining sufficient elk hiding cover parallel to 
logging roads and along the perimeter of clear cuts 
would allow elk the opportunity to use forage produced 
in the clear cuts without being disturbed from activity 
on nearby roads, and would screen wildlife from human 
activity, thereby helping reduce stress and disturbance 
to animals. 

Requiring riparian zone values to be maintained during 
timber harvests would protect large trees for non-game 
wildlife and maintain a variety of habitats. The 
prescribed management in Appendix A for non-game 
wildlife regarding timber harvests would provide snags 
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for nesting habitat, perch trees for raptors and brush logging, which would disturb elk, reduce habitat and 
piles and logs for small mammals. cover, and increase human activity. 

Harvesting ponder&a pine and Douglas fir on a 
sustained yield basis could decrease big game thermal 
and hiding cover at the rate of 100-150 acres annually. 

Development of additional roads in elk summer range 
would also decrease hiding cover, and increase human 
activity, potentially resulting in changes of traditional 
use patterns. 

Impacts from Recreation Management. Development 
of a visitor and administrative center in Lake City could 
result in more effective educational programs about 
wildlife and habitat to the visiting public. 

Designating 600 acres. of. public land within the 
Sapinero State Wildlife Area as closed to OHV use 
would ensue OHV management consistency with the 
adjoining CDOW land and would improve management 
of the general area for wildlife. Continuing to limit 
OHV use from December 1 through March 31 to 
designated routes, if necessary, on 56,740 acres of 
crucial elk and deer winter range North of U.S. 
Highway 50 would prevent disturbance to these animals 
during the most critical portion of the year. 

Development of recreation facilities and the associated 
increased visitor use within the Alpine Triangle SRMA 
would continue to displace bighorn sheep and elk, 
especially along Henson Creek and the upper stretch of 
the Lake Fork of the Gunnison River, resulting in loss 
of habitat and utilization of forage species in other, 
more isolated, areas. Development of campsites and 
the associated increased use along the Cochetopa Creek 
would eliminate bighorn sheep use. within l/2 mile of 
these areas, and could deter raptors from using the 
area. 

Impacts from Transportation and Access. Acquiring 
public road access into the Rock Creek Park area via 
Management Unit 10 and increasing human activity in 
a previously inaccessible area would disrupt bighorn 
sheep range and lambing areas, and would force the 
herd onto marginal habitat. Acquiring public access 
into elk summer ranges and elk calving areas could 
result in eventual timber harvests and road building for 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEOUENCES 

Impacts from Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. 
The acquisition of private lands in crucial elk and deer 
winter range would prevent the loss of habitat through 
subdivision development and human activities. 

Impacts from Rights-of-Way Management. 
Disturbances to species and habitat on about 40,613 
acres of bighorn sheep range and 4,752 acres of crucial 
big game winter range would possibly be precluded as 
a result of designating rights-of-way avoidance areas in 
the Planning Area. Rights of way development and 
disturbance to species and habitat would be precluded 
on 135 acres at 27 sage grouse leks where rights-of-way 
are excluded. Seasonal stipulations on rights-of-way 
related construction would prevent disturbance on 
134,751 acres of crucial big game winter range, 3,402 
acres of sage grouse nesting habitat and 2,605 acres of 
brood rearing habitat,. and 15,112 acres of potential 
bighorn sheep lambing areas during critical periods. 

Impacts from Rights-of-Way Corridor Management. 
Construction of major utilities within two designated 
corridors would result in removal of wildlife habitat, 
the amount depending on necessary construction 
clearing. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON WILDLIFE 
HABITAT 

Removal of and disturbance to big game crucial winter 
range, elkicalving areas, and sage grouse habitat from 
vegetation treatments, logging, and potential locatable 
mineral activity would be partially offset by other 
resource management outputs and discretionary 
restrictions, stipulations, and habitat increases and 
better vegetation management throughout the Planning 
Area, especially in sagebrush and riparian zones. 

Sage grouse and their habitat, and big game, including 
elk, deer, and bighorn sheep would be protected 
seasonally and yearlong at critical locations and periods 
in some areas from oil and gas related disturbances. In 
the event that oil and gas related activities occur within 
the Planning Area, wildlife species on 96 percent of the 
crucial big game winter range would potentially be 
subject to stresses from related human and surface 
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disturbances, if the activities occur at important critical 
periods or locations. Cumulative impacts on elk and 
deer within crucial winter ranges from one or two oil 
and gas wells would not be significant on a Planning 
Area-wide basis. Disturbances to species and habitat 
from discretionary human related disturbances would be 
reduced on most habitat types during critical periods. 
Timber harvest and management guidelines would help 
improve game and non-game wildlife and habitats. 

Increased forage and improved.forage quality, and herd 
size management on crucial- winter range would help 
meet CDOW’s long-range elk and deer herd goals, and 
big game populations could be permitted to increase to 
eventual desired carrying capacities. Habitat would be 
available on public land to support appro$mately 9,000 
sage grouse, 500 antelope, and 500 bighorn sheep. 

Road densities could increase as a result of forest- 
management, resulting in disturbance to species and 
removal of habitat. Removal and abandonment of 
habitat could occur as a result of constructing facilities, 
and increased recreation visitation. 

IMPACTS ON FISHERY 
RESOURCES (AQUATIC HABITAT) 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts from Fishery Resourcis (Aquatic Habitat) 
Management. Implementing measures in all plans for 
surface disturbance to prevent or mitigate damage/loss 
of fishery stream channels and riparian habitat would 
result in maintaining or improving the conditions of 
fishery resources Planning Area-wide. Implementing~ 
fishery improvements and projects from activity plans 
would stabilize and restore stream banks and improve 
fishery resources as these plans are carried out. 
Acquiring instream flow water rights on 113 miles of 
fishery streams would insure sufficient water to 
maintain present fish populations. 

Impacts from Locatable ~J%wrals Management. 
Fishery streams within 54,027 acres withdrawn from 
mineral entry and location would be protected from 
localized loss of habitat or habitat quality reduction that 
could occur from mining-related surface disturbance. 

Habitat loss due to sedimentation and channelivltion 
would be greatest if mineral development on the 
remainder of public lands were to occur in alluvial soils 
along or in streambanks. 

IImpacts from Saleable Minerals Management. Some 
sedimentation within fishery streams would result from 
mineral material-related surface disturbance on about 
666,712 acres where disposal is authorized, but 
mitigation required for riparian areas, soils and water 
resources, and fishery streams would minimize the 
magnitude and longevity of impacts. 

Hmpacts from Soil and Water Resources~ 
Management. Vegetation treatments designed to 
reduce soil erosion would enhance aquatic habitat by 
decreasing the amount and frequency of runoff and 
sediments entering streams. 

Impacts from Riparian Zone Management. 
Restrictions on road construction and water source 
development and maintenance would limit vegetation 
loss, sedimentation, and erosion, and directly and 
indirectly maintain and improve fishery stream 
conditions. 

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. The 
improvement in upland and riparian areas through 
proposed management and vegetation treatments would 
maintain and help improve the condition of fishery 
streams. 

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management. 
Implementing livestock grazing management actions, 
including increasing use supervision, limits on total 
forage utilization, a cooperative weed-control program, 
minimum stubble heights, and range readiness would 
result in an improvement in plant vigor which would 
lead to healing and building of streambanks while 
down-cut or incised stream channels would stabilize. 
The elimination of livestock grazing, including fall use 
in some areas, and the elimination of some season-long 
grazing would result in improved plant vigor, diversity 
and composition, and an increase in above-ground 
biomass; streambanks would further stabilize, 
groundwater recharge would increase, and water tables 
would rise. 
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The allocation of new or additional forage from range 
projects or treatments to meet watershed needs first 
would indirectly improve fishery streams. 

Impacts from Forest Management. Excluding timber 
harvests in some areas, requiring riparian values to be 
maintained during all timber harvests, and implementing 
measures designed to protect and maintain watershed, 
soil, and vegetative resources during timber harvests 
would prevent riparian zone deterioration and indirectly 
and directly maintain fishery stream conditions. 

Impacts from Recreation Management. The 
construction of recreation facilities and subsequent use 
in, or adjacent to, fishery streams would cause 
deterioration of habitat quality through vegetation 
removal and sedimentation. The areas affected by such 
development would be less than 50 acres. 

Closing about 1,276 acres of riparian bnes to OHV use 
and limiting OHV use on 3,927 acres to designated’ 
routes yearlong would prevent rutting and destruction of 
vegetation and streambanks, and indirectly maintain 
fishery conditions in these areas.. 

Impacts from Transportation and Access. The 
acquisition of proposed easements would facilitate 
access for fishery stream management in 12 areas. 

Impacts from Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. 
Acquisition of non-federal lands containing riparian 
zones would indirectly enhance fishery stream 
management on public lands and would prevent 
development of these areas. 

Impacts from Rights-of-Way Management. 
Excluding rights-of-way from about 963 acres of 
riparian areas along fishery streams would protect these 
areas from rutting, compaction, streambank 
deterioration and channelization. Rights-of-way 
construction seasonal stipulations and required 
rehabilitation would help reduce vegetation and soil 
damage and removal. Designating 85,387 acres as 
avoidance areas would also help reduce disturbance 
from rights-of-way construction. Implementing 
required mitigation from surface-disturbing 

rights-of-way in the remainder of the planning area 
would also minimize fishery stream disturbances. 

Impacts from Withdrawals. Protective withdrawals 
would prevent loss or deterioration of fishery streams. 

Impacts from Water Power and Storage Reservoir 
Sites. Construction of reservoirs on inventoried and 
potential sites would result in the loss of affected 
fishery streams and habitat. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON FISHERY 
RESOURCES (AQUATIC HABITAT) 

Current and proposed withdrawals, vegetation 
treatments and management strategies to reduce soil 
erosion, intensive riparian management, forage, 
utilization limits, fall livestock use limits, and 
restrictions on logging procedures would act 
synergistically, resulting in improvement of the majority 
of the 14,933 acres of fishery streams in the Planning 
Area. 

IMPACTS ON LIVESTOCk GRAZING 
MANAGEMENT 

IMPACTS ,FROM PROPOSEb MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management. 
Livestock forage in the Planning Area would be 
expected to improve in quantity and quality over the life 
of the plan. This would occur as a result of achieving 
proper forage utilization levels in riparian areas and on 
uplands, implementing activity plans, such as AMPS or 
CRMAPs, maintaining existing range treatments or 
improvements in some units, and indirectly, by 
improved livestock distribution patterns by 
implementing 4” and 2-l/2” minimum stubble heights 
in riparian areas. 

Impacts from Soils and Water Resource 
Management. Vegetation treatments designed to 
increase plant basal cover, and implementing soil 
erosion and watershed mitigation measures would 
increase forage and help improve livestock distribution 
over the life of the plan. 
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Impacts from Riparian Zone Management. 
Managing livestock utilization to maintain a 4” 
minimum stubble height for key herbaceous forage 
species on 1,494 suitable acres (88 miles) of riparian 
zones. important for fisheries and sage grouse brood 
habitat in units 2 and 15 would potentially reduce 
livestock allocations by about 149 AUMs on several 
Allotments. More intensive supervision and operator 
management would be required in these areas, as well 
as in unit 14 (riparian sage grouse brood-rearing 
habitat) seasonally, in order to maintain these minimum 
stubble heights. 

Temporarily eliminating livestock grazing on about 
three miles, or 76 acres, of the North Willow Creek 
riparian zone to improve big game forage in unit 7 
would reduce livestock utilization by about 38 AUMs. 
Temporarily eliminating livestock grazing on l/4 mile 
of the Los Pinos creek riparian zone to improve this 
fishery in Unit 13 would reduce livestock allocations by 
a total of about 20 AUMs on the 40-acre parcel this 
stream segment crosses. Continuing to not authorize 
livestock grazing on 7 miles of Henson Creek in unit 15 
and .on 7 miles in unit 1 would prevent potential 
damage to riparian, recreation, and scenic values. 

Requiring range’ improvements or treatments and 
livestock grazing management to meet riparian area 
objectives for fishery resources within riparian zones 
along all public land in unit 15, about 4,275 acres, and 
public land in riparian zone unit 14 for sage grouse 
brood habitat improvement, about 2,667 acres,, would 
probably increase costs and time. for planning and 
implementation of range treatments or improvements, 
or possibly operator’s costs for livestock management 
on these lands. 

Not authorizing grazing or watering on about 200 acres 
in the riparian area along Cochetopa Creek in unit 3 in 
order to help improve recreation settings would make 
these lands unavailable for future grazing use. Not 
authorizing domestic sheep grazing on 2,272 suitable 
acres in unit 3, for the same reason, would require a 
change in the kind of livestock to permit cattle only to 
use these lands. 

Implementing riparian zone management actions and 
other mitigation would, over the life of the plan, 
improve and increase available forage. 

lr!mpacu.§ From special SuaUuE Rant and Almhall 
spies and Wabiht. Requiring domestic sheep 
grazing in the 5,960-acre unit 5 to be controlled in 
order to prevent destruction of Uncompahgre fritillary 
butterfly habitat would increase operator’s management 
intensity, and potentially costs, and would necessitate 
closer use supervision. 

Restricting surface disturbance to protect butterfly 
habitat in unit 5 would preclude large-scale range 
treatments or projects on 1,072 suitable acres. 

Not authorizing domestic sheep grazing, or vegetative 
treatments or maintenance of treatments in unit 8 in 
order to protect skiff milkvetch populations from 
trampling, sheep use, and destruction would require a 
change in the kind of livestock for a portion of 
Allotment 63 11, and would preclude range treatments 
on about 3,222 acres. 

lhpacbs from WihIlBife ElIabitaU Maunagment. 
Maintaining existing wildlife treatments and developing 
new treatments on uplands and within riparian areas, 
allocating new available forage to meet watershed 
objective first, potentially reducing big game numbers 
in GMUs 54, 55, 551, and a part of GMU 64, and 
implementing other wildlife mitigation measures would 
result in improved livestock distribution and forage 
quality. 

Not authorizing domestic sheep grazing in order to 
prevent disease transfer to bighorn sheep in Allotment 
6112 in unit 2, and in parts of 14 Allotments in unit 10 
would result in a change of kind of livestock to cattle 
only in affected Allotments. Eliminating all domestic 
livestock grazing on 827 suitable acres in Allotment 
6200 in unit 7 and 9, and on lands managed by the 
NPS, in order to improve crucial big game winter range 
and to protect scenic values would reduce livestock 
allocations by 114 AUMs. Not authorizing domestic 
sheep grazing from October 15 through April 15 on 
1,465 acres in GMU 64 in Allotment 6,056 to reduce 
forage competition with big game during the winter 
would reduce livestock allocations by 29 AUMs. 

Restricting livestock grazing management and range 
treatments or improvements on 20,849 suitable acres in 
unit 7, and on 97,954 suitable acres within GMUs 55, 
66, 67, and 551 in unit 12 for big game crucial winter 
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range management, and on 35,852 acres of crucial sage 
grouse nesting area in unit 11 would possibly increase 
costs and time for planning and implementation, or 
operator’s costs for livestock management. 

Impacts from Fishery Resources (Aquatic Habitat 
Management). Pursuing and acquiring iustream flow 
appropriations on 113 miles of fishery streams and 
implementing fishery resource mitigating measures in 
activity plans to improve upon or prevent damage to or 
loss of fishery stream channels and associated riparian 
resources would indirectly improve forage quantity and 
quality, over the life of the plan. 

Other associated impacts from fishery resource 
management are discussed under Impacts from Riparian 
Zone Management. 

Impacts from Forest Management. Commercial 
timber and woodland harvests would, over -the life of 
the plan, increase forage and help improve livestock 
distribution on some of the 41,347 acres of suitable 
commercial forest lands and .23,615 acres of suitable 
woodlands available for harvest. Mitigating measures 
and harvest restrictions, especially within riparian areas, 
would help limit removal of forage in affected areas 
during harvesting of forest products. 

Impacts from Recreation Management. Restricting 
range treatments or improvements, and managing 
livestock grazing to maintain recreation settings. on 
40,374 suitable acres in unit 2 would possibly limit 
future projects or preclude development of some 
projects, and possibly increase BLM’s or operators’ use 
supervision time or costs. Designation of an additional 
5,415 acres of public land as closed to OHV traffic, 
and limiting OHV traffic on 46,170 suitable acres to 
designated routes yearlong (an additional 34,943 acres 
planning area-wide) would reduce livestock harassment 
and management concerns. 

Impacts from Visual Resource Management. 
Management of livestock in Management Unit 4, the 
recommended American Basin ACEC, could result in 
a change of season of use, or possibly geographical 
restrictions on grazing, or elimination of grazing in 
some areas of the unit. Range treatments would be 
excluded on these lands. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Not authorizing livestock grazing on 402 suitable acres 
on Allotment 6200 (Dillon Pinnacles ACEC, unit 9) 
would reduce livestock allocations, the impact of which 
is discussed under wildlife habitat management. Range 
treatments would also be excluded. 

Impacts from Transportation and Access. Acquiring 
access into 12 new areas would improve livestock 
grazing, management, but 11 .of the 12 would be for 
public access, which would result in some degree of 
additional livestock harassment, gates being left open, 
and vandalism to livestock facilities. 

Impacts from Disposal of Public Lands. Disposal of 
3,049 acres of public land that are grazed by livestock 
would reduce livestock allocations by 203 AUMs. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON. LIVESTOCK 
GRAZING MANAGEMENT 

Eliminating or not authorizing livestock grazing, 
implementing minimum stubble heights and seasonal 
grazing restrictions and disposal of public lands would 
result in a net decrease of 524 AUMs in the planning 
area, and a total graziugpreference of 46,904 AUMs. 
Long-term livestock forage conditions, vigor, and 
livestock distribution would he improved as a result of 
vegetative or other treatments and improvements in 
forage quality and quantity. 

IMPACTS ON FOREST 
MANAGEMENT . 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts from Forest Management. Intensive 
management of 41,347 acres of suitable commercial 
forest lands and 23,615 acres of suitable woodlands that 
would be available for harvest would result in potential 
annual harvests of 1,200 MBF of commercial timber, 
490 cords of firewood, 400 wildings, and, on average, 
300 Christmas trees. About 10,000 acres would be 
inventoried for Timber Production Capabilities 
Classification (TPCC) during the life of the plan. 

Impacts from Riparjan Zone Management. 
Maintaining or improving riparian values or wildlife 
during timber harvesting could potentially preclude 
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harvest on abou; 640 acres of suitable commercial 
forest lands, potentially resulting in about 20 MBF not 
being available for harvest annually. 

Impacts From Wildlife Habitat Management. 
Seasonal harvesting restrictions within elk calving areas 
would shorten an already abbreviated logging season. 
Designing sales to allow elk hiding cover along roads 
and clear cut edges could result in up to 500 acres or 
15 MBF of suitable commercial timber not being 
available for harvest annually. 

Restricting harvesting in ponderosa pine stands, and any 
surrounding raptor nest sites could preclude harvest on 
about 2,260 acres of suitable commercial forest lands 
potentially resulting in up to 68 MBF not being 
available for harvest annually. 

Impacts From Livestock Grazing Management. 
Continued livestock grazing and trampling on about 400 
acres of lands in need of reforestation, would result in 
these lands remaining classified as poorly stocked and 
regrowth being hampered. 

Impacts from Recreation Management. Restrictions 
on timber harvests to enhance recreation management 
and ROS settings in the Powderhom Primitive Area 
SRMA and Slumgullion Earthflow National Natural 
Landmark ACEC would eliminate harvesting on 13,632 
acres and 80 acres respectively. This would result in 
about 400 MBF not being available for harvest 
annually. 

Increasing recreational use on High Mesa would create 
a serious safety hazard along the switchbacks on the 
High Mesa Road between logging trucks and 
recreational vehicles. 

Impacts from Transpojation and Access. Acquiring 
access into four new areas for timber management 
would facilitate timber harvests on the affected public 
lands. 

Impacts from Disposal of Public Land. About 153 
acres of suitable commercial forest lands would no 
longer be in public ownership, resulting in about 3 
MBF annually not being available for harvest. 

Impacts From Fire Management. About 500 acres of 
suitable commercial forest lands could be destroyed in 
conditional suppression areas, resulting in 15 MBF not 
being available for harvest annually. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON FOREST 
MANAGEMENT 

Restrictions on timber harvests would eliminate 
sustained yield harvest on 17,765 acres of suitable 
commercial forest lands resulting in a loss of 535 MBF 
annually. A total of 41,347 acres of suitable 
commercial forest lands would be managed for 
sustained yield production which would result in an 
annual harvest of 1,200 MBF of commercial saw 
timber. An additional 4,353 acres of suitable 
woodlands would be available for harvest annually (total 
of 23,615 acres) potentially increasing annual harvest 
by 90 cords, for a total of 490 cords annually. Other 
forest products would also be available for harvest 
(Christmas trees, wildings, etc.). 

I’MPACTS ON RECREATlOM 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts From Recreation Management. Improved 
and additional campground and other recreation 

facilities, improved hiking trails, and increased 
interpretation and visitor contacts would enhance visitor 
use, and enjoyment and understanding of resources in 
the Planning Area. If a joint BLM/USFS visitor center 
is eventually constructed in Lake City, recreation 
management effectiveness and general public education 
and awareness of BLM management would be greatly 
improved in the Planning Area, especially in the south 
and west portions. 

Designating and managing the Slumgullion Earthflow 
National Natural Landmark ACEC would result in 
special interpretive and other management attention 
being implemented in the unit which would help protect 
ACEC values. 

Closing 600 acres in the West Antelope Creek ACEC, 
and Powderhom Primitive Area SRMA to OHV use 
would help maintain ROS settings on 5,415 more acres. 
Limiting OHV traffic on 4,787 more acres, primarily 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

south and west of Lake City to designated routes, 
would protect recreation and scenic values on these 
lands and would maintain ROS settings. Managing 
363,993 acres as open to OHV use (9,923 fewer acres) 
would provide adequate quantities of land for OHV use. 

Impacts from Locatable Minerals Management. 
Withdrawing 54,027 acres of federal mineral estate 
from mineral entry and location would preclude any 
surface disturbance from possible mineral exploration 
or development and would protect the integrity of 
recreation settings and experiences on these lands. 
Managing about 105,368 acres of land with a high 
potential for the occurrence of locatable minerals as 
open to mineral entry and location could significantly 
alter recreation settings and experiences in the Alpine 
Triangle SRMA. Locatable mineral activity and related 
surface disturbance on the remaining BLM surface 
estate over federal mineral estate could also alter 
recreation settings and experiences. 

Designating 38,727 acres as ACECs (Redcloud Peak, 
West Antelope, and South Beaver Creek) would require 
plans of operation to be submitted for locatable mineral 
activity and would provide more control of surface 
disturbance and reclamation plans for recreation 
resources in these areas that would remain open to 
locatable mineral entry and location. 

Impacts From Oil, Gas, and Geothermal 
Management. Closing the Powderhom Primitive Area 
SRMA to leasing, and implementing controlled surface 
use and no surface occupancy stipulations on oil and 
gas activities would, by prohibiting or restricting 
potential surface and other disturbances from one or 
two wells, protect important recreation lands and 
resources and prevent potential alteration of recreation 
settings and experiences from potential oil and gas 
related surface and other disturbances on a total of 
85,366 acres of public lands in the Planning Area, 
including within all of the Powderhom Primitive Area 
and Cochetopa Creek Special Recreation Management 
Areas (SRMAs), in parts of the Alpine Triangle SRMA 
and the Gunnison Extensive Recreation Management 
Area, and in five recommended ACECs. These 
stipulations would also maintain hunting opportunities 
on these same lands as a result of these potential 
disturbances being restricted. 

Surface and other disturbances related to developing 
one or two wells on the remainder of public lands in the 
Planning Area could have a negative impact on 
recreation where road, drill pad, and utility construction 
occurs in important recreation lands, such as Special 
Recreation Management Areas, or on other lands. The 
quality of the recreation experience would be lessened. 
These activities and facilities in a variety of ROS 
settings could result in these lands being managed for 
less restrictive ROS settings. Visitation in these areas 
by those seeking solitude would decrease. Increased 
access to remote areas could increase OHV activity and 
cause additional surface disturbance. The quality of 
scenic viewing would be lessened in some locations on 
these lands as a result of these activities. Quality of 
hunting could be lessened by these activities resulting in 
displaced animals or increased mortality in site-specific 
situations. 

Impacts from Saleable Minerals Management. Not 
authorizing mineral material disposal on about 6 1,855 
acres of public land in all of five proposed ACECs 
(units 4,5, 6, 8, and 9), unit 2, and in parts of units 1, 
10, 13, 15, and 16 would protect ROS settings and 
experiences from mineral material related surface 
disturbance on these lands. The remaining 665,712 
acres of public land could undergo some degree of 
change in ROS settings .and experiences wherever 
mineral material related surface disturbance occurs, but 
mitigation for this discretionary action would help 
minimize impacts. 

Impacts from Riparian Zone Management. 
Improved condition of riparian zones through 
management from all disciplines would enhance the 
recreation setting and experience on these lands. 

Impacts from Special Status Plant and Animal 
Species and Habitat Management. Limiting OHV use 
to designated routes on 4,565 acres in the proposed 
South Beaver Creek ACEC would restrict this use in an 
area previously open to OHV use. 

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. 
Wildlife habitat management objectives and restrictions 
would increase hunting related recreation activities and 
enhance recreation experiences by increasing numbers 
of watchable wildlife. 
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Impacts from Fishery Resources (Aquatic Habitat) 
Managemennt. Improvements in fisheries would 
increase fishing use and experiences by providing more 
and bigger fish. 

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management. 
Restricting domestic sheep grazing in the scenic 1,595 
acre American Basin ACEC during the wildflower 
blooming s&son would enhance recreation settings and 
experiences for a large number of visitors. 

Impacts from Visual Resource Management. 
Managing lands totalling 49,872 acres in the 
Powderhorn Primitive Area SRMA and the American 
Basin and Dillon Pinnacles ACECs under VRM Class 
I objectives, and managing lands at Hartman Rocks 
(6,000 acres) and on High Mesa (4,358 acres) under 
VRM class II and III objectives would maintain present 
ROS settings and could potentially enhance recreation 
expeiiences on these highly valued areas. 

Impacts from Historical Resource Management. The 
identification, stabilization, and interpretation of 
historical resources would significantly enhance the 
setting and experience of recreation visitors. 

Impacts from Transportation and Access. 
Acquisition of public access into eight areas and 
maintenance of existing routes would enhance recreation 
management effectiveness and permit access to more 
public land for recreational activities such as hunting, 
sightseeing, and OHV use previqusly precluded. 

Impacts from Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. The 
acquisition of inholdings and lands with significant 
recreation resources would expand recreational 
opportunities and would eliminate potential private 
development. 

Impacts from Rights-of-Way Management. 
Excluding rights-of-way on 51,406 acres, managing 
85,387 acres as avoidance areas, and excluding above- 
ground utilities on an additional 95,624 acres would 
prevent the lowering or ROS settings on these lands 
from surface disturbance and vegetation ‘loss from 
rights-of-way construction. 

Locatable mineral activity and above-ground rights-of- 
way development would result in deterioration of 
recreation settings if these lands are developed and a 
loss of actual recreation opportunities on the affected 
lands. About 9,923 fewer acres would be open-to OHV 
use, 5,415 more acres would be closed, 279 fewer 
acres would have OHV use limited seasonally, and 
4,787 more acres would have OHV use limited to 
designatd routes yearlong. The changes in OHV 
designations would result in fewer acres being 
accessible to OHV users. Opportunities for solitude 
would increase on these affected lands, however. 

5-18 

Impacts from Rights-of-Way Corridors. Location of 
additional major above-ground rights-of-way in the 

designated corridor along the Lake Fork of the 
Gun&on River near Blue Mesa Reservoir would lower 
ROS settings by decreasing scenic quality. 

CMMUMTIVE WWACTS ON WECWEATlON 
MANAGEMENT 

Improved recreation facilities and development of 
additional campgrounds would help to accommodate the 
anticipated 40% increase in the number of visitors to 
the Planning Area over the life of the plan. Public 
lands would be intensively managed for a wide variety 
of recreation opportunities and activities. 

No surface occupancy and controlled surface use 
stipulations, and a lease closure would protect valuable 
recreation lands and resources within portions of the 
Planning Area from potential surface and other 
disturbance, and would enhance hunting activities for 
some species, including within all recommended 
ACECs. The recreation resources on the remainder of 
the Planning Area, including hunting quality, could be 
altered as a result of oil and gas development. The 
cumulative impacts, on a Planning area-wide basis, 
would not be significant unless the development and 
related activities occurred within close proximity to 
recreation areas or other highly valued areas. 



IMPACTS ON OUTSTANDINGLY 
REMARKABLE SCENIC VALUES IN 
SEGMENT A, LAKE FORK OF THE 
GUNNISON RIVER WILD AND 
SCENIC RIVER STUDY CORRIDOR 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts from the Recommendation. In this 
alternative, the 13.3 mile-long Segment A of the Lake 
Fork of the Gumrison River from Sloan Lake to Wager 
Gulch would not be recommended as being suitable for 
inclusion into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System (NWSRS). Potential impacts to the 
outstandingly remarkable scenic values (values) that 
qualify this segment to be eligible for inclusion are 
discussed below. 

Impacts from Locatable Minerals Management. If 
mineral activity occurs on about 2,075 acres not 
currently withdrawn or proposed to be withdrawn 
within the segment in this alternative, values would be 
altered. The alteration would occur on lands. located 
outside the existing “Loop Road” withdrawal C- 
0125423 or the proposed American Basin ACEC 
(Proposed to also be withdrawn). Impacts would be 
greatest if vegetation removal or land form changes 
occur. The lands that would not be withdrawn have a 
high potential for the occurrence of locatable minerals. 
Required reclamation would limit impacts to the short- 
term. 

Impacts from Recreation Management. Increased 
recreation visitation of about 40% over the life of the 
plan would result in some slightly greater impacts to 
scenic values along the road and river, primarily as a 
result of physical impacts caused by increased numbers 
of people and motorized vehicular use off designated 
routes, and the actual increase in the presence of 
vehicles and people. Scenic impacts from OHV use off 
designated routes would be mitigated by implementing 
patrols and other actions in the management plan for the 
Alpine Triangle Special Recreation Management Area 
(SRMA). Special management attention as a result of 
the proposed American Basin ACEC designation 
(Management Unit 4) would provide a means of 
enhancing or protecting the values on these lands, and 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

withdrawing federal mineral estate from mineral entry 
and location in the proposed ACEC to protect 
recreation and visual resources would also protect 
values on 1,577 acres in the segment (Unit 4). 

Impacts from Visual Resources Management. 
Managing values in the proposed 1,597 acre American 
Basin ACEC under VRM Class I objectives would 
require that surface-disturbing activities appear natural 
upon completion. Managing livestock grazing in the 
proposed ACEC to enhance visual resources would in 
turn enhance the values on the affected lands. 

Impacts from Wilderness Study Area Management. 
Impacts in this alternative are analyzed assuming that 
WSA status would not be in effect, in the event that 
Congress acts on, and decides not to designate any part 
of any WSA as wilderness. If any part of Segment A 
is designated as wilderness, those lands would be 
managed as wilderness. Refer to Impacts of WS,A 
Management in the discussion of impacts of 
Alternative A (Continuation of Current Management) 
for impacts to values from WSA management that 
would be applicable to all alternatives, as long as WSA 
status applies. 

Impacts from Rights-of-Way Management. 
Managing the lands within the segment as rights-of-way 
avoidance area would result in few surface-disturbing 
activities from this land use. Rights-of-way are now 
excluded in the “Loop Road” withdrawal. 

Impacts from Withdrawals and Classifications. 
Continuing the BLM protective withdrawal C-0125423, 
and effecting the withdrawal in the proposed American 
Basin ACEC would preclude most surface disturbing 
activities within Segment A on 1,907 of the 4,315 acres 
of public land. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON VALUES IN 
SEGMENT A 

Increased recreation use, primarily off-highway vehicle 
use, could result in some increase of impacts to scenic 
values. Impacts from other activities would be offset 
by required compliance with BLM’s surface 
management regulations, required plans of operation in 
the proposed American Basin ACEC, special ACEC 
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management attention, rights-of-way exclusion and 
avoidance areas, VRM Class I objectives in the ACEC, 
and management actions in the plan for the Alpine 
Triangle SRMA. 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts from Visual Resource Management. 
Managing 49,872 acres in the Powderhorn Primitive 
Area SRMA, and the American Basin and Dillon 
Pinnacles ACECs under VRM Class I objectives, 9,3 13 
acres at High Mesa and in fishery riparian zones (unit 
15) under VRM Class II objectives, and 6,000 acres at 
the Hartman Rocks area in units 8 and 13 under VRM 
class III objectives would require more mitigation for 
scenic quality on these lands, thereby protecting visual 
resources. 

Impacts from Locatable Minerals Management. 
Surface disturbance from locatable mineral activity 
would alter landscapes where development occurs, but 
reclamation required would potentially result in a 
minimum of alteration, especially on 48,054 acres of 
federal mineral estate in the Redcloud Peak, West 
Antelope Creek, and South Beaver Creek proposed 
ACECs where prior submission of plans of operation 
would be required. Precluding mineral development on 
about 54,027 acres that are withdrawn from mineral 
entry and location under the general mining laws would 
fully protect visual resources from mining-related 
surface disturbance on these lands (these lands are in 
the Powderhorn Primitive Area and Cochetopa Canyon 
SRMAs, the proposed American Basin, Slumgullion, 
and Dillon Pinnacles ACECs, and other smaller 
miscellaneous withdrawals). 

Impacts From Oil; Gas, and’ Geothermal 
Management. Not leasing lands in a primitive area, 
and restricting leases with controlled surface use and 
no surface occupancy stipulations within five ACECs, 
would protect high quality visual resources on 133,166 
acres of public land. Drill pad, road, or utility 
construction, related to one or two wells, where they 
would potentially occur on the remainder of the 
Planning Area, could alter landscape characteristics, 
reduce scenic quality, and could potentially result in 
site-specific, long-term significant visual impacts that 
exceed allowable visual contrast, on a variety of 

landscape types in the Planning Area. These impacts 
would be more difficult to mitigate and would 
potentially be greatest if development occurred within 
lands with VRM Class I or II management objectives, 
especially on those lands in foreground or middleground 
views south and west of Lake City. 

Ihpacb ffrouun Rights-of-Way Management. 
Designating 51,406 acres as rights-of-way exclusion 
areas and 85,387 acres as avoidance areas would result 
in little or no changes being permitted to occur to 
scenic quality from this land use on these lands. 
Excluding rights-of-way on 51,406 acres and not 
authorizing above-ground utilities on an additional 
95,624 acres would prevent the development of visual 
intrusions on these lands. Rights-of-way development 
occurring on 448,219 acres open to this land use would 
result in alterations to the landscape. Managing these 
changes according to VRM objectives would help keep 
them within acceptable limits. 

lhpacts fronin RigIds-of-Way Corridors. Locating 
new, major above-ground and some underground 
facilities in two designated corridors would result in 
long term alterations to landscapes; these changes 
would be most adverse along the lower Lake Fork of 
the Gunnison River. 

CUMWATWE IMPACTS ON VISUAL 
RESOLPRCE MANAGEMENT 

Managing about 6,300 additional acres under more 
restrictive VRM Class objectives would result in more 
mitigation for scenic quality on these lands. Managing 
the remainder of lands under VRM II, VRM III, or 
VRM IV class objectives would maintain scenic quality 
on these lands, but would permit projects or 
development that result in landscape contrast or change 
in localized view sheds. These changes would be most 
adverse where mining or major rights-of-way are 
located. Surface disturbances restrictions, including 
those regarding potential oil and gas activities, would 
protect high quality scenic values in portions of the 
Planning Area from a variety of land uses that could 
impact visual resources. Cumulative impacts to visual 
resources from one or two oil and gas wells would not 
be significant on a Planning Area-wide basis, unless the 
development were to occur in foreground or 
middleground landscapes with high quality scenery, 
usually defined as VRM class I or II lands. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

IMPACTS ON ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
AND HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts from Archaeological and Historical 
Resource Management. The gathering of 
archaeological or historical information required by law 
in response to project development or proposed 
disturbance would contribute to our current knowledge 
and data base. However, any physical disturbance and 
extraction of information from sites other than that for 
documentation, would remove that data from context, 
and destroy the integrity of sites. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL 
RESOURCES 

Existing policies, procedures, and regulations would 
provide for’ the protection, preservation and 
enhancement of recorded archaeological or historical 
sites from authorized projects. The effects from nature 
would not be mitigated and prevented, or corrective 
actions would not be implemented. Increased visitor 
use would result in an increase to vandalism, theft, and 
destruction of sites. Education and interpretation would 
reduce these impacts. 

IMPACTS ON RIGHTS-OF-WAY 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts from Rights-of-Way and Corridor 
Management. Designation of east to west and north to 
south rights-of-way corridors would allow major utility 
applicants to plan for and design projects without the 
need to investigate and analyze alternative routes. 

Designation of 5 1,406 acres as rights-of-way exclusion 
and 85,387 acres as avoidance areas, and an additional 
95,624 acres as being open but restricted for utility 
construction (excluded for above-ground utilities), 
would result in additional costs to utility companies in 
planning, designing, and constructing facilities around 
these areas. 

Seasonal restrictions on rights-of-way construction on 
155,870 acres would potentially increase proponent’s 
costs. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON RIGHTS-OF-WAY 

Designating 136,793 acres of public land as either 
rights-of-way exclusion or avoidance areaa, and 
requirements of seasonal and other construction 
restrictions on 251,494 acres, including for above- 
ground utilities, would preclude development on some 
lands, and would potentially increase the cost of 
proposed construction on other lands. Designating two 
corridors would decrease the cost of planning for 
proposed projects in these areas, since analysis of 
alternative routes would not be required. 

SHORT- TERM USES VS. LONG- TERM 
PRODUCTIVITY 

Trade-offs between short-term uses and long-term 
productivity of resources have been identified. For this 
analysis, short-term refers to the period of 
implementation of this plan which is approximately 10 
years, and long-term refers to at least a 20-year period 
or beyond during which the adverse or beneficial 
impacts of the proposal would still occur. 

MINERAL RESOURCES 

Locatable mineral development would be constrained by 
withdrawals, resulting in a long-term loss or delay in 
mineral production on affected lands. 

SOIL AND WATER RESOURCES 

Mineral development would potentially result in some 
increases in long-term erosion and sediment yields and 
possibly some degraded surface waters from mine 
discharge and spoil pile runoff. Some loss in soil 
productivity would be expected in areas where surface 
disturbing activities are proposed. Riparian zones 
proposed for intensive management from a variety of 
resource programs would experience improved soil and 
water resource conditions. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

RlPARlAN RESOURCES 

Changes in livestock grazing forage utilization and other 
resource management would result in long-term 
improvement in riparian, hydrologic, and vegetation 
conditions. 

Once a particular area has been committed to a single, 
non-mineral use, it is not likely that the use would be 
reversed. Thus, mineral deposits within these areas 
would be irreversibly committed to not being developed 
and would be unavailable. 

WILDLFE HABITAT 
sm AND WAUEW RESOURCES 

‘Big game, upland bird, and non-game habitat would be 
improved under this alternative. Pronghom antelope, 
bighorn sheep, and sage grouse numbers would 
increase. Colorado Division of Wildlife long-term herd 
goals for elk and deer would be achieved. A marked 
improvement in fishery streams and increases in fish 
and other restrictions in riparian areas would be 
realized primarily due to the reduction of livestock 
utilization in riparian areas. 

LIVESTOCK GBAZIFUG 

Restrictions on livestock grazing management, range 
treatments or improvements, total forage utilization on 
uplands and in riparian zones and elimination or 
reduction in livestock forage allocations would reduce 
authorized (active) grazing use, but would result in 
long-term forage productivity gains and improved 
ecological condition. 

IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE 
COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

Irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources 
occur when a wide range of future management options 
are precluded. This section identifies the extent to 
which the alternatives would irreversibly limit potential 
resource uses. The individual alternative impacts 
sections identify those decisions which apply to a 
particular alternative and the magnitude of the impact. 

The loss of soil through wind and water erosion would 
be irretrievable. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

Construction of permanent structures such as roads, 
buildings, and powerlines would result in an 
irretrievable loss of visual resources. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HlSTQRlCAb 
RESOLlWCEs 

The loss of archaeological or historical sites and 
information would be irretrievable. 

DISPOSAL OF PUBLlC LANDS 

Disposal of public lands would result in a loss of 
administrative control of all resource values on these 
lauds except leasable and locatable minerals and 
existing land use authorizations. 

COMPARISON OF IMPACTS 

Table 5-l lists the more significant impacts to the 
affected environment that would occur from 
implementing management actions under the PRMP and 
the five alternatives that were addressed in the DRMP. 
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Table 5-l 

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

IMPACTS OF EACH ALTERNATIVE 

RE- 
SOURCE/ Alternative A PROPOSED 
RE- (Continuation of 
SOURCE Current Management 
USE Alternative) Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 

Alternative E 
(Preferred 

Alternative) 

RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT 

PLAN 

OBJECTIVES: Continue the OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To emphasize Same As Alternative E. 
present levels, methods, and size or be compatible size a high degree of eco- size a high degree of pro- the mix and variety of ac- 
mix of multiple use resource with those resources nomic return and resource tection, enhancement, and tions that best resolves the 
management, maintaining which promote outdoor production, while maintain- maintenance for natural issues and management con- 
existing uses, outputs, and recreation opportunities, ing, protecting, or en- values, while sustaining a terns of this RMPIEIS; to 
protection activities. tourism, economic stabili- hancing the natural compatible level of pro- achieve a balance between 

tv, and the quality of life. environment at a compati- duction for renewable and competing demands on uses 
ble and non-restricting lav- non-renewable resources. of public land. 
el. 

VI I 
E IMPACTS Potential mincrol exploration and Potential mineral exploration Potential mineral exploration Potential mineral exploration Potential mineral exploration Potential mineral exploration and 

ON development would be permitted and development would be and development would be and development would be and development would be development would be permitted on 
LOCATABLE on 683,285 acres, and would not permitted on 670,198 acres, permitted on 728,567 acres. permitted on 649,645 acres, permitted on 674,540 acres, and 674,520 acres, and not permitted 
MINERALS be permitted on 45,282 acres of but not on 58,369 acres of and not permitted on 78,922 not permitted on 54,027 acres of on 54,047 acres of federal mineral 

federal mineral estate. federal mineral estate. acres of federal mineral es- federal mineral estate. estate. 

tate. 

IMPACTS No significant impacts would No significant impacts would No significant impacts would No significant impacts would No significant impacts would No significant impacts would occur 
ON OIL, occur to the oil and gas program occur to the oil and gas occur to the oil and gas occur to the oil and gas occur to the oil and gas program to the oil and gas program as a 

GAS, AND as a result of managing 288,640 program as a result of man- program as a result of man- program as a result of man- as a result of managing 47,545 result of managing 11,823 acres 

GEGTHER- acres open to leasing with sea- aging 177,311 acres open to aging 720,176 acres as open aging 202,678 acres open to acres open .to leasing with sea- open to leasing with seasonal stipu- 
MAL sonal stipulations, or 110,007 leasing with seasonal stipula- to leasing under standard leasing with seasonal stipula- sonal stipulations, 35,605 acres lations, 26,205 acres open to 
RESOURCES acres as closed to leasing, because tions, 30,856 acres open to leasing terms. tions, 114,430 acres open to open to leasing with no surface leasing with no surface occupancy 

of the low probability for the leasing with no surface leasing with no surface occupancy stipulations, 2,417 stipulations, 13,166 acres open to 
occurrence of oil and gas resour- occupancy stipulations, or occupancy stipulations, or acres open to leasing with a leasing with ‘a controlled surface 
ces. Exploration and devel- 47,537 acres as closed to 52,754 acres as closed to controlled surface use use stipulation, or 46,007 acres as 
opment would occur with few leasing, because of the low 
restrictions on 321,529 acres probability for the occur- 
managed as open to leasing under rence of oil and gas tesour- 

standard leasing terms. ces. Exploration and devel- 
opment would occur with 
few restrictions on 464,472 
acres managed hs open to 
leasing under standard 

leasing terms. 

leasing, because of the low stipulation, or 46,007 acnzs as closed to leasing, because of the 
probability for the occurrence closed to leasing, because of the low probability for the occurrence 
of oil and gas resources. low probability for the occur- of oil and gas resources. Explora- 

Exploration and development tence of oil and gas resources. tion and development would occur 
would occur with few Exploration and development with few restrictions on 623,416 
restrictions on 350,314 acres would occur with few acres managed as open to leasing 
managed as open to leasing restrictions on 588,602 acres under standard leasing terms. 
under standard leasing terms. managed as open to leasing 

under standard leasing terms. 



Table 5-1 (Cont’d) 

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

IMPACTS OF EACH ALTERNATIVE 

RE- 
SOURCE/ 
RE- 
SOURCE 
USE 

Alternative A 
(Continuation of 

Current Management 
Ah.ernative) Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 

Alternative E 
(Preferred 

Alternative) 

PROPOSED 
RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT 
PLAN 

OBJECTIVES: Continue the OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To emphe- OBJECTIVES: To empha- 
present levels, methods, and size or be compatible size a high degree of eco- size a high degree of pro- 

mix of multiple use resource with those resources nomic return and resource tection. enhancement, and 
management, maintaining which promote outdoor production, while maintain- maintenance for natural 
existing uses, outputs, and recreation opportunities, ing, protecting, or en- values, while sustaining a 
protection activities. tourism, economic stabili- ha nci ng the natural compatible level of pro- 

tv. and the quality of life. environment at a compati- duction for renewable and 
ble and non-restricting lev- non-renewable resources. 

el. 

OBJECTIVES: To emphasize Same As Alternative E. 
the mix and variety of ac- 

tions that best resolves the 
issues and management con- 
cerns of this RMPIEIS; to 
achieve a balance between 

competing demands on uses 
of public land. 

IMPACTS Hydrologic functions of riparian Same as in Alternative A, Same as in Alternative A, and Same as in Alternative B, and Same as in Alternative B, except Same as Alternative B, except 

Y 
ON SOIL AND areas, and water quality and and sediment and erosion sediment and erosion rates sediment and erosion rates managing for less constraining managing for less constraining 

% 
WATER RE- stream channel stability would be rates would be expected to would be expected to decrease would be expected to minimum stubble heights in minimum stubble .heights in 

SOURCES expected to steadily improve in decrease additionally as a additionally as a result of decrease even more as a riparian areas could result in riparian areas could result in 

the Long Gulch Demonstration result of implementing soil implementing IGMCs on result of implementing more slightly more sedimentation and slightly more sedimentation and 

Area, and at an unknown rate and water improvement uplands and riparien areas, restrictive IGMCs and some increase in erosion rates. some increase in erosion rates. 

within some other rip&an areas. projects on 55,555 acres of and allocating forage from requiring mitigation in 
wildlife habitat and T&E wildlife habitat treatments in activity plans for site-specific 

Future water quantity protection species habitat, and IGMCs units C-4 and C-12 to surface disturbance. 
would be provided where mini- on riparian zones and up- watershed needs. 
mum stream flows would be lands. 
acquired. 

Future water quantity 
Sediment and erosion rates would protection would be provided 
be expected to decrease where where appropriate on 113 
surface, disturbing activities am miles of streams. 

reduced, where basal vegetation 
cover is improved, and where 

livestock grazing utilization in 
some riparian zones is adjusted to 
achieve lower forage use rates. 
Sediment and erosion rates would 

slightly increase on the remainder 
of the planning area. 



IMPACTS 
ON 

RIPARIAN 
ZONES 

Mineral withdrawals, setting Mineral withdrawals, There wou!d be general There would be a rapid Same as Alternative B, and Same as Alternative B, and 
limits on livestock grazingt and IGMCs, elimination of stabilization and improvement improvement in the condition vegetation treatments, soil vegetation treatments, soil erosion 
commercial timber harvesting re- grazing in some areas, and in the condition of riparian of riparian zones in the erosion reduction strategies, in- reduction strategies, intensive 

strictions and requiring mitigation restriction on commercial zonesassociatedwith livestock Planning Area as a result of tensive riparian management, riparian management, forage 

in other activity plans would corn- timber harvests would grazing. This improvement implementing IGMCs (total forage utilization limits, and fall utilization limits, and fall trailing 
bine to stabilize or improve the combine to markedly would result from imple- forage utilization rates and trailing limits would help im- limits would help improve riparian 
condition of some of the riparian improve most of the 14,933 menting total forage utilization maintaining minimum stubble prove riparian conditions in the conditions in the Planning Area. 

areas within the planning area. acres of riparian areas within limits in riparian zones, and heights), and there would be Planning Area. 
the planning area. from projects in high-priority an increase in total production 

riparian areas and from a and diversity of plant species. 

variety of treatments 
(wildlife), and potentially from 
improving riparian conditions Riparian conditions would 
in units C-9, C-10, and C-11 improve from projects in 

(1,839 acres). high-priority areas, required 
mitigation, and from 
improving wildlife habitat in 
riparian areas in units D-11 

and D-12. 

IMPACTS 
ON 
SPECIAL 
STATUS 

PLANT L 
ANIMAL 

SPECIES AND 
HABITAT 

The quality and quantity of T&E Special managementattention Same as Alternative A. Special management attention Same as Alternative B except Same as Alternative B except two 

species and habitat would be resulting from the designa- Accidental destruction of resulting from two RNA/ two ACECs would be ACECs would be designated and 

maintained throughout the tion of an RNA/ACEC and habitat would be more apt to ACEC designations, limiting designated and managed for managed for T&E species and habi- 
planning area. an ACEC limiting OHV use, occur due to more intensive OHV use, and restrictions on T&E species and habitat tat protection. 

and eliminating domestic management of “production” livestock grazing, public land protection. 
sheep grazing in known resources. disposal, and timber harvests 

habitat for T&E species would protect and enhance 

would increase the informa- habitat for T&E species and 

tion base and would prevent would prevent accidental 

accidental destruction of destruction of these species 
plants, animals, and habitat, and their habitat. 
specifically skiff milkvetch 

and snowwillow. 

IMPACTS 
ON 
TERREST- 

RIAL 
WILDLIFE 
AND 
HABITAT 

Wildlife habitat conditions, Wildlife habitat conditions A loss of habitat for elk, deer, Wildlife habitat conditions Wildlife habitat conditions Wildlife habitat conditions would 

including for big game, would would greatly improve, sage grouse, and non-game would improve as in would improve as in Alternative improve as in Alternative B, but 
gradually improve through land or especially on big game species would occur as a result Alternative B, but not to the B, but not to the same degree. not to the same degree. Bighorn 

vegetation treatments and other crucial winter range, elk of potential mineral de- same degree. Bighorn sheep numbers would sheep numbers would not increase 

actions. calving areas and bighorn velopment, vegetation or land not increase as much as in as much as in Alternative B (250 

sheep lambing areas as a treatment projects, public land Bighorn sheep and pmnghom Alternative B (250 VS. 500). vs. 500). 

Bighorn sheep herds would result of improved distri- disposal, and OHV use. antelope numbers would be 

continue to fluctuate widely due bution, special management managed at carrying capacity Sage grouse habitat would be Sage grouse habitat would be 

to disease. attention in ACECs, seasonal Bighorn sheep populations levels. enhanced and numbers of enhanced and numbers of 
stipulations and OHV could be drastically reduced if harvestable birds would increase harvestable birds would increase 

Sage grouse habitat would designations limiting disease transfer occurs Sage grouse habitat would through forage utilization limits, through forage utilization limits, 

potentially be destroyed or disruption and disturbance. between domestic and bighorn improve and numbers of riparian zone management, riparian zone management,seasonal 
damaged and populations would Managing big game herds sheep. grouse would increase as in seasonal restrictions, and other restrictions, and other protective 

be reduced if land or vegetation below current levels in some Alternative B. protective measures within leks measures within leks and wintering 

treatment projects in MFPs are GMUs would increase forage and wintering areas. areas. 

implemented throughout planning and help meet CDOW long- 
area. range elk and deer herd 

goals. 



Table 5-l (C&‘d) 

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

IMPACTS OF EACH .ALTERNATIVE 

RE- 
SOURCE/ 
RE- 
SOURCE 
USE 

Alternative A 
(Continuation of 

Current Management 
Alternative) Alternative B 

PROPOSED 
Alternative E RESOURCE 

(Pieferd MANAGEIMENT 
Alternative C Alternative D Alternative) PLAN 

OBJECTIVES: Continue the OBJECTIVES: To empha- OSJECTIVES: To empha- OSJECTIVES: To emphe- 
present levels, methods, and size or be compatible size a high degree of eco- size a high degree of pro- 

mix of multiple use resource with those resources nomic return end resource tection, enhancement, and 
management, maintaining which promote outdoor production, while maintain- maintenance for natural 

existing uses, outputs, and recreation opportunities, ing, protecting, or en- values, while sustaining a 

protection activities. tourism, economic stab& ha n c i ng the natural compatible level of pro- 

ty, and the quality of life. environment at e compati- duction for renewable and 
ble and non-restricting lev- non-renewable resources. 
el. 

OBJECTIVES: To emphasize Same As Alternative E. 
the mix and variety of ac- 

tions that best resolves the 
issues and management con- 
cerns of this RMP/EIS; to 
achieve a balance between 
competing demands on uses 

of public land. 

IMPACTS Bighorn sheep numbers 

Y 
ON would be expected to incre- 

s 
TERREST- ase. 
RIAL 
WILDLIFE Sage grouse habitat would be 

AND enhanced and numbers of 

HABITAT harvestable birds would 
(Cont’d) increase through seasonal 

restrictions and other protec- 
tive measures within leks and 

wintering areas. 

Habitat for non-game species 
would be increased through 

riparian zone improvements 
and increased habitat diver- 
sity . 

Designation and management 
of West Antelope ACEC 

(29,060 acres) and East 
Gunnison ACEC (37,503 

acres) would, through 
implementation of special 
management attention, help 
to achieve improved big 

game habitat and riparian 

Designation and management Habitat for non-game species Habitat for non-game species would 
of Bighorn-A (3,912 acres), would be increased through be increased through riparian zone 

Bighorn-B (4,762 acres), ripatian zone improvements and improvements and increased habitat 
Cebolla Creek (9,812 acres), increased habitat diversity. diversity. 

and Lake Fork (4,800 acres) 
ACECs would result in an in- Designation and management of Designation and management of 
crease in bighorn sheep herd West Antelope ACEC (28,215 West Antelope ACEC (28,275 
sizes and a marked decrease acres) would, through imple- acres) would, through implemen- 

in disturbances to bighorn mentation of special manage- tation of special management atten- 
sheep and disease transfer, ment attention, help to achieve tion, help to achieve improved big 
and less disturbance to elk improved big game habitat and game habitat and riparian zone 
and deer. Cooperative riparian zone conditions. conditions. 

livestock or other manage- 
ment on adjacent Forest 

Service lands would also help 
prevent the transfer of disease 
to bighorn sheep. 



IMPACTS ON Fishery/aquatic habitat stre- Fishery/aquatic habitat would Impacts would be similar to The same or similar en- Fishery/aquatic habitat would be Same as for Alternative E, except 
FISHERY ambank cover water temperature, be enhanced within the those in Alternative A, except hancement of fishery/aquatic intensively managed along that Management Units would not 
RESOURCES sedimentation rates, and stream- majority of streams due to mom loss would probably habitat would occur, as that approximately 58 miles of pub- be prefixed by E. 
(AQUATIC bank instability would improve surface disturbance stipu- occur as a result of more in Alternative B, except the lit land in unit E-15, resulting 
HABITAT) gradually in some areas as forage lations, implementing surface disturbance occurring majority of fishery streams in habitat improvements, stabil- 

utilization management is IGMCs, and riparian zone from production-oriented t-e- would experience a mom ized streambanks and increased 
adjusted. improvements. source management and OHV rapid improvement and vegetation on streambanks, from 

USe. stabilization in condition due livestock forage utilization man- 
to more restrictive IGMCs agement and riparian zone 
and riparian and upland management. 

surface disturbance 
restrictions. 

IMPACTS Implementing actions to ensure Elimination of livestock Increases in livestock AUMs The elimination of livestock The elimination of livestock The elimination of livestock 
ON LIVE- livestock utilization levels in the grazing, disposal of public through allocation 
STOCK 

of grazing, restrictions on kinds grazing, restrictions on kinds of grazing, restrictions on kinds of 
less-than-heavy range in some land, implementing IGMCs, additional areas, and imple- of livestockand restrictionsof livestock and total key forage livestock and total key forage 

GRAZING riparian zones could result in restricting kinds of livestock mentation of vegetation or total key forage utilization utilization in riparian zones and utilization in riparian zones and on 
MANAGE- changes in seasons of use, kinds and altering turn-out dates land treatments or projects de- would severely restrict the on uplands would result in a de- uplands would result in a decrease 
MENT of livestock, and possible tempo- would result in a net de- signed to increase and livestock grazing program. crease of 902 AUMs of forage of 524 AUMs of forage for 

rary reductions in livestock forage crease of 5,480 AUMs in the i m p r o v e v e g e t a t i o n There would be a total for livestock use, resulting in a’ livestock use, resulting in a total 
allocations. Any adjustments plating area, resulting in a production, would be partially decrease of 12,406 AUMs of total active grazing preference active grazing preference of 46,904 
made would be considered during tot a I active grazing offset by eliminating livestock forage for livestock use, re- of 46,526 AUMs. AUMs. 
AMP revision or new CRMAP or preference of 41,948 AUMs. grazing on several areas and sulting in a total active 

AMP development, and could the disposal of public land. grazing preference of 35,022 Implementing actions to ensure Implementing actions to ensure 
remain the same or be modified. The affect would be an AUMs. livestock utilization levels in the livestock utilization levels in the 
Approximately 172 AUMs would increase of 4,256 AUMs being less-than-heavy range in some less-than-heavy range in some 

Y be eliminated as a result of 

Y 

available resulting in a total of riparian zones could result in riparian zones could result in 
disposing of about 2,585 acres of 5 1,684 active AUMs of forage additional changes in seasons of additional changes in seasons of 
public land currently being being available for allocation. uses, kinds of livestock, and uses, kinds of livestock; and 
grazed. Current active preference possible temporary reductions in possible temporary reductions in 
would remain at 47,256 AUMs, livestock forage allocations. livestock forage allocations. 

unless decreases occur as a result 
of land disposal. 

IMPACTS Management restrictions in Harvesting or other man- Disposal of public land would Harvesting or other man- Harvesting or other man- Same as Alternative E. 
ON FOREST riparian zones, WSAs, and agement-related restrictions result in a loss of 153 acres of agement-related restrictions in agement-related restrictions in 

MANAGE- disposal of public land would in riparian zones, wildlife suitable commercial forest riparian zones, wildlife riparian zones, wildlife habitat, 
MENT eliminate sustained yield habitats, VRM Class II lands, and an annual potential habitat, VRM Class B areas, VRM Class II areas, SRMAs, 

production on approximately areas? and public land loss of 3 MBF of commercial and public lands disposal ACECs, public lands disposal 
15,050 acres of suitable corn- disposal would eliminate timber. Approximately would eliminate sustained and possibly fire management 
mercial forest lands (SCFL), sustained yield production on 58,959 acres of suitable yield production on approxi- would eliminate sustained yield 
reducing annual potential harvest approximately 19,670 acres commercial forest lands mately 24,433 acres of production on approximately 

by about 451 MBF. About of suitable commercial forest (SCFL) would be available for suitable commercial forest 17,765 acres of suitable 
44,062acres of SCFL and 19,262 lands (SCFL), resulting in a production, resulting in a po- land, resulting in a, potential commercial forest land, 
acres of suitable woodlands would potential annual harvest loss tential annual harvest of annual harvest loss of resulting in a potential annual 

be available for production, of 590 MBF of commercial approximately 1,770 MBF, an approximately 733 MBF. harvest loss of approximately 
resulting in a potential annual har- timber. About 39,442 acres increase of 570 MBF over About 34,679 acres of 535 MBF. About 41,347 acres 

vest of 1,200 MBF of commercial of SCFL and 24,405 acres of Alternative A. The same suitable commercial forest of suitable commercial forest 
timber, 400 cords of firewood, suitable woodlands would be number of other products and lands would be available for lands would be available for 
400 wildings, and, on average, available for production, acres of suitable woodland production, resulting in a production, resulting in a 
300 Christmas tree. resulting in a potential outputs as in Alternative A potential annual harvest of potential annual harvest of about 

annual harvest of 1,180 MBF would be available for harvest about 1,040 MBF of 1,200 MBF of commercial 
of commercial timber, a de- annually. commercial timber, a timber. No significant change 



Table 5-l (Cont’d) 

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

IMPACTS OF EACH ALTERNATIVE 

RE- 
SOURCE/ Alternative A ~PROI’OSED . 
BE- (Continuation of Alternative E RESOURCE 
SOURCE Current IManagement (Preferred MANAGEMENT 
USE Alternative) Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative) PLAN 

OWECTIVES: Continue the OBJECTIVES: To ampha- OBJECTIVES: To ampha- OBJECTIVES: To ampha- OBJECTIVES: To emphasize Same As Alternative E. 
present levels, methods, and size or be compatible size a high degree of ace- size a high degree of pro- the mix and variety of ac- 
mix of multiple use resource with those resources nomic return and resource tection, enhancement, and tions that best resolves the 

management, maintaining which promote outdoor production, while maintain- maintenance for natural issues and management con- 

existing uses, outputs, and recreation opportunities, ing. protecting, or en- values, while sustaining a cams of this RMPIEIS; to 
protection activities. tourism, economic stabili- ha nc i ng the natural compatible level of pro- achieve a balance between 

ty, and the quality of life. environment at a compati- duction for renewable and competing demands on uses 
ble and non-restricting lav- non-renewable resources. of public land. 

el. 

IMPAmS 
ON FOREST 

VI 
6.2 MANAGE 
co MENT 

(Cont’d) 

crease of 20 MBF of 

commercial timber compared 
to Alternative A, about 105 
additional cords of firewood, 

for a total of 505 cords, 
would be available annually 
for harvest, along with the 

asme number of other 

outputs as in Alternative A. 

decrease of 160 MBF would occur compared to 
compared to Alternative A. Alternative A. About 90 
About 27,532 acres of additional cords of firewood 

suitable woodlands being would be produced annually on 
available annually would 23,615 acres of suitable 
result in an annual harvest of woodlands, for a total of 490 

565 cords of firewood, an cords annually, along with the 
increase of I65 cords same number of other outputs 
annually, and the same and products as, in Alternative 

number of other outputs and A. 
products as in Alternative A. 

IMPACIX Implementing ret reation Fully implementing recre- Environmental effects under Impacts would be similar as Implementing recreation Same as Alternative E. 

ON management actions in RAMPS ation management actions in Alternative C would be similar in Alternative A. Visitation management actions in activity 
RECREATION for the Cochetopa and San Juan RAMPS for Cochetopa and to Alternative A, except that increases would be about the plans for the Cochetopa 

MANAGL Triangle SRMAs would help San Juan SRMAs would help adverse impacts to recreation same as in Alternative A. Canyon, Alpine Triangle, and 

MENT provide for an estimated 30% provide for an estimated impacts would be much grea- Powderhorn Primitive Area SR- 

gradual increase in visitor use and 50% increase in visitor use ter in scope. A decrease in Management for natural MAs would help provide for an 

available facilities, and somewhat as a result of additional facil- visitation would occur. Not values would constrain estimated increase of 40% in 

more protection of recreation ities, and a greater degree of managing resources in the recreation facility devel- visitation, as a result of 

resources. Managing the utilization of recreation re- Powderhom SRMA for Primi- opment be requiring more improved and additional faciliti- 
Powderhom SRMA for primitive sounzes would occur. tive, restrictive ROS settings mitigation and ,seasonal or es; more protection of recreation 
recreation opportunities would would result in uses occurring geographic restrictions. settings would occur from live- 

continue to provide backcountry Designating Powderhorn that have not been permitted Recreation settings would be stock grazing restrictions than in 

opportunities and experiences for ACEC (48,033 acres), Al- since designation as a Primi- enhanced and improved over- either alternative. 
visitors. pine ACEC (88,663 acres), tive Area, such as motorized all. 

and Lake Fork ACEC (4,685 vehicular travel, un-restricted 



IMPACfS Managing the remainder of the acres), and managing for livestock grazing improvement Designation and management Designation of American Basin 
ON planning area as the Gunnison special management attention maintenance, and potential of the Lake Fork ACEC (1,595 acres) Slumgullion 
RECREATION ERMA would result in a slight would result in back- mineral activity. Recreation (4,800 acres) and the Earchflow National Natural 
MANAGE- increase in dispersed, low-scale country/primitive, and settings would be altered, and Slumgullion Slide ACEC Landmark (1,140 acres), and 
MEN-I- developments,‘and would provide motorized/non-motorized the quality of primitive, non- (1:370 acres) would result in Dillon Pinnacles (532 acres) 
(Cont’d) a diversity of experiences and recreation opportunities and motorized recreation experi- special management attention ACECs would result in special 

settings. resources being enhanced 
and protected. 

Management of recreation and 

other resources in this alternative, Managing the remainder of 
including soils and water, wildlife the Planning Atea as the 
habitat, visual resources, WSAs, Gunnison ERMA would re- 

historic resources, transportation suit in a moderate increase in 
and access, and some aspects of dispersed, low-scale 
the realty and tire programs developments, and would 

would result in overall improve- enhance and provide a 

ences, and oppottunities, in being implemented to protect, management attention and en- 
the area would be greatly and enhance management and hancement for these resources. 
lowered or eliminated. interpretation of values in 

Motorized travel in the area these units. About 5,415 more acres would 
would increase. be closed to OHV use, and open 

Overall, this alternative would 
result in serious decreases in 
recreation activities, settings, 

and experiences, as a result of 

Less land would be areas would decrease by 9,923 

designated open to OHV use acres; OHV use would be 
(-54,620 acres), more lands limited to designated routes 
would be closed to OHV use yearlong on 4,787 more acres 
(+14,389 acres), and more and limited seasonally on 279 

merits or maintenance of ROS greater diver-sity of reductions in scenic quality, lands would be limited in fewer acres. 
Settings and resources. experiences and settings. displaced wildlife, and some manner (+5,288 acres 

reduced fishery habitat and seasonally and +34,943 acres 

Acres and locations in each OHV Management under this production. to designated routes year- 

designation (373,916 acres open, alternative would result in long). 
92,937 acres limited yearlong; approximately a 50% This alternative would result 
74,707 acres limited seasonally; increase in visitation over the in a decrease of 42,862 acres 
and 43,462 acres closed) would life of the plan. closed to OHV use, an 

essentially remain the same as increase of 135,789 acres open 
currently designated with some About 5,171 more acres to OHV use, and the elimi- 
minor adjustments or changes would be closed to OHV nation of 92,927 acres where 

being made. use, and “open” acres would OH\i use is limited to 
decrease by about 5,171 designated routes yearlong. 
acres. 

IMPACfS ON 
OUTSTAND 

INGLY 
REMARK- 
ABLE 
SCENIC 

VALUES IN 
SEGMENT A, 

LAKE FORK 
OF THE 
GUNNISON 
RIVERWILD 
AND SCENIC 

RIVER 

STUDY’ 
CORRIDOR 

Scenic values could be impacted Scenic values could be Scenic values in the segment Same as for Alternative B, Same as for Alternative D, Same as for Alternative D, except a 

from OHV traffic and numbers of impacted from OHV trafftc could be altered as a result of except that no additional except a 10% increase in 10% increase in recreation 
people as a result of an and numbers of people as a no federal mineral estate being increase in recreation recreation visitation, over that in visitation, over that in Alternative 

anticipaied increase in tecteation result of an estimated 20% withdrawn. The BLM’s visitation is anticipated over Alternative A is anticipated, and A is anticipated, and no designation 

visitation of 30% in the planning increase in rectealion visitors 8 u r f a c e manage men t that in Alternative A, other no designation of the segment of the segment into the wild and 

area over the life of the plan. in the planning area over regulations, and other than that from the increased into the wild and scenic rivers scenic rivers system would occur, 

Locatable mineral activity Alternative A. Locatable mitigation for discretionary recognition that would occur system would occur, and thus and thus no increase in motorized 
occurring on 352 acres of federal mineral activity occurring on actions, would limit most of if designated, and only 1,577 no increase in motorized vehicle vehicle use would occur from addi- 
mineral estate not withdrawn or 2,075 acres not withdrawn in these impacts to the short acres in the segment would be use would occur from additional lional recognition. 

not in WSAs could result in’short the segment ‘could result in term, and reasonable reclama- within an ACEC. The ACEC recognition. 
term alterations lo scenic values. short-term alleralio~ns to lion would be required of would be managed under 
BLM’s surface management scenic values, but required mining activities. No VRM Class I objectives that 

regulations would ‘require plans of operation from designation of the segment would require future activities 

reasonable reclamation of these ACEC designation would into the wild and scenic rivers to be near-natural in 

activities. No designation of the permit more design time for system would occur. appearance. Designation of 

segment into the wild and scenic reasonable reclamation. the segment into the wild and 

rivers system would occur. Designation of the segment scenic rivers system could 
into the wild and scenic result in more motorixed 
rivers system could result in vehicle traffic, and thus more 

more motorized vehicle impacts to scenic values. 

traffic, and thus more 
impacts to scenic values. 



Table 5-l (Cont’d) 

dOMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 
.’ 

IMPACTS OF EACH ALTERNATIVE 

.RE- 
SOURCE/ Alterdive A PROPOSED 
l&E-. ,. (Continuation of Ah-native E RESOURCE 
SOURCE Current Management 

Alternative B ‘. 
(Preferred MANAGEMENT 

USE Altemative) Alternative C Alternative D Alternative) PLAN 

OBJECTIVES: Continue the OBJECTIVES: To emphe OBJECTIVES: To emphe- 
present levels, methods, and size or be compatible size a high degree of eco- 
mix of multiple usa resource with those resources nomic return and resource 
management, maintaining which promote outdoor production, while maintain- 
existing uses, outputs, and recreation opportunities, ing, protecting, or en- 
protection activities. tourism, economic stabili- hancing the natural 

ty, and the quality of life. environment at a compati- 
ble and non-restricting lev- 
el. 

OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To emphasize Same As Alternative E. 
size a high degree of pro- the mix and variety of ac- 

tection, enhancement, and tions that best resolves the 
maintenance for natural issues and management con- 
values, while sustaining a cerns of this RMPIEIS; to 

compatible level of pro- achieve a balance between 
duction for renewable and competing demands on uses 
non-renewable resources. of public land. 

IMPACTS Managing the public lands The scenic quality would be The combined affect of Approximately 53 46 or Impacts would be similar to Impacts would be similar to those 

Y 
ON VISUAL according to existing VRM Class maintained or potentially management actions identified 3 11,598 acres of the planning those ‘in Alternative B. The in Alternative B. The scenic 

?i 
RESOURCES objectives (VRM Class I, 43,590 improved on public lands in this alternative would area would be managed under scenic quality would be quality would be maintained or 

acres, VRM Class II, 174,510 due to the change from potentially result in a severe VRM Class II objectives. maintained or potentially potentially improved on public 
acres, VRM Class III, 126,645 Alternative A in VRM Class reduction of visual quality This action would require improved on public lands due to lands due to the change from 
acres, VRM Class N, 236,845 objectives on VRM I lands-throughout the planning area more mitigation of impacts to the change from Alternative A Alternative A in VRM Class ob- 
acres, and VRM Class W, IIIR, (+4,443 acres), VRM II as a result of changes from scenic quality and enhance the in VRM Class objectives on jectives on VRM I lands +6,282 
and NR, 4,422 acres) would lands (-2,943 acres), VRM Alternative A in VRM Class overall visual quality. VRM I lands +6,282 acres), acres), VRM II lands (-3,896 

maintain the overall visual III lands (+5,915 acres), and objectives on public land on VRM II lands (-3,896 acres), acres), VRM III lands (+9,093 

character of the planning area, but VRM N lands (-7,235 VRM Class I lands (-35,750 Impacts would be similar to VRM III lands (+9,093 acres), acres), VRM N lands (-11,069 
would allow for significant acres), and VRM W, IIIR, acres), VRM Class II those in Alternative B, as a VRM N lands (-11,069 acres), acres), and VRM IIR, IIIR, and 
visually contrasting projects and IVR lands (-180 acres). lands (-37,877 acres), VRM result of the following and VRM W, IIIR, and NR NR (-410 acres). Designation and 
within localized viewsheds on Class III lands (-115,834 changes from Alternative Ain (-410 acres). Designation and management of American Basin 
VRM Class III and N lands. Designationand management acres), and VRM Class N VRM Classes: VRM I management of American Basin (1,595 acres) and Dillon Pinnacles 

of Powderhorn (48,033 lands (+291,464 acres), and (+4,314 acres), VI&l II (1,595 ac=s) and Dillon (532 acres) ACECs would 

acres), Alpine (88,663 VRM IIR, IIlR, and NR (+ 138,088 acres), VRM III Pinnacles (532 acres) ACECs potentially result in more mitigation 
acres), and Lake Fork (4,685 (-4,247 acres). (+93,319actes), VRM N would potentially result in more and enhancement of visual quality 

acres) ACECs would result (-235,645 acres), and VRM mitigation and enhancement of as a result of special management 
in more mitigation and IIR, IIIR, and NR (-76 visual quality as a result of attention. 
enhancement of visual acres). special management attention. 
quality as a result of special 
management attention. Designating and managing 

American Basin (1,577 
acres), Lake Fork (4,800 
acres) and Dillon Pinnacles 

(190 acres) ACECs, and 
implementing special 
management attention would 
result in more mitigation and 
protection, and enhancement 



.IMPACTS Rights-of-way locations would Same as Alternative A. 
ON impair wilderness characteristics, 

WILDERNESS in varying degrees, in WSAs if 
STUDY they occur. 
AREAS 

Management of wildlife habitat, 

soils and water, riparian zones, 
visual resources, transportation 
and access, Realty/Lands, and 

Fire management programs, and 

Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A. 

BLM’s IMP for WSAs would 
maintain wilderness characteris- MANAGEMENT OF LANDS IN WSAs IN ALTERNATIVES B, C, D, & E, AND THE IMPACTS OF THESE 
tics. ALTERNATIVES ON LANDS WITHIN EXISTING WSAs ARE ANALYZED AND PRESENTED IN THE EVENT 

CONGRESS ACTS UPON AND DOES NOT DESIGNATE PARTS OR ALL OF WSAs AS WILDERNESS. ACTIONS 
Any lands designated .as AND ASSOCIATED IMPACTS WOULD BE LIMITED TO THOSE THAT COULD OCCUR UNDER BLM’s IMP FOR 
zzyn; yL;;g;;z$;; LANDS UNDEli WILDERNESS REVIEW. 

would be prepared. 

IMPACTS Existing policies, procedures, and Same as Alternative A, ex- 
ON regulations would provide for the c ep t designation and Same as Alternative A. 

ARCHAEO- protection, preservation and management of all ACEcs 

LOGICAL enhancement of archeological a,nd the RNA/ACEC would 

RESOURCES sites from authorized projects. generally provide more 
Effects from other dispersed ac- protection for archaeological 
tivities, and nature, are not sub- values that may be present. 
ject to standard operating proce- 
dures, thus these effects would 
not be mitigated and preventative 

or corrective actions would not be 
implemented. 

An increase in vandalism, theft, 
and destruction of archeological 
sites could occur due to increased 

visitor use: 

Same as Alternative A, except Same as Alternative B, except Same as Alternative B, except no 
that designation and no RNA/ACEC would be RNAlACEC would be designated. 
management of all ACE$s designated. 
and RNA/ACECs would 

provide more protection for 
archaeological values that 
may be present. 

IMPACTS Existing policies, procedures: and Same as Alternative A, and Same as Alternative A. In- 

ON regulations would provide for the designation and management creased visitor use could result 
HISTORICAL protection, preservation and of Alpine and Lake Fork in increased vandalism, theft 

RESOURCES enhancement of historical sites ACECs would result in and destruction of historical 

from authorized projects. Effects historic sites being protected sites. 
from other dispersed activities and and intensively managed and 
nature are, not subject to standard interpreted. 
operating procedures; thus 

impacts would not be mitigated Increased visitor use could 
and preventative or corrective ac- result in more of an increase 
tions would not be implemented. in vandalism, theft, and 
Increased visitor use could result destruction of historical sites. 

in some increase in vandalism, 
theft; and destruction of historical 
sites. 

Same as Alternative A, except Impacts would be similar to Impacts would be similar to 
that designation and manage- Alternative B, except des- Alternative B, except designation of 
ment of Lake Fork ACEC ignation of American Basin and American Basin and Redcloud Peak 
would result in sites being Redcloud Peak ACECs could ACBCs could result in more 
managed for interpretation result in more protection of his- protection of historic sites. His- 
and special management toric sites. Historic sites would totic sites would receive manage- 

attention. receive management emphasis merit emphasis (intelpretetion, 
(interpretation, stabilization, stabilization, necessary surveys, 

Increased visitor use could necessary surveys, and protecti- and protection) in Unit 1 and the 
result in an increase in van- on) in Unit El and the entire entire Alpine Triangle CRMAP. 

dalism, theft, and destruction Alpine Triangle CRMAP. 
of historical sites. 



Table 5-l (Cont’d) 

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

IMPACTS OF EACH ALTERNATIVE 

RE- 
SOURCE/ 
RE- 
SOURCE 
USE 

Alterhative A 
(Continuation of 

Current Management 
Alternative) Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 

Alternative E 
(Preferred 

Alternative) 

PROPOSED 
RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT 
PLAN 

OBJECTIVES: Continue the OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To empha- OBJECTIVES: To emphasize Same As Alternative E. 
present levels, methods, and size or be compatible size a high degree of ace- size a high degree of pro- the mix and variety of ac- 
mix of multiple use resource with those resources nomic raturn and resourca tection, enhancement, and tions that best resolves the 
management, maintaining which promote outdoor production, while maintain- maintenance for natural issues and management con- 

existing uses, outputs, and recreation opportunities, ing, protecting, or en- values, while sustaining a terns of this RMPIEIS; to 

protection activities. tourism, economic stabili- hancing the natural compatible level of pro- achieve a balance between 

ty, and the quality of life. environment at a compati- duction for renewable and competing demands on uses 
ble and non-restricting lev- non-renewable resources. of public land. 
al. 

IMPACTS All impairing rights-of-way devel- The designation of 54,024 The designation of 120 acres The designation of 63,863 The designation of 51,406 acres Same as Alternative E. 

Y 
ON opment would be precluded from acres of public land as of public land as rights-of-way acres df public land as rights- of public land as rights-of-way 

K 
RIGHTS-OF- 114,247 acres of public land rightsaf-way exclusion and exclusion and 1,150 acTes as of-way exclusionand 129,144 exclusion and 85,387 acres as 
WAY associated with WSAs *ithin the 161,283 acres as avoidance avoidance areas and the acres ,as avoidance areas and avoidance areas and the restric- 

coRRlDoRs planning area until such time as areas and the restriction of restriction of rights-of-way restricting construction on tion of right-of-way construction 
Congress makes a decision on right-of-way constmctiodon construction on 8,322 acres 195,751 acres would increase on 155,870 acres seasonally 

designation of wilderness. 134,970 acres seasonally seasonally would increase development costs.. would increase costs of &se 
would increase costs of these costs of these projects on these projects. 
projects. lands. 

The designation of east-west and 

The designation of an east- The designation of four rights- noah to south rights-of-way 
west rights-of-way corridor of-way corridors would de- corridor would decrease the cost 
would decrease the cost of crease the cost of projects that of projects that would be 

projects that would be auth- would be authorized in the apthorized in the corridor. 
orized in the corridor. corridors. 
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CHAPTER SIX 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE PRMP AND LIST OF PREPARERS 

DISTRIBUTION OF THE PRMP AND document for a complete distribution list for this 
document. 

LIST OF PREPARERS 

FINAL EIS 

This Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (PRMP) will be 
distributed to approximately 700 addresses, including 
all addresses to which the Draft Gunnison Resource 
Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement (DRMP) was sent. The original distribution 
list for the DRMP was expanded for this document to 
include those individuals, organizations, and agencies 
who made statements at the public hearings on the 
DRMP, submitted written comments, or requested 
copies of the DRMP. See Appendix P in this 

The Draft Gunnison Resource Management/ 
Environmental Impact Statement (DRMP) was 
prepared by an interdisciplinary team of resource 
specialists from the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM). The team consisted of 32 specialists from 
the Gunnison Resource Area Office (GRA), the 
Montrose District Office, (MDO), and the Colorado 
State Office (CSO). 

List of RMP/EIS Preparers Experience 

Barry Tollefson Area Manager and Overall Project Manager 
Bill Bottomly Team Leader 
Roger Alexander Planning and Environmental Coordination 

Arden Anderson Recreation Management Wilderness Coordination 
Scott F. Archer Climate and Air Quality 
Rich Arnold GIS Tech. Assistance 
Frederic Atheam CSO History and ACECs 

Don Brake Forest Management 
Joe Capodice Wildlife Habitat Management 

Bud Cribley Livestock Management, Vegetation 
Ammie Cyr Typing and Clerical Support 
James P. Dunn Team Coordinator, Renewable Resources 

Steve Ellis 
Richard E. Fike 

Fire Management 
Archaeology and Paleontology 

Buddy Green 
Steve Gregonis 
Dave Hartred 

Art Hayes 

Livestock Grazing Management 
GIS/Moss Operator 

Waterpower Storage 
Aquatic Wildlife Riparian Management, Vegetation 

Mike Henkel 
Tom Hurshman 

Kate Kitchell 

Livestock Management, Vegetation 
Lands and Realty Management, Access and 

Transportation 
Montrose D&ict Office Coordination 

Joe Kuka Watelpower and Storage. 
Cheryl Laudenback Typing and Clerical Support 

Dennis Murphy Soil and Water Resources 

Dianne Osbom Typing and Clerical Support 
Jeanette Pranzo Economic and Social Conditions 

Jim Rhett Oil and Gas Assistance 
Jim Sorenson GIS Tech. Assistance 
Stan Specht CSO Liaison/Plan Coordinator 

Ben Sprouse Geology and Minerals 
Bob Vlahos GIS Coordinator, 
Pam Weakley Typing and Clerical Support 
Dennis Zachman CSO Liaison/Plan Coordinator 

M.S. - Outdoor Recreation Management 
B.L.A. - Landscape Architecture 
B.S. - Wildlife Science 

B.S. - Wildlife Biology and Range Management 
B.S. - Environmental Science and Chemistry 

B.A. - Geography 
PH.D. - Histoty 

B.S. - Forest and Recreation 
B.S. - Wildlife Management 
B.S. - Forest Management and Ranges Sciences 

B.A. - Business Administration 
B.S. - Outdoor Recreation Management and 

Forest Management, Graduate Studies 
B.S. - Zoology, FM0 Experience, 
B.A. - Anthropology, Graduate Studies 

(Anthropology and History) 
B.S. - Range Ecology 
B.A. - Conservation and Geography 

B.S. - General Engineering 
B.S. & M.S. - Wildlife Biology and Range 

Management 

B.S. - Range and Forest Management 
B.S. - Forest Management 

B.S. - Botony and Environmental Studies 
.&4.S. - Recreation Resources Management 

B.S. - Geophysical Engineering 
On;the-Job training, formal computer training 
A.A:,; Business Administration 
B.S. - Forestry and Watershed 
College Classes/On-the-Job Training 
M.A. - Econ>mics 

B.S. EnvironmentalScience and Geology 
B.S. Land Use Planning 
B.S. and MLA - Landsc‘ape Architecture 

MUP - Urban Planning 
B.S. - Geology 
B.S. - Range and Forest Management,~ 
Business College, Formal Computer T&king 

B.S. - Outdoor Recreation 

16.0 
25.0 
14.0 

15.0 
14.0 

11 .o 
18.0 

21.5 
18.0 

15.0 
15.0 
18.0 

11.0 
24.0 

10.0 
8.0 

26.0 
11.0 

15.0 
12.0 

13.0 

14.5 
16.0 
15.0 

15.0 
19.5 
16.0 

13.0 
22.0 

16.0 
18.0 
11.0 

.i8:0., 
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APPENDIXES 

The Appendixes contained in the PRMP consist of those that were printed in the Gunnison Draft 
Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement (DRMP). The content of several 
Appendixes has been modified as a result of internal review or public comments received on the DRMP. 

Appendix A: 
Appendix B: 
Appendix C: 
Appendix D: 

Appendix E: 
Appendix F: 
Appendix G: 
Appendix H: 
Appendix I: 

Appendix J: 
Appendix K: 
Appendix L: 
Appendix M: 
Appendix N: 
Appendix 0: 
Appendix P: 

Appendix Q: 

APPENDIXES 

Wildlife Management .......................................... A-l 
Livestock Grazing Management .................................... B-l 
Visual Resource Management ..................................... C-l 
Disposal Tracts, Acquisition Criteria, Rights-of-Way Corridors, and Lands 
and Realty ................................................. D-l, 
Economic Data ............................................... E-l 
Recreation Management and’ Wilderness Study Areas ........................ F-l 
Mitigating Measures ........................................... G-l 
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern ................................ H-l 
Lake Fork of the Gunnison Wild and Scenic River Study Report, 
Other Streams Examined ......................................... I-l 
Special Status Plant and Animal Species and Habitat ........................ J-l 
Oil and Gas Stipulations ........................................ K-l 
Fire Suppression ............................................. L-l 
Access ................................................... M-l 
Soils And Water Resources ...................................... N-l 
AirQuality ................................................ O-l 
Public Comments Received on the Draft Resource Managemen i Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement and Bureau Responses ..................... P-l 
Recommendations For Activity Plan Preparation, Revision, or Updating ........... Q-l 



APPENDIX A 
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 

. 

Table A-l Table A-3 

CDOW LONG RANGE HERD GOALS LONG-RANGE DEER HERD GOALS 
ON PUBLIC LANDS 

WITHIN THE PLANNING AREA 
GMU ELK’ DEER’ 

54 3,ooo 4,800 
SW55 1 3,000 5,~ 
66/67. 3,ooo 6.800 

Totals g,ooo 16,600 

Note: ’ Numbers represent the total projected animals present 
including Federal, State, and private lands. 

Table A-2 

LONG-RANGE ELK HERD GOALS 
ON PUBLIC .LANDS 

WITHIN THE PLANNING AREA 

GMU NUMBERS OF ELK’ 

54 1,250 
55 700 
64 & 65’ 97 
66 1,100 

67 .800 
551 Ndrth 400 
551 South 400 -. 

Totals 4,747 

Note: ’ Herd .goal numbers would be managed to support elk 
numbers within proper utilization levels on public lands. Numbers 
are approximate. 

GMU NUMBERS OF DEER’ 

- 54 2,000 
55 2,250 
64 & 65 130 
66 l,ooo 
67 700 
551 North l,W 
551 Sduth 1.750 

Totals 8,830 

Note: ’ Herd goal numbers would be managed to suppott deer 
numbers within proper utilization levels on public lands. Numbers 

are approximate, 

Table A-4 

ELK AND DEER INTERIM HERD 
GOALS ON PUBLIC LANDS 

WITHIN THE PLANNING AREA 

GMU ELK’ DEER’ 

54 
55 
64 & 65’ 
66 
67 
551 North 
551 South 

TOTALS 4,647 6,230 

1,150 
700 
97 

1,100 
800 
400 
400 

. . 

1,400 
1,575 

130 
700 
500 
700 

1,225 

Note: ’ Numbers represent recommended interim elk or deer 

herd goals for all BLM-managed lands in the Planning Area, until 
shrub production and vigor increases. 

* A reduction in elk and deer numbers would be 

recommended to CDOW in GMU 64. The number is not known 
at the time this document was printed. 
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APPENDIXES 

Table A-5 a 

PRMP MANAGEMENT UNIT NUMBERS 
KEYED TO CDOW GAME MANAGEMENT UNIT NUMBERS IN THE PLANNING UNIT 

CDOW GMU NUMBER’ BLM DRMP MU NUMBER’ 

54 73, g3, 13, 16 

55 12, 15, 16 

64 12 

65 1, 13, 15, 16 

66 1, 23, 43, 53, 63, 10, 12, 13, 15, 
16 

67 3, 8’, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 
16 

551 North 12, 14, 16 ~ 

551 south 3, 11, 12, 14, 15 

Notes; 
1 CDOW GMU = Colorado Division of Wildlife Game Management Unit 
2 BLM PRMP MU = Bureau of Land Management Proposed Resource Management Plan 

Management Unit 
3 These Management Units are entirely contained in the noted GlbkJ. 

GUIDELINES FOR SAGE GROUSE HABITAT five percent and on ridge tops with slopes less than or 
MANAGEMENT equal to five percent. 

Manage for sagebrush conditions that maintain the 
following habitat components for sage grouse. 

A. Management Guidelines Common to All Sage 
grouse Habitat Areas 

1. Protect all strutting grounds, or leks, from 
destruction. 

2. Allow no treatments that would remove more 
than 25% of the sagebrush within one-half 
mile of all leks. 

-3. Protect sagebrush taller than 15 inches on dry 
south facing slopes greater than or equal to 

4. Maintain sagebrush on public lands within 300 
feet of irrigated hay meadows or pastures for 
escape cover. 

5. In sagebrush stands having an average height 
of 10 to 15 inches, maintain a 10 to 15% 
overstory cover for summer habitat. 

6. In order to protect brood-rearing cover and 
forage, maintain 50% of the sagebrush within 
a 600 foot buffer zone around wetlands, wet 
and sub-irrigated meadows, and riparian 
areas. Untreated areas will be representative 
of the total treatment area with the 600 feet 
prior to treatment. 

A-2 



7. Maintain 50% of the tall dense sagebrush in 
drainage for winter habitat. 

8. Manage for a canopy cover of 20-30% in 
sagebrush stands 15 to 20 inches high. 

B. Management Guidelines in Sage Grouse High 
Production Areas 

1, Sagebrush treatments would not remove more 
than 30% of the sagebrush within two miles 
of a lek in high production areas. This 30% 
should contain equal amounts of all types of 
canopy cover and height. 

C. Management Guidelines Outside of Sage grouse 
High Production Areas but Within Sage Grouse 
Habitat Areas. 

1. Sagebrush treatments would not remove more 
than 50% of the sagebrush within two miles 
of a lek. This 50% should contain equal 
amounts of all types of canopy cover and 
height. 

NON-GAME MANAGEMENT 
IN TIMBER MANAGEMENT AREAS 

Manage timber resources to improve or maintain 
habitat for timber dependent non-game wildlife. 

Within all timber types, maintain a 200 acre block of 
undisturbed forest around all goshawk nests to meet 
nesting requirements. 

Maintain two slash piles and five logs 20” or greater 
DBH per acre for small mammals, black bears, and 
pine martens. 

Within proposed clearcuts, maintain two-to-five snag 
trees for each three-to-four acres of clearcut; 
minimum diameter of snag trees at breast height 
would be la”, with a minimum height of 20 feet; if 
snag trees are not available in areas to be clearcut, 
live trees meeting these criteria would be girdled, 

APPENDIX A 

Maintain 30% of the ponderosa pine for Abert 
squirrels as follows: uneven-aged; 11-36 inches 
DBH; 200 stems per acre with basal area of 150-200 
square feet, canopy closure greater than 80% with 
interlocking branches; and crowns 30-50 feet above 
the floor. Furthermore, trees meeting the parameters 
should occur in contiguous stands 1 to 2 acres. 

Maintain a variety of all ecosystem timber types and 
all five forest structura. stages that would maintain 
viable populations of non-game wildlife as identified 
in the Managing Forest Lands for Wildlife handbook. 

Increase the grass and forb component of sagebrush 
communities and maintain sage cover of 25%. A 
combination of good ground cover with sagebrush 
provides optimum habitat for small mammals and 
birds. 
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Table A-6 

APPENDIX A 

MITIGATION FOR BIRDS OF PREY HABITAT 

SPECIES HABlTAT’ 
TYP’E 

FerrUginous 
Hawk 

Nesting l/8 mile radius of nest 

Golden Eagle Nestink l/8 mile radius of nest 

Prairie Nesting l/8 mile radius of nest 
Falcon 

Nesting l/8 mile radius of nest Peregrine 
Falcon 

Bald Eagle 

Other 
Raptors 

Nesting 
Active/Inactive 

Roost 
Diumal/Noctuinal 

Crucial Winter 

Nesting 

,TYPES OF SURFACE DISTURBANCE RESTRICTIONS ON 
PUBLIC LANDS WITHIN OR SURROUNDING NESTS, ROOSTS, 

OR HABITAT’ 

PUBLIC LANDS 
WHERE NO 

SURFACE 
DISTURBANCE 

WOULD OCCUR 
YEARLONG 

PUBLIC LANDS WHERE SEASONAL 
RESTRICTIONS FOR SURFACE 
DISTURBANCE WOULD APPLY 

3/l-6/31, between l/8 and l/4 mile radius 

2/S-7-15, between l/8 and ,1/4 mile radius 

3/15-7-31, between l/8 and l/4 mile radius 

3115-7131, between l/8 and l/4 mile radius 

l/8 mile radius of nest 11/15-7/31, between l/8 and .1/2 mile radius. 

l/8 mile radius of nest 11/15-305, between l/8 and l/2 mile radius 

l/8 mile radius of nest 

l/8 mile radius of nest 

11/15-3/15, between l/8 and l/2 mile radius 

2/15-7/15, between l/8 and l/4 mile radius 

Notes: ’ 
* 

D&u11 and Nocturnal = daytime and nighttime, respectively. 

If habitat is located within planned surface disturbance site(s), specific inventories would determine if habitat would be 
affected and appropriate mitigation determined at that time. 
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CHANGES IN THE KIND OF LIVESTOCK 
FOR BIGHORN SHEEP OR PRONGHORN 
ANTELOPE IN THE PRMP 

Several grazing allotments were approved for 
conversion of the kinds of livestock that would be 
authorized from cattle or sheep’to cattle only in 1989, 
in order to enhance management of bighorn sheep or 
pronghom antelope and their habitat. Several. 

allotments are proposed for the same type of change 
in the PRMP in order to enhance management of 
bighorn sheep and their habitat. These changes were 
incorporated into the Draft Gunnison Resource 
Management -Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement (DRMP), and are incorporated into the 
PRMP. Table A-6 below lists the allotments that 
would be subject to the changes. 
Table A-7 
ALLOTMENTS WHERE A CHANGE 

IN KIND OF LIVESTOCK WOULD OCCUR 

BIGHORN PRONGHoRN 
SHEEP ANTE&OPE 

Allotments 
Approved For 

Conversion 
in 1989 

6312 

Allotments 
Proposed For 
Conversion in 

The PRMP 

6112 

Allotments 
Approved For 

Conversion 
in 1989 

6312 

6316 6180 6314 

6317 6111 6319 

6318 6108 

6328 6200 

6329 6109 

6338 .6119 

6114 
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Resource Area Boundary - 
Planning Area Boundary 

CRUCIAL ELK AND DEER WINTER RANGE 

Map A-l 
Crucial Elk and Deer Winter Range 

in the Planning Area 
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Resource Area Boundary - 
Planning Area Boundary 
Major Highways 

ti 

BIGHORN SHEEP RANGE - 

Map A-2 
Bighorn Sheep Range 
in the Planning Area 
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APPENDIX B 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT 

RANGE READINESS CRITERIA FOR THE 
GUNNISON BASIN RESOURCE AREA 

Criteria for range readiness consists of two elements: 
(1) soil readiness and (2) vegetation readiness. 

Soil Readiness. Soils are especially vulnerable to 
damage in early season because of high soil moisture. 
Grazing at this time can damage soils, causing loss in 
productivity. Livestock should be excluded from the 
allotment at this critical period to allow the soil to 
become firm and plants to complete their early 
growth. Where applicable, snow should be absent 
from stock driveways. 

Indicators of Soil Readiness: 

Soils should be firm before grazing starts and 
moisture content should be low enough to insure that: 

1. Soils will not be compacted resulting in hardpan 
surfaces which are impervious. This is especially 
true on fine-textured soils. 

2. Sod covers in meadows and riparian areas will 
not be broken by hoof action. 

3. Seedlings will not be pulled out of the ground 
because of high soil moisture. 

Vegetative Readiness. The development stages of 
the species in Table B-l would be used as indicators 
of readiness for grazing. This list is by no means 
complete. Additional species and developmental 
stages could be included when appropriate. These 
growth stages represent the earliest dates that use can 
begin on. When an allotment is dominated by a poor 
range condition, the guidelines prescribed in Table 
B-l may have to be further altered to improvk range 
condition and increase production. 

Stages of plant development keyed to specific plants 
determine opening dates of the grazing season, and 
indicate when livestock grazing could occur. Under 
a system of management which provides for deferred 
use or rest, vegetation readiness may not be as 
important since the plants are provided a period for 
recovery. Under such grazing systems, vegetation 
may be grazed earlier than indicated by the following 
guides, provided the soils are ready. The goal is to 
maintain or restore the better forage plants. 
Therefore, growth stages of the perennial plants, not 
annuals, would govern vegetation readiness. 

Range readiness observations would be made at key 
areas within an allotment. Key species would be the 
plants observed with emphasis on those plants which 
are primary forage species. This is a judgment 
decision to be, made on the allotment. A list of plants 
which may be considered as key species when 
conducting range readiness is available for each range 
site. These lists can be found in the SCS Rangesite 
Descriptions for each site. However, the plants listed 
in the SCS descriptions do not include species which 
may be present in seral stages below the potential 
natural community (PNC) or introduced species. 

Altitude also has a strong influence on vegetative 
readiness dates. Generally, each lOO-foot (30 
meters) difference in elevation is equal to one day’s 
difference in range readiness. Also, a 10 to 15 day 
delay can be expected on north slopes compared to 
south slopes. 

Other factors to consider are that plants will not 
produce seed head every year or, depending on site 
or moisture conditions, plants may not attain desired 
heights. These factors would be watched for 
(particularly plant height growth) and’ judgment used 
when determining range readiness. 
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Table B-l 

INDICATORS OF VEGETATIVE READINESS - SEASON-LONG RANGE’ 

STAGE OF DEVELOPMENT 
SPECIES COMMON NAME INDICATING RANGE READINESS* 

Grasses: 
Agropyron smithii 
Agropyron spicatum 
Agrostis spp. 

Bromus carinatus 
Danthonia spp. 

Deschampsia caespitosa 
Festuca arizonica 

Festuca idahoensis 
Festuca thurberi 
Koeleria nitida 

Leucopoa kingii 
Muhlenbergia montana 

Phleum alpinum 
Poa alpina 

Poa fendleriana 
Poa pratensis 
Poa secunda 
Stipa spp. 

Grasslike: 
Carex spp. 
Carex aquatilis 

Forbs A 
Balsamorhiza spp 
Castilleja spp. 

Delphinium spp. 

Erigeron spp. 
Eriogonum spp. 
Geranium spp. 

Lupinus spp. 
Martensia spp. 

Penstemon spp. 
Polygonum bistorta 
Potentilla spp. 
Taraxacum officinal 

Thermopsis spp. 

Western wheatgrass 
Bluebunch. wheatgrass 

Redtop 
Mountain brome 
Oatgrass 

Tufted hairgrass 
Arizona fescue 
Idaho fescue 

Therber fescue 
Prairie junegrass 

Spike. fescue 
Mountain muhly 

Alpine timothy 
Alpine bluegrass 

Mutton grass 
Kentucky bluegrass 

Sandburg bluegrass 
Needlegrass 

6-8” or more in height. 
8” or more in height, heading out. 
Heading out. 
8” or more in height, headed, panicle spreading. 

In full bloom. 
6” or more in height, heading out. 

8” or more in height, heading out. 
6” or more in height, heading out. 

12” or more in height, heading out. 
Headed out. 

12” or more in height, heading out. 
6” or more in height, headed out. 

6” or more in height, headed out. 
Headed out, panicle open. 

Plants maturing, seed in dough stage. - 
Panicle fully opened. 
Development slightly behind Muttongrass. 
6” or more in height, headed out to blooming. 

Sedges Heads blooming 

Water sedge 7” - heading out. 

Balsamroot’ 

Indian paintbrush 
Low larkspur 
Tall larkspur 

Fleabane, Daisy 
Wild buckwheat 

Geranium 
Lupine 

Bluebell 
Penstemon 
Bistort 
Cinquefoil 
Common dandelion 

Golden pea 

Full to past blooming. 

Full bloom. 

Full to past bloom. 
Full growth, blooming to past bloom. 

Full bloom. 

Full bloom. 
Full to past: bloom. 

Early to full bloom. 
Full bloom. 
Full to past bloom. 
Full to past bloom. 

Early to full bloom. 
Seed disseminated on most plants. 

Full bloom. 
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Table B-l 

INDICATORS OF VEGETATIVE READINESS - SEASON-LONG RANGE’ 
(Co&d) 

SPECIES 
STAGE OF DEVELOPMENT 

COMMON NAME INDICATING RANGE READINESS 
Valeriana spp. 

Veratrum califonicum 
Wyethia spp. 
Zygadenus spp. 

Browse and Trees: 
Amelanchier spp. 
Cercocarpus spp. 

Crataegus spp. 
Populus tremuloides 
Potentilla fruticosa 
Prunus virginiana 

Purshia tridentata 
Ribes spp. 
Salix spp. 

Sambucus spp. 

Symphoricarpos spp. 

Valet&n Fully developed, blooming. 

False hellebore Budding to early bloom. 
Mules ear or Wyethia Full bloom to plants starting to dry. 
Deathcamas Full bloom. 

Serviceberry 
Mountain mahogany 

Hawthorn 
Aspen 
Shrubby cinquefoil 
Chokecherry 

Bitterbrush 
Current, Gooseberry 
Willow 

Elderberry 

Snowberry 

Fruit forming. 

Fully leafed. 
In full bloom. 
Fully leafed - deep green. 

In full bloom. 
Full to past blooming 
In bloom. 
Flowering 50% or more. 

Fully leafed. 
Full bloom. 

Full leaf, budded to blooming. 

’ Source: USFS Range Analysis and Management Handbook, R-2, FSH 3/85 Amendment No. 15. 
’ In every case, the key forage perennial grass species should have reached the stage development listed. Leaf height is the average height of 
all leaves, except the few longest or the shortest, when held upright and measured. 
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Table B-2 

RANGE TREATMENTS AND PROJECTS IN THE PLANNING AREA 
FISCAL YEARS 1981-1991 

81 

82 

83 

84 

85 

86 

87 

88 

89 

90 

61,500 

48,781 

107,048 

15,000 

25,195 

14,900 

9,487 

14,940 

15,100 

13.070 

15 21 

6 13 

6 25 

3 

1 4 

1 

2 

4 

1 4 

2 

3 1 1 

4 4 1 

1 1 1 

2 1 

3 1 

3 

2 1 

1 2 

3 

Notes: ’ Costs are estimated 
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APPENDIX C 
VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT CLASSES 

The Bureau of Land Management’s Visual Resource 
Management (VRM) System provides a method for 
analyzing and managing visual resources on public 
lands. The basis of the VRM System is an inventory 
of visual resources. The components of the inventory 
are determinations of scenic quality, numbers of 
viewers, public attitudes regarding maintenance or 
modification of the scenery, the distance from which 
areas are viewed, and the existence of special 
considerations such as natural area or wilderness 
designations. All of these components are 
incorporated into a formula used to determine VRM 
classification ratings ranging from highly valued 
visual resource lands (VRM Class I and VRM Class 
II) to the least valued lands (VRM Class IV). A 
special fifth class (VRM Class R) is used to identify 
lands where rehabilitation is needed to improve visual 
qualities. 

The management objectives for each VRM class are: 

VRM CLASS I 

Visual contrast caused by land use, development, or 
construction activities should be within low levels 
similar to those of natural or ecological changes 
typical in a given area. This protective classification 
is applied to wilderness areas, wild and scenic river 
corridors, natural landmarks, and other 
congressionally designated areas whose management 
is aimed at protecting their natural and scenic values. 

VMR CLASS II 

Visual contrast caused by land use, development, or 
construction activities should be within low to 
moderate levels. The changes should .be relatively 
inconspicuous within their context. 

VRM CLASS III 

Visual contrast caused by management activities 
should be within moderate to high levels, but remain 
subordinate to the characteristic landscape. 

VRM CLASS IV 

Visual contrast caused by management activities may 
be high to extreme levels, and become a dominant 
feature within the context, but the design should 
incorporate elements found in the characteristic 
landscape context. 

VRM CLASS IIR, IIIR, AND IVR 

This interim classification is applied to areas where 
existing or proposed management activity has or will 
cause extreme visual contrasts without incorporating 
characteristic landscape elements in its design. The 
aim is to reclaim some of these elements to achieve 
visual contrast consistent with the objectives of the 
original class. 

A low visually-contrasting project would be visible 
but should not attract the attention of a casual 
observer. A high visually-contrasting project would 
dominate the landscape and be a major focus of a 
casual observer. 

The VRM system is utilized to determine appropriate 
visual design measures for proposed land uses. The 
degree of visual contrast between proposed projects 
and alternatives and the surrounding landscape are 
often compared as part of an overall environmental 
analysis of project proposals. As a result of this 
analysis, measures designed to reduce visual contrast 
or meet VRM class objectives are oftenincorporated 
into the design and construction methods of 
authorized land uses. 
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APPENDIX D 

DISPOSAL TRACTS, ACQUISITION CRITERIA, 
RIGHTS-OF-WAY CORRIDORS, AND LANDS AND REALTY 

PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
CATEGORY I DISPOSAL TRACTS 

1. T. 14 S., R 86 W., Sec. 1: S l/2 SE l/4 SW 
l/4 -20 acre isolated tract, on East River near town 
of Crested Butte, difficult to manage and is adjacent 
to private subdivision developments on two sides. 

2. T. 15 S., R. 87 W., Sec. 1: Lot 2, SW l/4 NE 
l/4 - 80.11 acre isolated tract, near Carbon Creek 
that is uneconomical to manage; adjacent to USFS. 

3. T. 15 S., R. 86 W., Sec. 7: NE l/4 SE l/4 - 40 
acre isolated tract, near Baldwin that is uneconomical 
to manage. 

4. T. 15 S., R. 84 W., Sec. 28: SE l/4 SE l/4 - 40 
acre isolated tract, near Taylor River in Elsinor 
Ranch, difficult and uneconomical to manage. 

5. T. 49 N., R. 3 E., Sec. 8: SE l/4 SW l/4 - 40 
acre isolated tract, near Quartz Creek, difficult and 
uneconomical to manage. 

6. T. 49 N., R. 2 E., Sec. 17: SE l/4 NE l/4, NE 
l/4 SE l/4 - 80 acre ‘isolated tract, near Tomichi 
Creek that is difficult and uneconomical to manage. 

7. T. 49 N., R. 5 W., Sec. 21: E l/2 NE l/4, NE 
l/4 SE l/4 - 120 acre isolated tract, difficult and 
uneconomical to manage. 

8. T. 49 N., R. 5 W., Sec. 34: NE l/4 - 160 acre 
isolated tract, difficult and uneconomical to manage; 
Current BuRec withdrawal in revocation process. 

9. T. 48 N., R. 4-l/2 E., Sec. 24: Lot 6 - 3.78 acre 
isolated sliver of public land, difficult and 
uneconomical to manage; Templeton ranch. 

10. T. 48 N., R. 3 W., Sec. 8: NE l/4 - 160 acre 
isolated tract, difficult and uneconomical to manage. 

11. T. 48 N., R. 3 W., Sec. 21: SW l/4 NE l/4, 
SE l/4 NW l/4, W 112 SE 114 - 160 acre isolated 
tract. 

12. T. 48 N., R. 5 W., Sec. 9: Lots 1,2,3,4, W l/2 
NW l/4, NW l/4 SW l/4 -Western part of Section, 
adjacent to NPS; - 212.96 acre isolated tract. 

13. T.48N.,R.5W.,Sec.20:Lot9;Sec.21:Lot 
1 - 57.08 acre isolated tract. 

14. T. 48 N., R. 6 W., Sec. 13: Lots 1, 2, and 7 - 
121.98 acre isolated tract. 

15. T. 48 N., R. 6 W., Sec. 25: SE l/4 SE l/4 - 40 
acre isolated tract. 

16. T. 47 N., R. 1 W. , Sec. 29: NW l/4 NW l/4 - 
40 acre isolated tract - Big Mud Pond Area. 

17. T. 47 N., R. 1 W., Sec. 34: S l/2 SW l/4 - 80 
acre isolated tract. 

18. T. 47 N., R. l-1/2 W., Sec. 25: N 1/2NE l/4 - 
80 acre isolated tract. 

19. T. 47 N., R. 3 W., Sec. 19: E l/2 NE l/4, NE 
l/4 SE l/4 - 120 acre isolated tract. 

20. T. 47 N., R. 3 W., Sec. 20: NE l/4 NW l/4 - 
40 acre isolated tract. 

21. T. 47 N., R. 3 W., S.ec. 20: NE l/4 SW l/4, S; 
l/2 SW l/4; Sec. 29: NW l/4 - 280 acre isolated 
tract. 

22. T. 47 N., R. 3 W., Sec. 20: SE l/4 NE l/4, 
NE l/4 SE l/4 - 80 acre isolated tract. 

23. T. 47 N., R. 5 W., Sec. 8: Lot 14 - 20.45 acre 
isolated tract. 

D-l 



APPENDIXES 

24. T. 47 N., R. 5 W., Sec. 9: Lot 22, - 19.45 acre 
isolated tract. 

25. T. 47 N., R. 5 W., Sec. 10: Lots 1,3,4,5, NE 
l/4 SE l/4 - 133.43 acre isolated tract. 

26. T. 47 N., R. 6 ‘W., Sec. 14: SE l/4 SE l/4 - 40 
acre isolated tract. 

27. T. 47 N., R. 6 W.., Sec. 14: NW l/4 SW l/4 - 
40 acre isolated tract. 

28. T. 46 N., R. 2 E., Sec. 12: SE l/4 NE l/4 - 40 
acre isolated tract. 

29. T. 46 N.; R. 1 W., Sec. 33: SW l/4 NE l/4, 
Lot 1: - 82.58 acre isolated.tract. 

30. T. 46 N., R. 2 W., Sec. 11: Lots 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 
8, 9, 12 & 13 - 103.95 acres in four isolated slivers 
around Iron Hill. 

31. T. 46 N., R. 2 W., Sec. 12: Lots 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
9 & 10 - 75.46 acres in three isolated small tracts 
around Iron Hill. 

32. T. 46 N., R. 3 W., Sec. 18:‘SW 114.SE l/4 - 
40 acre isolated tract near Indian Creek. 

33. T. 46 N., R. 3 W., Sec. 17: SW l/4 NE l/4 - 
40 acre isolated tract. 

34. T. 46 N., R. 3 W., Set 20: NE l/4 SE l/4 - 40 
acre isolated tract. 

35. T. 46 N., R. 3 W., Sec. 34: SW,1/4 NW l/4 - 
40 acre isolated tract. 

36. T. 45 N., R. 2 E., Sec. 10: SE i/4 NE l/4 - 40 
acre isolated tract. 

37. T. 45 N., R. 2 E., Sec. 11: Lot 1 - 45.10 acre 
isolated tract. 

38. T. 45 N., R. 1 W., Sec. 3: E l/2 SW l/4 - 80 
acre isolated tract in Rock Creek. 

39. T. 45 N., R. .l W., Sec. 5: Lot 2 - 41.62 acre 
isolated tract. 

41. T. 48 N., R. 3 W., Sec. 6: Lot 2 - 31.28 acre 
isolated tract. 

42. T. 44 N., R. 4 W., Sec. 11: Lots 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 
and 11; Sec. 14: Lots 12 and 13 - 70.97 acres; 
irregularly shaped parcels difficult to manage. 

43. T. 43 Ed., R. 4 W., Sec. 9: NE 114 and SE l/4, 
identified as Tract C on plat revised May 26, 1980 - 
533 acres difficult and uneconomical to manage; this 
tract is too small to identify on map of the PRMP. 

CWOTEROA FOR LAND ACQUlSlTDDNS 

The following list of general land acquisition criteria 
will be used to evaluate potential parcels for 
acquisition, by any means: 

1. Private lands within areas recommended as 
suitable for designation as wilderness or adjacent to 
such areas where the acquisition would add to the 
manageability and scenic value of the unit. 

2. Private lands needed for management of wild and 
scenic rivers and wild and scenic study rivers. 

3. Land adjacent to and inholdings within Special 
Recreation Management Areas and high value 
recreation areas. 

4. Potential national or historic trails. 

5; Potential natural or research natural areas or areas 
for cultural or natural history designation. 

6. Potential areas of critical environmental concern. 

7. Threatened or endangered species habitat areas. 

Aquatic, riparian, and wetland habitat areas 
ystreams, rivers, lakes, ponds). 

9. Critical/crucial game winter range or other 
important wildlife habitat. 

10. Floodplain areas (lOO-year) as defined in 
Executive Order 11988, dated May 24, 1977. 

11. Private land that would improve public access. 
40. T. 48 N., R.,4 E., Sec. 30: Se l/4 NE l/4 - 40 
acre isolated tract. 

12. High country summer range. 
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APPENDIX E 
SOCIO-ECONOMIC DATA 

The following socio-economic information from 
Chapter Two and the Appendixes of the DRMP is 
included here as a result of comments received on 
this component during the comment period on the 
DRMP. 

Paragraphs and tables from pages 2-l through 2-4 
of the DRMP: 

POPULATION TRENDS 

The total population for the ESA has increased about 
32 percent over the 20-year period from 1970 to 
1990. Gunnison and H&dale counties have 
experienced the largest increases in 

population. Montrose has continued to have the 
largest population of the four counties in the ESA. 

The ESA population is projected to increase to 
52,658 (75 percent) from 1970 to 2010. For the 
same period, Hinsdale County is projected to have a 
98 percent increase, the largest in the ESA; 
Gunnison County’s population is expected to increase 
119 percent, and Saguache County’s population is 
expected to decline 32 percent over this same forty- 
year period. Table E-l shows population changes 
expected in the ESA for the period 1970 to 2010. 
Table E-l 

ESA POPULATION, 1970-2010 

PER PER 
CENT CENT 

CHANGE CHANGE 
ESA COUNTY 1970- 1970- 

1970 1975 1980 1985 1985 199v 1995 2000 2005 2010 2010 

Gunnison 7,714 9,396 10,720 11,173 45% 10,273 13,283 14,408 15,602 16,878 119% 

Hinsdale 203 353 414 412 103% 467 406 429 454 484 98% 

Montrose 18,357 20,468 24,546 25,595 39% 24,423 28,287 29,760 31,217 32,686 78% 

Saguache 3,833 4,098 3,947 3,950 3% 4,619 3,557 3,250 2,935 2,609 32% 

TOTALS 30,107 34,315 39,627 41,130 .37% 39,782 45,534 47,848 50,209 52,658 75% 

Source: Colorado Division of Local Government Demography Section (May 1991 Population Projections) 
‘1990 U.S. Bureau of the Census 

EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME 
percent; Hinsdale, 2.3 percent; Gunnison, 8.9 
percent; and Saguache, 12.3 percent. The rate for 
the ESA during 1990 was 8.5 percent. 

Employment in the ESA from 1982 through 1988 
increased about seven percent. Employment stayed 
the same in Gunnison and Hinsdale counties. 
Montrose County’s employment increased ten 
percent, and Saguache County employment increased 
6.5 percent during the period 1982-1988. 

The unemployment rates for the ESA have generally 
exceeded the 5.4 percent unemployment rate for 
Colorado for 1990. Unemployment rates for the 
ESA counties during 1990 were: Montrose, 7.9 

During 1988 over 75 percent of the employment in 
the ESA occurred in the four sectors of services (26 
percent), retail trade (20 percent), Government (20 
percent), and finance insurance and real estate (9 
percent). The smallest sector of employment in the 
ESA in 1988, miscellaneous agricultural services, 
accounted for two percent of the work force. During 
1988, the sectors accounting for the largest numbers 
of employment in the individual ESA counties were 
similar to the entire ESA. In Gunnison County 31 

E-l 
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percent of the workforce was engaged in services and 
23 percent were in retail trade. In Hi&ale County, 
27 percent of all workers were in the retail trade 
sector, 26 percent were in government, and 21 
percent worked in services. In Montrose County 25 
percent of the workers were in the services sector, 19 
percent were in government, and 19 percent were in 
retail trades. Saguache County’s employment in 
government was 32 percent, 18 percent were in 
services, and 14 percent worked in retail trades. See 
Tables E-5 through E-9 for more information 
regarding employment and employment sectors in the 
ESA. 

Over 60 percent of the ESA workforce is in the 
service, Government, and trade sectors. Most 
potential effects on these sectors from BLM resource 
management decisions are indirect and immeasurable. 
Thus is it unlikely that any of the RMP/EIS 
alternatives will significantly impact these sectors 
representing well over the majority of economic 
earners. 

RETAIL SALES 

Retail sales for the ESA counties increased 5 1 percent 
during 1980-1989. Hinsdale County had a 73 percent 
increase, the largest in the ESA, while Saguache 
County had an increase of 43 percent during 
1980-1989. Table E-2 depicts retail sales in millions 
of dollars for the ESA. 

Changes in recreation management could have 
localized economic impacts in the ESA, however, 
The planning area derives benefits from expenditures 
made for recreational activities, many of which are 
not presently quantified. 

HOUSING 

Housing vacancy rates in all ESA counties were over 
10 percent for 1980 and 1989. Vacancy rates less 
than 1.0 percent are indicative of a housing shortage. 
Although Table E-3 figures appear to show that all 
four counties could absorb light and perhaps heavy 
growth with existing housing, the vacancy’ rates 
shown may not take into account the large number of 
seasonal residents in Crested Butte, Lake City, and 
other communities in the ESA, or building 
conditions. 

Tourism, or travel, economic impacts in the ESA for 
1990 are quantified and shown in Table E-4. Travel 
generated employment represents about 10 percent of 
the total ESA employment; In 1990 Gunnison County 
travel related employment was 15 percent of the total 
county workforce; Hinsdale County had 47 percent of 
its employment related to travel, Montrose County 
had five percent related to travel, and Saguache 
County had nine percent of its employment related to 
travel. All ESA Counties are dependent on various 
tourism related income sectors for their 
socioeconomic well being, especially Hinsdale 
County, with the least amount of private land tax 
base in the ESA. Population in Hinsdale County 
expands from approximately 400 during winter and 
spring months to 4600 during peak summer and 
autumn months. . 
Table E-2 
TOTAL RETAIL SALES 

(IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 

COUNTY 1980 1982 1986 1989 

Gunnison ’ 92.625 97.097 109.567 138.43 

Hinsdale , 3.898 5.304 5.548 6.73 

Montrose i65.138 178.935 189.558 251.28 

Saguache 19.232 18.223 19.341 27.58 

ESA TOTALS 280.893 299.559 324.014 424.02 

Source: Colorado Department of Revenue 
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Table E-3 

HOUSING UNITS AND VACANCY RATES BY COUNTY AND THE ESA ’ 

GUNTWON HINSDALE MONTROSE SAGUACHE ESA 

1980 1986 1989 1980 1986 1989 1980 1986 1989 1980 1986 1989 1980 1986 1989 

Total 
Housing 5,283 7,699 7,544 701 854 987 9,423 10,252 11,340 1,885 1,918 2,284 17,832 20,123 22,155 
Units 

Vacant 
Housing 2,039 2,727 3,037 538 689 - 827 995 1,164 1,619 525 464 884 4,097 5,044 6,367 
Units 

Housing 35.02 38.41 40.26 76.75 80.68 83.79 10.56 11.35 14.28 27.85 24.19 38.70 22.98 25.07 28.74 
Unit Rate 

Source: Division of Local Government, Demography Section, Local Government Survey 

Table E-4 
IMPACT OF TRAVEL ON ESA COUNTIES, Projected 1990 

COUNTY 

Gunnison 

TRAVEL 
TOTAL TRAVEL TRAVEL GENERATED 
EXPENDITURES GENERATED EMPLOYMENT STATE TAX LOCAL TAX 

61,000) PAYROLL ($1,000) WORS) RECEIPTS RECEIPTS 

45,912 9,454 l,Oj3 1,480 655 

Hinsdale 9,675 1,918 241 339 201 

Montrose 22,497 4,473 551 793 

Saguache 4,579 876 108 148 

ESA TOTALS 72,723 16,721 1,953 2,760 

Source: Colorado Tourism Board, U.S. Travel Data Center, County Travel Economic Impact Model (CTEIMJ 

28j 

36 

1,177 
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Table E-5 

EMPLOYMENT AND LABOR FORCE - Gunnison County 

GUNNISQN PERCENT OF TOTAL 

1982 1984 1988 1982 1984 1988 

Mining 

Construction 

.Manufacturing 

Transportation 

Wholestlle Trade 

Retail Trade 

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 

Services 

Government 

Misc. Agriculture Services 

Not Classified Elsewhere 

Total Nonfarming 

Farming 

Total Employment by place of 
work 

County Labor Force 

Employment 

Unemployment 

Total Labor Force by place of 
residence 

532 375 18.5 8.96 6.53 3.12 

525 640 482 8.84 11.15 7.62 

178 125 119 3.00 2.18 2.00 

212 248 189 3.57 4.32 3d18 

65 44 46 1.09 0.77 0.78 

1,458 1,366 1,379 24.55 23.80 23.24 

518 5O4 546 8.72 8.78 9.20 

1,364 1,359 1,820 22.96 23.68 30.67 

1,038 1,025 1,124 17.47 17.86 18.94 

50 54 74 0.84 0.94 1.25 

5,940 5,740 5,934 

359 349 363 

6,299 6,089 6,297 

5,434 5,324 5,131 

457 3O6 313 

5,891 5,630 5,444 

100.00 100.00 100.00 

source: Colorado Division of Local Government County Profile 
(Blanks indicate suppressed data to avoid disclosure of confidential infomtion). 
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Table E-6 

EMPLOYMENT AND LABOR FORCE - Hinsdale County 

IIINSDALE PERCENT OF TOTAL 

1982 1.984 1988 1982 1984 1988 

Mining 

Construction 

Manufacturing 

Transportation 

Wholesale Trade 

Retail Trade 

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 

Services 

Government 

Misc. Agriculture Services 

Not Classi tied Elsewhere 

Total Nonfarming 

Farming 

Total Employment by place of 
work 

County Labor Force 

Employment 

Unemployment 

Total Labor Force by place of 
residence 

0 0 0.00 

32 62 25 15.09 25.62 11.74 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

61 69 57 28.77 28.51 26.76 

12 21 0.00 4.96 9.86 

31 36 44 14.62 14.88 20.66 

46 45 55 21.70 18.60 25.82 

42 18 19.81 7.44 

212 242 213 100.00 100.00 100.00 

23 24 23 

235 266 236 

220 682 499 

10 13 9 

230 695 508 

Source: Colorado Division of Local Government County Profile 

(Blanks indicate suppressed data to avoid disclosure of confidential information). 
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Table E-7 

EMPLOYMENT AND LABOR FORCE - Montrose County 

MONTROSE PERCENT OF TQTAL 

1982 1984 1988 1982 1984 1988 

Mining 

Construction 

Manufacturing 

Tranqortation 

Wholesale Trade 

Retail Trade 

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 

Services 

Government 

Misc. Agriculture Services 

Not Classified Elsewhere 

Total Nonfarming 

Farming 

Total Employment by place of 
work 

County Labor Force 

Employment 

Unemployment 

Total Labor Force by place of 
residence 

689 

772 

1,043 

320 

1,869 

822 

2,029 

1,908 

136 

750 262 7.78 7.12 2.26 

688 742 6.63 6.53 6.41 

754 881 7.43 7.16 7.60 

946 967 10.03 8.96 8.35 

300 267 3.08 2.85 2.30 

1,827 2,186 16.07 28.51 18.87 

928 985 7.91 8.81 8.50 

2,325 2,914 19.52 22.06 25.15 

1,852 2,164 18.35 17.57 18.68 

168 218 1.31 1.59 1.88 

10,397 10,538 11,586 

1,248 1,248 1,272 

11,645 16,786 12,858 

10,104 10,151 10,932 

1,423 1,337 1,224 

11,527 ll,488 12,156 

100.00 POO.00 100.00 

Source: Colorado Division of Local Government County Profile 
(Blanks indicate suppressed data to avoid disclosure of confidential information). 
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Table E-8 

APPENDIX E - SOCIO-ECONOMIC DATA 

EMPLOYMENT AND LABOR FORCE - Saguache County 

SAGUACHE PERCENT OF TOTAL 

1982 1984 1988 1982 1984 1988 

Mining 

Construction 

Manufacturing 

Transportation 

Wholesale Trade 

Retail Trade 

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 

Services 

Government 

Misc. Agriculture Services 

Not Classitid Elsewhere 

Total Nonfarming 

Farming 

Total Employment by place of 
work 

County Labor Force 

Employment 

Unemployment 

Total Labor Force by place of 
residence 

75 

26 

80 92 

31 

84 

154 

119 

208 

38.5 

128 

36 

140 

69 

290 

373 

103 

40 

90 

180 

78 

241 

420 

148 

1,211 1,204 1,315 

511 500 519 

1,722 1,704 1,834 

1,926 1,452 1,453 

263 229 250 

2,189 1,681 1,703 

0.00 2.16 

6.19 6.64 

0.00 0.00 

2.56 2.99 

6.94 0.00 

12.72 11.63 

9.83 5.73 

17.18 24.09 

31.79 30.98 

10.57 8.55 

100.00 100.00 

7.00 

3.04 

6.84 

13.69 

5.93 - 

18.33 

31.94 

11.25 

100.00 

Source: Colorado Division of Local Government County Profile 
(Blanks indicate suppressed data to avoid disclosure of confidential information). 
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Table E-9 

EMPLOYMENT AND LABOR FORCE - Four County ESA 

ESA PERCENT QF TOTAL 

1982 1.984 1988 1982 1984 1988 

Mining 

Construction 

Manufacturing 

Transportation 

Wholesale Trade 

Retail Trade 

Finance, Tnsurance, Real Estate 

Services 

Government 

Misc. Agriculture Services 

Not Classified Elsewhere 

Total Nonfarming 

Farming 

Total Employment hy place of 
work 

County Labor Force 

Etiployment 

Unemployment 

Total Labor Force by place of 
residence 

1,341 1,151 447 

1,321 1,470 1,311 

950 879 1,000 

1,286 1,230 1,196 

469 344 403 

3,542 3,402 3,802 

1,459 1,513 1,630 

3,632 4,010 5,019 

3,377 3,295 3,763 

314 325 440 

69 105 37 

17,760 17,724 19,048 

2,141 2,121 2,177 

19,901 19,845 21,225 

17,684 17,609 18,015 

2,153 1,885 1,796 

19,837 19,494 19,811 

7.55 6.49 2.35 

7.44 8.29 6.88 

5.35 4.96 5.25 

7.24 6.94 6.28 

2.64 1.94 2.12 

19.94 19.19 19.96 

8.22 8.54 8.56 

20.45 8.54 26.35 

19.01 22.62 19.75 

I .77 1.83 2.31 

0.39 0.59 0.19 

100.00 100.00 100.00 

Source: Colorado Division of Local Government County Profile 
(Blanks indicate suppressed data to avoid disclosure of confidential information). 
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APPENDIX F 

RECREATION MANAGEMENT AND WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 

CONTENTS OF APPENDIX F 

Appendix F consists of Maps F-l through F-5 and Tables F-l 
and F-2. Maps F-l through F-3 depict areas that are open or 
closed to motorized vehicle use or where use is limited either 
to designated routes yearlong or seasonally if necessary, for 
the Proposed Resource Management Plan (PRMP). Maps F-4 
and F-5 depict existing Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) and 
Special Recreation Management Areas. Table F-l lists the 
designated routes along which motorized travel would be 
permitted in the PRMP. Table F-2 shows the acreage of each 
WSA in each management unit in the PRMP. 
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Table F-l 
DESIGNATED OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE ROUTES 

FOR THE PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
(See Maps F-l and F-2 for location of routes 1-17) 

MAP F-l 
REFERENCE 
NUMBER’ DESIGNATED ROUTE 

1 

2 

3 

43 

5 

6 

7 

8 

93 

10 

11’ 

12 

BLM Road #3300 from Lake City, generally along Henson Creek to Engineer Pass and 
Planning Area boundary. 

BLM Road #3303 along Nellie Creek to USFS boundary. 

From BLM Road #3300 north along North Fork Creek to USFS boundary; includes a 
short segment that reenters BLM managed land upstream along North Fork Creek. 

BLM .Road. 3320 from BLM Road #3300, south and east along Schaeffer Gulch, and to 
head of Hurricane Basin3. 

BLM Road #3306, from Colorado Highway 149, generally along Lake Fork of the 
Gtmnison River to Cinnamon Pass and Planning Ares boundary. 

BLM Road #3314 from BLM Road #3306 to about 0.8 miles north of Sloan Lake, in 
American Basin. 

BLM Road #3309 along Cottonwood Creek,. from Road #3306 to Junction of Snare Creek 
and Cuba Gulch. 

BLM Road #3308 along Wager Gulch from BLM Road #3306 to USFS boundary. 

From Riad #3306 south of Lake San Cristobal in Red Mountain Gulch area, north 
generally to the northern part of section 29, T. 43 N., R. 4 W.3 

BLM Road #3322 from Colorado Highway 149, and a trail extension at road’s end to the 
USFS boundary. 

From Colorado Highway 149 NE to bridge over Lake Fork of The Gunnison River, then 
approx . 1 mile north along existing two-track road paralleling river to a designated 
terminus.3 

BLM Road #3305 from Colorado Highway 149 south of Lake City to a radio tower. 

THE NEXT SEVEN ROUTES , a) THROUGH g), ARE LOCATED IN THE ALPINE TRIANGLE SRMA, 
AND ARE TOO SHORT TO SHOW UP ON MAP F-l 

aI3 

W3 

From BLM Road # 3306 southeast into the meadow across from the gravel pit; 
approximately 150 yards; T. 42 N., R. 4 W., Sec. 4: NE1/4NW1/4. 

From BLM Road # 3306 east of Bent Creek, north to several undeveloped campsites; 
approximately 100 yards; T. 42 N., R. 5 W., Sec. 11: SW1/4SE1/4. 

cJ3 From BLM Road # 3306 west of Bent Creek, south past the Bent Creek restroom to 
several undeveloped campsites; approximately 120 yards; T. 42 N., R. 5 W., Sec. 11: 
SW1/4SE1/4. 

dj3 ‘From BLM Road # 3309 (Cottonwood Creek Road), beginning about 100 yards beyond 
the Cataract Gulch trailhead, south to an undeveloped campsite; approximately 70 yards; 
T. 42 N., R. 5 W., Sec. 17: SE1/4. 

F:l 



MAP F-P 
REFERENCE 
NUMBER’ DESIGNATED RQUTE 

e)’ From BLM Road # 3306 southeast to the Bon Homme mine; approximately .25 miles; 
T. 43 N., R. 6 W., Sec. 34: SElI4, Sec. 35: SWlI4. 

v From BLM Road # 3300 northeast to the Nellie Creek meadow; approximately 100 yards; 
T. 44 N., R. 5 W., Sec. 35:‘SW1/4NE1/4. 

g)’ From BLM Road # 3300 southwest to the Capitol City toilet and corral; approximately .25 
miles; T. 43 N., R. 4 W., Sec. 12: SE1/4. 

132 BLM Road #3087 (the Rainbow Lake Road) generally along East Fork Dry Creek to 
USFS boundary2. 

142 Deep Gulch and Maggie Gulch Roads from Ohio Creek Road to West Antelope Creek 
Road and USFS bounda$. 

152 BLM Road #3 110 along Sheep Gulch and Lost Canyon to USFS bounda#. 

162 BLM Road #3105 from Quartz Creek in North Parlin Flats vicinity to USFS boundary2. 

173 See Map F-2 for designated routes in Unit 8, South Beaver Creek recommended ACEC. 

Notes: ’ 
2 

I 

See numbers and mutes on Maps F-l and F-2 for general locations 
These mutes would continue to be designated OHV mutes, if necessary, in the event of heavy snowfalls and concentrated 
elk or deer herds from 12-1 through 3-31. 
These are newly designated mutes for OHV use in the PRMP. 

. 
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Table F-2 

EXISTING BLM WILDERNESS STUDY AREA ACRES 
AND RECOMMENDED WILDERNESS AREA ACRES 

POWDER- AMERICAN REDCLOUD BILLHARE LARSON HANDIES 
HORN FZATS PEAK GULCH CREEK PEAK 

WSA=/RWA= WSAIRWA WSAIRWA WSAIRWA WSAIRWA WSAIRWA 

54,059/41,982 4,617/l ,497 37,579/Q 370/O 880/Q 16,742/O 

Notes: 
I These acre figures were calculated using BLh4’s GIS computerized program, and are approximate; these figures do not equal the acre 

figures in BLhJ’s Wilderness Study Repolts and EISs. 

2 WSA = Wilderness Study Area; RWA = Recommended Wilderness Areas; WSAs were studied and repolted on separately from 
this Rh4PlEIS . 

Table F-3 

APPROXIMATE BLM WILDERNESS STUDY AREA AND RECOMMENDED WILDERNESS AREA 
ACRES IN EACH MANAGEMENT UNIT IN THE PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

MGT POWDER- AMERICAN REDCLOUD BILLHARE LARSON HANDIES 
HORN FLATS PEAK GULCH CREEK PEAK 

WSA=/RWA= WSAIRWA WSAIRWA WSAIRWA WSAIRWA WSAIRWA 

1 2,48-l/O 

2 47,982/41,982 

4 

5 

12 1310 

13 3,490/o 

15 S/O 

16 82/O 

4,617/1,497 31,223lO 310/O 88010 14,694/O 

1,467/O 

5,935/o 

42110 581/O 

Notes: 
I These acre figures were calculated using BLM’s GIS computerized program, and are approximate; these figures do not equal the acre 

figures in BLM’s Wilderness Study Reports and EISs. 

I WSA = Wilderness Study Area; RWA = Recommended Wilderness Areas; WSAs were studied and reported on separately from 
this RMP/EIS. 
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Resource Area Boundary 
Planning Area Boundary 

Mi;jor Highways 

a 
0 

Crested Butte 

LIMITED YEAWLONG TO 
DESIGNATED ROUTES. 

UAMBBED SEASONALLY TO 
7- .DESIGNATEO ROUTES FROM 

02/l-3/31 IF NECESSARY 
WE TO EXCESSWE SNWW 
DEPTHS. 

Public lands where OHV use is not limited & 
(seasonally or yearlong) or clod are OPEQV 
to OHV use. Map F-9 

LMGNATED MOTORIZE89 VEHICLE 

Off-Highway Vehicle h? 
ROUTES. (SEE TABLE F-1 FOR 

Limited Areas 
ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS) 

PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
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cl ELM 

lml 
Private 

. . \ 
\ . 

Scale in Miles 
1 ‘I= 3 Miles 

Management Unit Boundaries 

Designated Motorized 
Vehicle Routes 

Map F-2 
Off-Highway Vehicle Use 

Designated Routes, Unit 8. S. Beaver Creek Proposed ACEC 
PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
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Resource Area Boundary - 
Planning Area Boundary 

Major Highways 

A 
0 11 

Scale in Miles 

1”~ 11 Miles 

CLOSEQAREAS 

Closed: Areas which would be closed 
to Off-Highway Vehicle use yearlong. 

Public lands where OHV use is not limited 
(seasonally or yearlong) or closed are OPEN 

Map F-3 
Off Highway Vehicle Use 

Closed Areas 
PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
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Resource Area Boundary 
Planning Area Boundary 
Major Highways 

A 0 
d 
Scale in Miles 

1 ‘I= 11 Miles 

n 

- 1. POWDERHORN ISA* (030-089) 
2. BILL HARE GULCH WSA (030-085) 

I 
3. LARSON CREEK WSA (030-088) 
4. AMERICAN FLATS WSA (030-217) 
5. HANDLES PEAK WSA (031-2411 
8. REDCLOUD PEAK WSA (030-268) 

*ISA = Instant Study Area 

Map F-4 
Wilderness Study Areas 

in the Plannina Area 
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Scale in Miles 
1 ‘I= 11 Miles 

Resource Area Boundary _- 
Planning Area Boundary 

Major Highways 

R 

1. POWDERHORN SRMA 
2. ALPINE TRIANGLE SRMA 

COCHETOPA CANYON SRMA 

Public Lands not included in the above SRh4As are 
contained within the Gunnison Extensive Recreation 
Management Area. 

Map F-5 
Special Recreation Management Areas 

in the Planning Area 



APPENDIX G 
MITIGATING MEASURES 

Appendix G lists examples of possible mitigating 
measures which would be incorporated into use 
authorizations and activity plans to protect specific 
resources that are identified below. This list is not 
intended to be a comprehensive listing of all possible 
mitigating measures. 

SOIL AND WATER RESOURCES 

Restriction of surface disturbances along waterways 
Restrictions on forage utilization levels 
Closure and rehabilitation of roads 

RIPARIAN AREAS 

Requirement for fencing 
Closure and rehabilitation of roads 
Restrictions on forage utilization levels 
Reclamation of disturbed areas 

THREATENED, ENDANGERED, AND SENSITIVE 
SPECIES 

Relocation of surface-disturbing activities 
Relocation of the individual plant or animal 
Off-site replacement of critical habitat 

WILDLIFE HABITAT 

Development of drop structures on streams 
Rehabilitation of disturbed sites 
Restrictions on forage utilization levels 
Seasonal or permanent road closures 
Requirement for increased edge areas 
Limitations on size of disturbances 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Requirement for reseeding of disturbed areas with 
palatable species . 

Requirement for fencing of areas hazardous to 
livestock 
Development of alternative water sources 
Installation of cattleguards 

FORESTRY 

Requirement to leave snag trees, if opportunity to do 
so is present 
Restrictions on burning 
Requirement for waterbars or culverts in road 
construction 

RECREATION 

Acquisition of alternative access 
Alterations in project design 
Relocation of roads 
Requirement for fencing of recreational sites 

CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES 

Restrictions on road construction 
Requirement for intensive testing and excavation 
Relocation of surface-disturbing activities 
Requirement for on-site mspections during project 
development 

G-l 
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AREAS OF -CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND 
AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONCERN 

1. Definition: 

An Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) 
is an area on public land containing important 
historic, cultural and scenic values, fish or wildlife 
resources (species or habitat), or other natural 
systems or processes. An ACEC can also be an area 
for which protection of human life and safety from 
natural hazards is felt necessary. An ACEC 
management plan would be prepared for officially 
designated areas and actions would be implemented 
to carry out whatever special management is needed 
to insure that an ACEC’s values are protected to the 
required degree. 

2. Characteristics of ACECs: 

To be considered as a potential ACEC and analyzed 
.in resource management plan alternatives, an area 
must meet the criteria of relevance and importance, 
as established and defined in 43 CFR 1610.7-2. 

A. Relevance. An area meets the “relevance” 
criterion if it contains one or more of the following: 

1. A significant historic, cultural, or scenic 
value (including, but not limited to, rare or sensitive 
archaeological resources and religious or cultural 
resources important to Native Americans), 

2. A fish and wildlife resource (including, 
but not limited to habitat for endangered, sensitive or 
threatened species, or habitat essential for maintaining 
species diversity). 

3. A natural process or system (including, 
but not limited to, habitat for endangered, sensitive or 
threatened species; rare, endemic, or relic plants or 
plant communities which are terrestrial, aquatic or 
riparian; or rare geological features). 

H-l 

. 

4. Natural. hazards (including, but not 
limited to, areas of avalanche, dangerous flooding, 
landslides, unstable soils, seismic activity, or 
dangerous cliffs). A hazard caused by human action 
may meet the relevance criteria if it is determined 
through the resource management planning process 
that it has become part of the natural process. 

B. Importance. The value, resource, system, 
process, or hazard described above must have 
substantial significance and values in order to satisfy 
the “importance” criteria. This generally means that 
the value, resource, system, process, or hazard is 
characterized by one or more of the following: 

1. Has more than locally significant 
qualities which give it special worth, consequence, 
meaning, distinctiveness, or cause for concern, 
especially compared to any similar resource. 

2. Has qualities or circumstances that make 
it fragile, sensitive, rare, irreplaceable, exemplary, 
unique, endangered, threatened, or vulnerable to 
adverse change. 

3. Has been recognized as warranting 
protection in order to satisfy national priority 
concerns or to carry out the mandates for FLPMA. 

4. Has qualities which warrant highlighting 
in order to satisfy public or management concerns 
about safety and public welfare.. 

5. Poses a significant threat to human life 
and safety or to property. 

C. Special Management Attention. To be 
designated as an ACEC, an area must require special 
management attention to protect the important and 
relevant values. Therefore, areas which have 
important and relevant resource values and for which 
special management attention is prescribed are to be 
designated as ACECs using the procedures set forth 
in this section. “Special management attention” 
refers to management prescriptions developed during 
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preparation of an RMP, including proposed actions 
deemed to be in conformance with the terms, 
conditions, and decisions of the RMP. These are 
management measures which would not be necessary 
and prescribed if the critical and important features 
were not present. That is, they’ would not be 
prescribed in the absence of the designation. (In 
other words, the concept of special management is 
relative.) A management prescription is considered 
to be special if it is unique to the area involved and 
includes terms and conditions specifically to protect 
the important and relevant value(s) occurring on that 
area. For example, a seasonal use stipulation on 
permits or other use authorizations may be prescribed 
specifically to protect life and safety from natural 
hazards. Management prescriptions providing special 
management attention should include more detail than 
prescriptions for other .areas and should establish 
priority for implementation. Special management 
often provides for consultation and coordination with 
identified groups and/or. experts having -interest or 
expertise in the affected values. 

3. ACECs and BLM’s RMPIEIS’Process 

A. Potential ACECs nominated by BLM, other 
agencies, and public. 

B. ACEC nominations are examined for 
adherence to “relevance, importance” criteria in BLM 
Manual 1613. 

C. ACEC nominations meeting criteria become 
“Potential ACE@, written into RMP draft 

.i Alternatives, with their “management .prescriptions”. 

-‘D. “Potential ACECs” published in BLM’s 
Draft Alternative description, for public review, 
comment. Nominations not forwarded to Alternatives 
justified. 

E. Comments on “Potential ACECs” analyzed, 
considered along ‘with all other comments on Draft 
Alternatives, changes made to “Potential ACECs” as 
needed, justifications written. 

“management prescriptions”. BLM’s Preferred 
Alternative developed, with “PROPOSED ACECS”; 
other alternatives still have “Potential ACECs”. 

G. “PROPOSED” and “Potential” ACECs 
described, published in Draft RMP/Eis, and 
commented on for 90 days. All previous changes, or 
drops in nominated or “Potential” ACECs justified in 
Appendix of Draft. 

H. Comments on “PROPOSED” and 
“Potential” ACECs, analyzed, changes made, 

justifications written, BLM’s proposed RMP/Final 
EIS written, readied for publication to public. 
ACECs passing this screen to be “Recommended” 
ACECs. 

I. Proposed RMP/Final EIS published, 30 days 
to protest recommendations in documents, including 
the “Recommended ACECs”. Changes made in 
ACECs from Draft to this document will be 
explained. 

J. BLM responds to protests, if any, then State 
Director approves RMP via a “Record of Decision” 
that, when published in the Federal Register, 
officially designates all ACECs in the Approved 
RMP. 

K. Designated ACECs, and their management 
prescriptions, are implemented including writing of 
additional action plans for ACECs requiring that 
detail. 

F. “Potential ACECs” considered further in 
analyzing ‘impacts of recommendations in the 
Alternatives, including those effects of ACEC 
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Table H-l 

ACEC NOMINUTIONS THAT DID NOT MEET SCREENING CRITERIA 

AREA NAME 
AND 

NOMINATOR’ ANALYSIS OF SCREENING CRITERIA 

Lake City Caldera (CEC) 

Cebolla Creek Garnet Area (CEC) 

Horseshoe Basin Glacial Rock Area The occurrence of these glacial rocks is neither rare nor unique; the 
W-W nomination does not meet either the relevance or importance criteria. 

Red Mountain Scenic Area (CEC) 

East Elk Creek to Red Creek 
Paleontological Area (NPS) 

Andress Exchange Tract Elk and 
Deer Crucial Winter Range 
(Gunnison~County) 

Cebolla Creek Fish Spawning 
Crucial Habit at Area (NPS) 

The area nominated is not a caldera; the nomination does not meet 
either the relevance or importance criteria. 

The values for which this area was nominated (garnet-bearing deposits) 
are not rare, nor is their potential in the area for the occurrence of 
gem-quality garnets; no immediate threat to the values present; the 
nomination does not meet either the relevance or importance criteria. 

The values for which this area was nominated (high-quality scenic 

values) are not rare, unique, nor significant in the region or the local 
area; no immediate threat to the values present; the nomination does not 
meet either the relevance or importance criteria. 

The area nominated, other than in Haystack Cave (a potential ACEC), 
does not possess the potential for occurrence of fossils in any great 
abundance; the nomination does not meet either the relevance or 
importance criteria. 

The size of the nomination ‘does not contribute significantly to the 
viability of elk and deer populations; the nomination does not meet 
either the relevance or importance criteria; no immediate threat to 
habitat. 

The fishery as an individual resource does not contribute significantly 
to the viability of trout species or populations; no immediate threat to 
the values present; the nomination does not meet either the relevance 
or importance criteria. 

Note: ’ CEC = Colorado Environmental Coalition; NPS = National Park Service; BLM = Bureau of Land Management 
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Table H-2 

POTENTIAL AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 
CONSIDERED IN ALTERNATIVES IN THE DRAFT 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND THE 
PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

NAME OF AREA NOMIN- 
AND VALUES RELEVANCE AND IIlUlPORTANCE ACRES ATED 

BY: 

1. Alpine: Historical/ cultural, 
recreation, and scenic values 
(includes view shed as seen from 
the Lake Fork and Henson Creek 
roads); considered in Alternative B; 
originally nominated -as the 
American Flats (historical and 
recreation values) area. 

Relevance: Significant cultural and historic values present 88,663 BLM; Rick 
on public lands; intensively used for recreation (hiking, 4 Contains several Atheam, 
wheel drive touring, camping, sightseeing). Significant other potential Arden . 
scenic loop drive approximately 50 miles in length (Lake ACECs Anderson, 
City as beginning and end of drive); traverses Engineer and BLM 
Cinnamon passes and follows shore of Lake San Cristobal. 

Importance: Significant regional and national awareness; 
destination for commercial four wheel drive tour and rental 
companies; element in the “Alpine Explorer”, a BLM 
information and education publication; important to economy 
of Lake City; area is fragile in many locations; historic sites 

‘are deteriorating; known threat to historic, scenic values 
from mining and vandalism, potential threat from 
development; contains existing 2,300 acre scenic withdrawal 
along Henson Creek and Lake Fork roads; drive extends into 
adjacent BLM San Juan Resource Area: historic mining 
setting; known and potential threats to foreground and 
middle ground landscapes from private land development and 
mining. 

2. Haystack Cave: Paleontol~cal Relevance: Significant paleontological site; l/3 of total 5 BLM in Colorado 
values; considered in Alternative D fossils still present; 14,000 year old potential Pleistocene Alternative D; Environ- 
as a separate ACEC. remains; most of site has been excavated. Included in W. mental 

Antelope Creek Coalition’ 
Importance: Regionally significant; archaeological site also; ACEC in Ah. B, 
unique research site; nominated to National Register of E and PRMP. 
Historic Places; only known site containing both shrub ox 
and Woodland musk ox remains; 60,000 fauna1 specimens, 
40 snecies: notential threat from vandalism. 

3. South Beaver Creek: Relevance: Contains populations of USF&WS Category II 4,625 BLM In USF&WS, 
Proposed Colorado Natural Area; plant species (also recommended as an endangered species). Alternative B; Joe 
Astragalus microcymbus (skiff 9,895 BLM In Capodice, 
milkvetch) populations; considered Xmportance: Managed under cooperative agreement with Alternative D; BLM 
in Alternative B, D, E and PRMP. Colorado Natural Areas Program; proposed Research 4,565 BLM In 

Natural Area; research potential by a N.M. University; Alternative E 
known threat to plant populations from grazing and wildlife. and PRMP. 
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Table H-2 

POTENTIAL AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 
CONSIDERED IN ALTERNATIVES IN THE DRAFT 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND THE 
PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

NAME OF AREA NOMIN- 
AND VALUES RELEVANCE AND IMPORTANCE ACRES ATED 

BY: . 

4. Powderhom: Recreation and Relevance: Existing primitive area; significant visual variety 47,983 BLM Arden 
scenic values; considered in (scenery); back country recreation area; no motor vehicle use Anderson, 
Alternative B allowed. 

. BLM 

Importance: Nationally known primitive area; closed to 
motor vehicle use; scenic values high; receives moderate 
amount of recreation use. 

5. East Gunnison: Crucial big Relevance: Contains habitat necessary for maintaining mule 37,503 BLM in Ralph 
game winter range; considered in deer and elk populations. Alternative B. Clark III, 
Alternative B. Joe 

Importance: Attracts hunters nationally; high concentrations Capodice, 
of elk and deer compared to areas south of U.S. 50; known BLM 
threat to critical range from grazing. 

6. Sapinero: Crucia! big game Relevance: Important significant habitat for maintaining 4,518 BLM; Joe 
winter range. species diversity of elk and deer; first acquisition under included in W. Capodice, 

Pittman Robinson (historic relevance); contains Sapinero Antelope Cr. BLM 
State Wildlife Area. ACEC in 

Alternatives B, 
Importance: Attracts hunters nationally; historic E, and PRMP. 
acquisition; significant habitat regionally; high concentrations 
of elk and deer; important for herd viability; limited OHV 
classifications, closed in Sapinero State Wildlife area; 
potential threat to critical range from grazing. 

7. Lake Fork Canyon: Scenic and Relevance: Contains nine historic railroad work camps; 4,685 BLM in National 
wildlife values, and historic railroad receives 20,000 Recreations User Days annually; contains a Alternative B; Park 
work camps; considered in IO-animal bighorn sheep herd; high quality trout fishing; 4,800 BLM in Service 
Alternative B and D. high value scenery. Alternative D. W’S), 

Arden 
Importance: Significant regional recreation values (fishing, Anderson, 
camping, viewing scenery); important brown trout fishery. BLM 
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Table H-2 

POTENTIAL AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 
CONSIDERED IN ALTERNATIVES IN THE DRAFT 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND THE 
PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

NAME OF AREA NOMIN- 
AND VALUES RELEVANCEANDlMPC4RTANCE ACRES ATED 

BY: 

8. Dillon Pinnacles:.Scenic and Relevance: Outstanding example of eroded volcanic 190 BLM in CEC, 
geologic values; considered in mudflow; high recreation use; accessible and visible for Alternative D; Arden 
Alternatives D, E, and PRMP. ’ miles; significant photo subject. 532 BLM in Anderson, 

Alternative E BLM 
Important: Regionally significant; vertical spires and PRMP; 
(pinnacles) warrant highlighting; potential threat to view shed included with W. 
from private land development. Antelope Cr. 

ACEC in 
Alternative B. 

9: Bighorn Sheep-A:Bighom Relevance: Summer and winter range important to diversity 3,912 BLM in Joe 
Sheep habitat (name changed from of species, about 30 head in Bighorn A & B. Ah. D; Included Capodice, 
Lake City Bighorn Sheep Range) in Alpine BLM 
now is the smaller of the two hportance: Regionally and nationally significant habitat; ACEC, in Ah. 
original areas; in the N. W. comer fragile resources; disease could endanger herd; sensitive B. 
of American Flats; considered in. species using. the habitat; known threat to values from 
Alternative D. -grazing (domestic sheep). 

10. Bighorn Sheep-B: Bighorn Relevance: Summer and winter range important to diversity 4,762 BLM, in Joe 
Sheep habitat; considered in of species; about 30 head in Bighorn A & B. Ah. D; Included Capodice, 
Alternative D; name changed from 

Importadce: Regionally and nationally significant habitat; 
in Alpine BLM 

Handies Peak. ACEC, Ah. B. 
fragile resources; disease could endanger herd, sensitive 
species using the habitat; known threat to values from 
grazing (domestic sheep). 

Il. Cdolla Creek: Bighom Sheep Relevance: Large herd of 80-100 animals use this area; 9,8 12 BLM in Joe 
.Range; considered in Akemative D. used statewide to gather transplant animals. Disease in 1990 Alternative D. Capodice, 

reduced herd to 10: could still support healthy herd. BLM 

Importance: Regionally and nationally significant habitat; 
fragile resources;. disease could endanger herd; sensitive 
species using habitat; known threat to values from grazing 
(domestic sheep). 
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Table H-2 

POTENTIAL AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 
CONSIDERED IN ALTERNATIVES IN THE DRAFT 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND THE 
PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

NAME OF AREA NOMIN- 
AND VALUES RELEVANCEANDIMPORTANCE ACRES ATED 

BY: 

12. Slumgullion Earthflow: Mass Relevance: Significant earthflow; research and article 1,370 BLM in CEC 
wasting phenomenon; geologic, subject; natural ‘processes resulted in the damming of Lake Alternative D; 
scenic values; considered in Fork of the Gunnison River to form Lake San Cristobal, 1,407 BLM in 
Alternatives D, E, and PRMP. Colorado’s second largest natural lake. Alternative E; 

included with 
Importance: NPS designated National Natural Landmark, 
October, 1965; BLM and Colorado Natural Area Program’s 

Alpine Triangle 
ACEC in Ah. B. 

Geologic Advisory Group (in existence from 1983 to 1988) 
recommended the area as a Research Natural Area (RNA); 
important geologic phenomenon; Nationally important; 
unstable soils; known threat to.view shed from private land 
development. 

13. Redcloud Peak: Relevance: Habitat is significant in that it supports the 
Snow willow vegetative community, largest of two known viable breeding populations of a listed 
habitat for USF&WS endangered species. 
invertebrate; considered in 
Alternatives D, E, and PRMP. Importance: Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly habitat; 

national importance regarding the existence of the species 
and research value; currently being researched and reported 
on; known threat to species and habitat from collectors and 
domestic sheep grazing. 

5,950 BLM in 
Alternative D; 
5,947 BLM in 
Alternative E 
and PRMP; 
included with 
Alpine Triangle 
ACEC, Ah. B. 

Joe 
Capodice, 
BLM; 
USF&WS 

14. West Antelope Creek to 
Dillon Mesa: 
Critical big game winter range; 
eagle habitat; Red Creek and North 
Beaver Creek trout spawning 
streams; considered in Alternatives 
B, E, and PRMP; name shortened 
to West Antelope Creek. 

Relevance: Significant wildlife habitat (crucial big game 29,060 BLM in NPS 
winter range [elk, deer, bighorn sheep], bald eagles, trout Alternative B; 
spawning); includes Sapinero State Wildlife Area; essential 28,215 BLM in 
for species diversity. Alternative E 

and PRMP. 
Importance: Nationally important for hunting; fragile bald 
eagle wintering area; trout spawning streams essential for 
fishery within Blue Mesa Reservoir. 
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Table H-2 

POTENTIAL AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 
CONSIDERED IN ALTERNATIVES IN THE DRAFT 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND THE 
PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

NAME OF AREA Nom- 
AND VALUES RELEVANCEA~IMPORTANCE ACRES ATED 

BY: 

15. American Basin: Scenic and Relevance: Highly accessible; significant scenic values; 
recreation values; .considered. in heavily used hiking trails; large are& of striking wildflower 
Alternative D, E, and PRMP. displays. 

Importance: Nationally important destination for viewing 
wildflowers and high country scenery; fragile, exemplary 
mountain tundra; threatened by domestic sheep grazing; 
potentially threatened by mining and homesite development; 
important to hikers and motorists. 

1,577 BLM in Arden 
Alternative D; Anderson, 
1,595 BLM in BLM 
Alt. E and 
PRMP; also 
included with 
Alpine Triangle 
ACEC in Alt. B. 

16. LoopRoad: Scenic resources; Relevance: Existing 2,3 18 acre protective scenic withdrawal; 2,3 18 BLM; Arden 
combined with Alpine potential route through scenic, historical resources; designated Included in Anderson, 
ACEC, considered in Altemative B. National Backcountry Byway in San Juan Mountains. Alpine Triangle BLM 

Importance: 
ACEC, Alt. B. 

Nationally important and visited resource; 
National significance by designation as a “byway”; route 
traverses fragile historic mining period structures; is 
protected. by a BLM scenic withdrawal; accesses developed 
recreation sites; promoted nationally by local 4-wheel rental 
firms,, recognized and supported by Hinsdale and San Juan 
County Commissioners. 

Note: ’ CEC = C&rado EnvironmcAal Cbalition 
,” 
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APPENDIX I 

Wild and Scenic River Study Analysis for the 
Lake Fork of the Gunnison River and Other Streams 

in the Planning Area 

INTRODUCTION 

This analysis is a record of the Wild and Scenic 
River (W&SR) study process that is being conducted 
concurrently with the Gunnison Resource 
Management Plan (RMP). The report first appeared 
in the Draft Gumrison Resource Management Plan 
and Environmental Impact Statement (DRMP) 
published in March, 1991, with the title, Lake Fork 
of The Gunnison Wild And Scenic River Study 
Renort. The title of this Appendix in the PRMP has 
been changed to more accurately describe the 
contents and the purpose served by the document. 
This study analysis, in addition to updating the 
former report on the Lake Fork of The Gunnison 
River for the Proposed Resource Management Plan 
(PRMP), includes documentation of BLM’s eligibility 
determinations of all the other river and stream 
segments in the Planning Area. Please refer to 
Attachment 2 for this documentation. The only 
stream segment in the Planning Area found to be 
eligible for inclusion into the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System is the 13.3 mile Segment A of 
the Lake Fork of The Gmmison River, from Sloan 
Lake to Wager Gulch. The other streams or segments 
are not considered or studied in the process beyond 
the eligibility determination step, since they were 
determined not to be eligible. 

The environmental analysis of impacts from 
“preliminary administrative recommendations for 
W&SR designation or non-designation” of eligible 
segments are discussed in Chapter Five of this 
PRMP. 

SEGMENTS OF THE LAKE FORK OF THE 
GUNNISON RIVER 

Because of the significant differences between various 
parts, the 57-mile long river was divided into three 
segments which will be evaluated separately. These 
are: 

Segment A - Sloan Lake to Wager Gulch - 13.3 miles 

Segment B - Wager Gulch to the Red Bridge 
Campground - 38.5 miles’ 

Segment C - Red Bridge Campground to Blue Mesa 
Reservoir - 5.2 miles . 

DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF THE STUDY 
AREA 

The headwaters of the Lake Fork of the Gunnison 
River (Lake Fork) are at Sloan Lake in the scenic 
American Basin at an elevation of 12,600 feet in the 
San Juan Mountains of southwest Colorado. From 
there the Lake Fork generally runs east to Lake San 
Cristobal then turns north, passing through Lake City 
and emptying into Blue Mesa Reservoir. The total 
river length is approximately 57 miles of which 36.2 
miles (64.7 W) is privately owned, 19.5 miles (33 %) 
is managed by the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM), 0.8 miles (1.3 R) is managed by the National 
Park Service (NPS) and 0.5 miles (1 W) is managed 
by the U.S. Forest Service. In an effort to evaluate 
portions of the stream with similar characteristics the 
river was broken into three segments. The river is 
located within the Alpine Triangle Special Recreation 
Management Area. 

These segments with land ownership and mileage, are 
displayed in Table I-l and I-2 and Maps I-l through 
I-4. 

Each segment was separately analyzed with respect to 
the various study criteria. Map I-l shows the entire 
portion of the river studied. A river corridor of ‘/ 
mile on each side of the stream was evaluated except 
in American Basin where the corridor was expanded 
to include the view shed of the basin. 
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Table I-l 

MILEAGE OF LAKE FORK OF GUNNISON RIVER STUDY SEGMENTS 

TOTAL ~BlLM IFS !PRlWATE 
RIVER SEGMENT MILES Tv!aLES/% l+YmLES/% lmI.dESI% lidllLES/% 

A-Sloan Lake to Wager Gulch ,13.3 10.6/80% -- __ 2.7120% 

B-Wager’Gulch to Red Bridge 

C-Red Bridge to Blue Mesa 

38.5 4.5112% -- 0.5/l% 33.5187% 

5.2 4.4185% 0.8115% -- __ 

’ NPS = National Park Service; FS = Forest Service 

Table I-2 

ACREAGE OF LAKE FORK OF GUNNISON RIVER STUDY SEGMENTS 

TOTAL BLM m PRIVATE 
RIVER SEGMENT ACRES ACRES/% ACRES/% ACRES/% ACRES/% 

A-Sloan Lake to Wager Gulch 

B-Wager Gulch to Red Bridge 

4,960 4,315/87% -- -- 645113 % 

10,940 2,467/22% -- 32513% 8,147/75 % 

C-Red Bridge to Blue Mesa 1,525 

’ NPS = National Park Service; FS = Forest Service 

1,325/88% 6714 % -- 13218% 

STUDY PROCESS 

The wild and scenic river study- process includes 
three steps: 

1. Determine if potential river segments are eligible 
for wild and scenic designation; ” 

2: 

3. 

Determine the potential classification of the 
eligible segments as wild, scenic, recrtition or 
any combination thereof; and 

Conduct a. suitability study to determine if the 
segment is suitable for inclusion into the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System. 

7, 1982), and BLM’s Guidelines For Fulfilling 
Requirements of The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 
August, 1988, and the draft update of this guidance. 
Based on this guidance, the study process has been, 
and will continue to be, conducted as a regular part 
of the BLM RMP process. The DRMP was 
published in March, 1991, for a 90&y period to 
permit the public to comment on all alternatives and 
recommended decisions, including preliminary 
designation and non-designation recommendations of 
the five alternatives in the draft RMP/EIS, and the 
study report published in the DRMP. These 
comments were analyzed and addressed as 
appropriate and included in this PRMP. This 
Appendix is a revised version of the study report 
published in the DRMP as Appendix I. 

Study procedures are found in guidelines from the 
U.S. -Departments of. Interior and Agriculture 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System; Guidelines 
for Eligibilitv, Classification and Management of 
River Areas (Federal Register Vol. 7 No 173, Sept. 
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The PRMP contains one “alternative” and the 
environmental impacts of those management 
decisions. The PRMP will be published and 
distributed for a 30&y period in which proposed 
decisions can be protested, including those associated 
with this study analysis (determinations of eligibility, 
classification, and/or suitability or non-suitability). 

After any protests received are resolved by the 
Director of the BLM, an approved Resource 
Management Plan/Record of Decision (RMP/ROD) 
will be published and made available. Once the 
RMP/ROD becomes effective, the BLM’s role is 
determined by the designation or non-designation 
decision. If the decision does not recommend any 
segments as “suitable for designation” then the 
BLM’s role is concluded. If a segment is found to 
be “suitable for designation” in the RMP/ROD, BLM 
could prepare a separate Study Report/ROD 
document, with an accompanying Legislative EIS that 
would consist of data extracted from the RMP/EIS 
documents. This package could be submitted to The 
Department of Interior for further recommendation. 
The BLM would develop an interim management plan 
to protect the outstanding features that qualify the 
river for inclusion. This plan would be followed for 
three years to give Congress an adequate opportunity 
to act on the BLM’s recommendations. 

An implementation process is then begun 
immediately after approval of the RMP for most 
decisions within the plan, including implementing 
interim management within eligible and suitable 
segments, if appropriate. 

ELIGIBILITY, CLASSIFICATION AND 
SUITABILITY CRITERIA 

To be eligible for inclusion in the national system, a 
study segment must be free-flowing, and the river 
and its adjacent land area must possess at least one 
outstandingly remarkable value. There are no 
specific requirements regarding the length or flow of 
an eligible river segment. Length and flow are 
sufficient if they sustain or complement the 
outstandingly remarkable values for which the river 
would be designated. The minimum study corridor 
includes the river and the adjacent lands to 0.25 mile 
from the riverbank. A wider corridor may be studied 

if inclusion could facilitate improved management of . 
resources in the river area. Segments determined to 
be non-eligible are not considered or studied further 
in the process. 

A segment’s potential classification depends on the 
condition of the river and adjacent lands as they exist 
at the time of the study. The Act specifies three 
classification categories for eligible rivers: wild, 
scenic, and recreational. 

To be classified as wild, a river segment must be free 
of impoundments. The area must show little 
evidence of human activity and be generally 
inaccessible except by trail. The watersheds or 
shorelines must be primitive, with no structures or 
modifications of the river course. The water must be 
unpolluted. 

To be classified as scenic, a river segment must be 
free of impoundments. The area must not show 
substantial evidence of human activity. It may be 
accessible by roads in places or have occasional 
bridges. The watershed or shoreline must be largely 
primitive and undeveloped. 

To be classified as recreational, a river segment may 
have been impounded or diverted in the past if its 
appearance remains generally natural. It may be 
readily accessible by road or railway or be crossed by 
bridges. It may have some development along the 
shoreline or show substantial evidence of human 
activity. 

Some factors to consider in the suitability 
determination include, but are not limited to: 

1. Characteristics that do or do not make the area a 
worthy addition to the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System.. . 

2. Current status of landownership, use in the area, 
including the amount of private land involved 
and associated or conflicting uses. 

3. Reasonably foreseeable potential usesof the land 
and related waters, which would be enhanced, 
foreclosed, or curtailed if the area were included 
in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, 
and the values which could be foreclosed or 
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diminished if the area is not protected as part of 
the system. 

4. Public, State, local, or Federal interest in 
designation of the river, including the extent to 
which the administration of the river, including 
the costs thereof, may be shared by State, local, 
or other agencies and individuals. 

5. Estimated cost of acquiring necessary lands and 
interests in lands and of administering the area if 
it is added to the system. 

6. Ability of the agency to manage the river area or 
segment as a W & S river. 

7. Historical or existing rights which would be 
adversely affected as to foreclose, extinguish, 
curtail, infringe, or constitute a taking that would 
entitle the owner to just compensation if the area 
were included in the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System. In the suitability analysis, 
adequate consideration will be given to rights 
held by owners, applicants, lessees, or claimants. 

8. Other. 

RELATIONSHIP OF WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 
ACT TO PRIVATE LANDS 

Land use controls on private lands are a matter of 
state and local zoning. Although the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act of 1968 includes provisions encouraging 
protection of river values through State and Federal 
land use planning, these provisions are not binding on 
local governments. 

The Federal government is responsible for ensuring 
that management of designated rivers meets the intent 
of the act. In the absence of local or state river 
protection provisions, the Federal government could 
ensure protection through acquisition of private lands 
or interests in lands. 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act specifically prohibits 
Federal use of condemnation in the fee title purchase 
of lands if 50 percent or more of the land within the 
boundary is already in public ownership. The BLM 
manages about 87 % (4,315 acres) of the surface 
estate in Segment A. The act does provide the 

Federal government with authority to purchase 
scenic, conservation, or access “easements” through 
condemnation proceedings, but this measure of last 
resort would be used only as necessary to remove a 
threat to the river. 

The basic objective of wild and scenic river 
designation is to maintain the existing condition of the 
river. If a land use or development clearly threatens 
the outstandingly remarkable value, which resulted in 
designation of the river, efforts would be made to 
remove the threat through local zoning, land 
exchanges, purchases from willing sellers, and other 
actions except condemnation. Agriculture and 
grazing activities occurring at the time of designation 
would generally not be affected. 

ANALYSOS OF EL161BlLBTY. CLASSIFBCAT0ON. 
AND SlmABllLmv 

Eligibility Determination 

Segment A meets both criteria for eligibility. It is 
free flowing though some rip rapping has occurred. 
Some small diversions exist in Segment A to fill 6 
lakes on private land within the study corridor. The 
river and associated study corridor within Segment A 
also possess outstandingly remarkable scenic values. 
This area is part of the BLM’s Alpine Triangle 
Special Recreation Management Area which receives 
approximately 600,000 visitor days annually. 

Much of this recreation use centers around the Alpine 
Loop National Backcountry Byway. This rough road 
parallels most of segment A within the study 
corridor. Most of this vehicle recreation is focused 
on the area’s spectacular scenery. The river itself is 
important to recreation mainly to the extent it 
contributes to scenic beauty and diversity. Some 
fishing does occur in the lower portion from Sherman 
down to the Mill Creek Campground. No rafting, 
kayaking or other river dependent recreation occurs 
along this segment. 

Segment B from Wager Gulch to the public land 
boundary south of the Red Bridge Campground was 
not found to be eligible for inclusion because it did 
not meet either criteria for eligibility. It is not free 
flowing. There are numerous diversions to fill 
streamside lakes. There is a large hydroelectric dam 
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and spillway near Lake City. The outlet of Lake San 
Cristobal has been,artificially raised to ma&in the 
level of the lake. The most recent work on the outlet 
structure was in the spring of 1990. There is 
significant riprap along much of the length, 
particularly along Highway 149 north of Lake City. 

Extensive gabion structures on the Thomas property 
divert and channel& the river. This segment also 
lacks characteristics that could be considered 
outstandingly remarkable. No known threatened or 
.endangered species exist within the study corridor in 
Segment B. The scenic values are good, but not 
outstanding and there are many man-made features 
such as roads, bridges, mines, gravel pits, houses and 
a small town within the corridor. Recreation values, 
which are mostly centered around fishing, are 
extremely limited due to the preponderance of private 
land in the segment (88% of the stream miles). The 
public has ac&ss only to small and isolated tracts of 
public land which tends to diminish the recreation 
experience. Conflicts between rafters and private 
landowners have resulted in the river in Segment B 
being closed to boater passage. There are some 
historical and cultural features along this segment but 
none are outstanding. There are no outstanding 
wildlife, geologic or other values that would qualify 
this segment as being eligible. 

Segment C from the Red Bridge Campground to Blue 
Mesa Reservoir was also found to be ineligible for 
inclusion. It is more or less free flowing along the 
5.2 miles of its length but extensive riprap has 
occurred along the railroad bed which later became 
a gravel road for vehicle traffic. This segment lacks 
values that are outstandingly remarkable. Scenic 
values are good but not significant or unusual in a 
regional or national context. Recreation values are 
good, primarily focused on fishing and rafting, but 
again not regionally significant. There are historic 
values in the form of remnants of temporary railroad 
camps used by workers who built the spur around 
1890. These have been thoroughly inventoried by 
BLM and Park Service archaeologists and interpretive 
signs have been installed at several locations along 
the road. Still, these sites are not unique or 
particulaily significant. The Canyon contains good 
breeding populations of brown and rainbow trout and 
a small herd of bighorn sheep. Otherwise there are 
no special fish or wildlife values and no threatened or 

endangered species. In summary there are several 
attractive resource values in this segment, but none 
that could be considered outstandingly remarkable in 
a regional or national context. 

Classification Determination 

All eligible segments must be classified according to 
the category (wild, scenic, or recreational) that best 
fits each eligible segment. Classification is based on 
the degree of naturalness and the extent of 
development on the river and its adjacent lands as 
they exist at the time of the study. 

Classifying y, eligible segment as wild, scenic, or 
recreational does not segregate or withdraw the 
subject lands, but rather recommends or suggests the 
level of interim management for Federal land in the 
study area until a decision regarding designation is 
made, in the case of segments found “suitable for 
designation”. If Congress designates a river or river 
segment, the segment would be managed. according to 
how it is classified. Congress may classify a river 
segment at or below the highest level for which it 
qualifies. Specific managemeni strategies may vary 
according to classification, but would be designed to 
protect and enhance the outstandingly remarkable 
values of the river area. These specific management 
strategies are formulated during development of the 
management plan, required within 3 full fiscal years 
of designation. 

Since only Segment A of the Lake Fork was found to 
be eligible for study, only that segment was 
classified. The main criteria considered are 
impoundments, diversions, roads, bridges, shoreline 
development and evidence of human activity. The 
river segment was analyzed using these criteria. 

Impoundments affect Segment A at Sloan Lake in the 
upper part of American Basin. The outlet of the lake 
has b&n artificially raised to impound more water 
than the natural outlet would allow. In Burrows 
Park, a diversion removes water to fill a small lake 
on private land. Another diversion downstream near 
Wager Gulch fills a moderately sized lake on private 
land. 

Beginning at’ river mile 0.75, a road parallels the 
entire length of this segment. There is a wet, or 
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low-water crossing of the river in American Basin. 
Bridges cross the river near Sherman and at the Mill 
Creek Campground. The road ranges from 20 to 
1000 feet from the river but averages about 100 to 
I50 feet from the river throughout this segment. 

Human activity and development are evident in many 
places along the river and throughout the corridor. 
These include a dozen mining exploration pits, at 
least seven major mine developments, about a dozen 
modem buildings and another dozen historic 
buildings. There is a 22-unit campground adjacent td 
the river and a potential recreational housing 
development with multiple homesites on the private 
land just east of Bent Creek. 

Cumulatively, the above intrusions and disturbances 
diminish the natural and primitive nature of the iiver 
and the study corridor. Based on the above analysis, 
the recreational classification would be most 
appropriate for this segment. 

Suitability Determination 

This section of the study report contains a discuSsion 
of eight suitability factors in relationship to the 13.3 
mile Segment A. These factors are contained in 
previously mentioned documents. The determination 
of suitability provides the basis to recommend 
designation or nondesignation of the river. 

BLM’s evaluation of Segment A regarding the eight 
suitability factors, and the determination of suitability 
or non-suitability for potential inclusion of Segment 

-A into the National Wi!d and Scenic Rivers system 
follow: 

1. Characteristics that do or d6 not make the 
area a worthy addition to the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System. 

The outstandingly remarkable characteristic that 
qualities this river segment as being eligible for 
inclusion is the superb scenery in this high mountain 
valley. The scenery is outstanding in the river 
corridor. Recreation use is moderate to heavy in the 
river corridor, but very little use is focused on the 
river itself. There is no recreational boating and no 
significant fishery resource associated with this 
segment. 

The scenic values in this segment would continue to 
be well protected with the existing management 
authorities explained under suitability determination 
factor number 6. Therefore, this segment would not 
make a worthy addition to the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System. 

2. Cmnt status of Pandownership, use in the 
area9 inchding the amount of private land 
involved and associated or coslnicting uses. 

Segment A contains approximately 4,960 acres of 
which 4,315 acres (87%) are federal land managed 
by the BLM. The remaining 645 acres (13 %) are not 
public land. Non-federal mineral estate underlies 332 
acres of federal surface. About 85% (3,668 acres) of 
the federal mineral estate has a high potential for the 
occurrence of locatable minerals while the remaining 
15 46 has moderate potential. Much mineral 
exploration and exploitation has occurred within the 
segment, both on public and private land. That 
activity has ceased almost entirely. Approximately 
3,300 acres in Segment A are contained in WSA’s of 
which 2,357 acres have been recommended for 
designation as wilderness. Values on an additional 
330 acres within the study segment are protected by 
the “Loop Road” scenic withdrawal along the Alpine 
Loop- National Backcountry Byway. . The BLM’s 
Interim Management Policy for Lands under 
Wilderness Review, the proposed American Basin 
ACEC,. and other special management attention 
within the segment restrict or constrain surface 
disturbance on the affected lands, and go a long way 
toward protecting the scenic and recreational values 
of the river and lands in the segment. These 
management situations do nothing to protect the 
integrity of the values in the segment on private 
lands. While there is little mining activity occurring 
on these lands, there is considerable activity in the 
construction of recreational homesites. If this 
segment is designated, the Bureau would hope to 
mitigate these impacts by purchasing private 
inholdings from willing sellers. In past yeais 
attempts to purchase inholdings in this area have been 
relatively unsuccessful. Landowners habitually 
expect to get more than fair market value for their 
land, which makes it difficult, if not impossible, to 
negotiate satisfactory arrangements. In addition, 
many of the properties already have houses developed 
on them. It is unlikely the government could afford 
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to acquire these capital improvements only to tear 
them down to maintain the integrity of the segment. 
The segment is manageable without acquisition of 
private inholdings, but the integrity of the values 
would continue to decline in direct proportion to the 
amount of private land within it and development that 
occurs on that land. 

3. Subject to valid existing rights, the reasonably 
foreseeable potential uses of the land and 
related waters, which would be enhanced, 
foreclosed, or curtailed if the area were 
included in the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers system, and the values which could be 
foreclosed or diminished if the area is not 
protected as part of the system. 

The potential development of the 3,992 acres of 
federal mineral estate in Segment A that are not 
withdrawn would not be precluded as a result of 
designation. Most discretionary actions would be 
curtailed or precluded, subject to valid existing rights 
or RMP decisions. Existing water rights would not 
be effected by designation of this “headwater” 
segment, since an objective of designation would be 
to maintain - instream flows and a free-flowing 
condition of water in the river course. Acquisition of 
upstream water rights would not be considered in the 
case of designation. 

It is not anticipated that any values would be 
diminished or foreclosed if the segment is not 
designated. Locatable mineral development is 
currently precluded in the segment within protective 
withdrawal C-6125423 (330 acres). Required 
compliance with BLM’s 43 CFR 3802 regulations 
currently curtails locatable mineral development in 
the segment within 3,300 acres still subject to 
wilderness review in the Handies Peak and Red 
Cloud Peak WSAs. Existing legislation prohibits 
mineral leasing on the lands in WSA’s. 
Discretionary actions are also curtailed in the lands 
under wilderness review as a result of necessary 
compliance with BLM’s wilderness interim 
management policy. Discretionary. actions in the 
entire segment are also curtailed by the requirement 
to meet mitigation and recreation management 
objectives in the Alpine Triangle SRMA Recreation 
Area Management Plan (RAMP). Special 

management attention is also required for 
maintenance of scenic and recreation values along the 
Alpine Loop National Back Country Byway (11.05 
miles in Segment A). Potential mineral leasing and 
locatable mineral activity would also be precluded on 
federal mineral estate in the proposed American Basin 
ACEC in Segment A (1,590 acres under federal 
surface). The ACEC .designation and associated 
management objectives would emphasize special 
management attention for existing values. 

4. Public, State, local, or Federal interest in 
designation of the river, including the extent 
to which the administration of the river, 
including the costs thereof, may be shared by 
State, local, and other agencies and 
individuals. 

The BLM received numerous requests to recommend 
designation of the entire Lake Fork of the Gunnison 
River into the system. Several comments were 
received that supported the recommendation in the 
Preferred Alternative of the DRMP not to designate 
any portion of the stream. The BLM responses to 
these comments are located in Appendix P. 

In about 1980 National River Inventory personnel 
looked at the Lake Fork as one unit. They found it 
had a fairly high number of points on their cultural 
development scoring sheet (4,158) but still could 
contain significant values. They chose to place the 
river in Category II which contains rivers that may 
have significant values but which did not receive the 
broad public support expressed for rivers on the NRI 
final list. 

In 1980, the Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) 
wrote a letter to BLM stating that the Lake Fork 
possessed outstandingly remarkable scenic, fishery 
and wildlife values. 

In 1989, Lisa Stein of the University of Colorado 
Wilderness Study Group submitted a detailed report 
entitled “Proposal to Designate the Lake Fork of the 
Gunnison as a Wild and Scenic River”. The group 
studied the entire river as a unit rather than in 
segments. The group’s report did. not analyze 
eligibility, but did discuss classification. Their 
recommendation was that the entire river was suitable 
for designation or inclusion with a classification of 
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wild for the first 3/4 mile and recreational for the 
rest of the river. According to the cover letter, their 
recommendation was endorsed by the Colorado 
Environmental Coalition. 

The Hinsdale County government has not officially 
expressed their opinion on, or reacted to a W&SR 
proposal. Their public opposition to further 
wilderness designations in Hinsdale County suggests 
they would not look favorably onanother protective 
withdrawal that could’ accompany a W & SR 
designation. One major concern within the county is 
the small tax base result,mg from the amount of 
.public land (96 %) in the county. Because there is so 
little private land on which taxes can be collected, 
there would undoubtedly be opposition to any 
attempts by the BLM to acquire private lands in the 
segment and remove them from the tax base whether 
developed or undeveloped. 

There has been no interest expressed in assisting the 
BLM to carry out management of the river segment, 
although Hinsdale County has provided excellent 
assistance with the BLM’s recreation goals for the 
Back Country Byway and the general area. The 
CDOW would want to continue their management 
efforts for cutthroat trout in Sloan Lake and the upper 
part of the drainage. 

5. Estimated cost of acquiring necessary lands 
and interests in lands and of adminisking the 
area if it is added to the system. 

The study segment could be managed as it is without 
acquiring private lands. The ability of BLM to 
maintain the integrity of resources in the segment 
would be enhanced by acquiring these inholdings. To 
acquire the lands and improvements necessary to 
place in federal ownership the W&SR values in 
Segment A would likely be prohibitively expensive. 
Approximately 645 acres of private land would be 
involved with an average cost of $1000 to $2OOO per 
acre. There are about 8 habitable structures in the 
segment with values ranging from S50,OOO to 
$200,000.. Costs for. purchasing fee title to land and 
improvements would probably exceed 2 million 
dollars. If BLM instead tried to purchase 
conservation easements or scenic easements the cost 
would be less but still prohibitive. If BLM opted not 
to acquire private inholdings, current trends suggest 
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that some changes would occur but values in the 
segment would not deteriorate drastically. 

The cost of administering the area would be minimal 
because it is already part of the high priority Alpine 
Triangle SRMA. Since very little recreation use is 
focused on the river in Segment A there would be no 
need for additional facilities or access. 

6. Ability of the agency to manage the river area 
or segment as a Wild and Scenic River. 

Because of the current attention paid to recreation 
management in this general area, it would be 
relatively simple for the BLM to incorporate 
considerations to maintain or protect values within 
current management. These values are recognized 
and partly protected in other ways such as the “Loop 
Road” scenic withdrawal (C-0125423, 330 acres in 
Segment A), the Alpine Loop National Backcountry 
Byway (11.05 miles in Segment A), WSA interim 
management policy for Redcloud and Handies Peak 
WSA’s, and the Alpine Triangle Special Recreation 
Management Area. The PRMP recognizes and 
manages for the recreation values in this area and 
focuses particular attention on protecting the 
outstanding scenery along about 2-l/4 miles of the 
headwaters of the segment in the proposed American 
Basin Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACEC). 

If designated, the management plan could incorporate 
cooperative agreements with private landowners 
regarding the management of values in the segment. 
This approach ,would be preferred in lieu of fee 
simple acquisition or the acquisition of easements. 
Some landowners could be willing participants while 
others would not. 

7. Historical or existing rights which would be 
adversely affected as to foreclose, extinguish, 
curtail, infringe, or constitute a taking that 
would entitle the owner to just compensation 
if the area were included in the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System. In the suitability 
analysis, adequate consideration will be given 
to rights held by owners, applicants, lessees, 
or claimants. 



No existing rights have been identified in the study 
segment that would be adversely affected as a result 
of designation. Existing private property rights 
would be completely unaffected. Land purchases, 
exchanges or easement acquisitions would be carried 
out only with willing sellers. Unpatented mining 
claims would predate W&SR designation and thus 
would remain valid as long as proper diligence and 
filing are kept up. No new mining claims would be 
allowed within the corridor. 

Very few water rights are present in this segment, 
and none would be negatively affected by 
designation. The Colorado Water Conservation 
Board maintains a perpetual right for instream flow 
on the Lake Fork to maintain fisheries habitat. From 
Sloan Lake to Cottonwood Creek, flow is 18 cubic 
feet per second (CFS). From Cottonwood Creek to 
Henson Creek the reserved flow is 20 CFS from 
October through April and 35 CFS from May 
through September. This right has a priority date of 
1980 which makes it the senior right on that part of 
the river. As a result, a protection of instream flow 
and associated river values is already in place. It is 
not likely that W&SR status would offer additional 
protection for this resource. 

8. Other issues and concerns identified in the 
land-use planning process. 

No other major issues or concerns have been 
identified in the land use planning process. It is 
possible that other issues or concerns would be 
identified during the public comment period for the 
draft RMPIEIS. Those comments and concerns will 
be taken into consideration, along with all the others 
that we receive, during preparation of the 
PRMP/Final EIS. 

SUITABILITY DETERMINATION SUMMARY 

Segment A was the only one of the three segments 
studied that was determined to be eligible for study. 
It was classified in a recreational category. This was 
the only segment for which a suitability determination 
was done. Compatibility of the existing situation 
with Federal designation, analysis of alternative 
management strategies and reasonably foreseeable 
potential effects of designation on the management 
and protection of the land and resources in the Upper 

The scenic values in the segment are currently 
afforded significant protection through the Loop Road 
scenic withdrawal, interim management protection in 
the Redcloud and Handies Peak Wilderness Study 
Areas, the Recreation Area Management Plan and the 
State of Colorado reservation of instream flows. 
Implementing the recommendations in the proposed 
American Basin ACEC would provide additional 
protection for the values. Designation as a 
Recreational component of the Wild and Scenic River 
system would not offer any significant improvement 
in the protection of this area’s outstanding scenery. 

For these reasons, BLM has determined that Segment 
A of the Lake Fork of the Gunnison River would not 
be a worthy addition to the system and is not suitable 
for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System. 

INTERIM MANAGEMENT 
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The Segment A corridor of The Lake Fork of The 
Gunnison River will continue to be well protected by 
existing management of the Wilderness Study Areas, 
the Loop Road scenic withdrawal, the Alpine Loop 
National Backcountry Byway and the Recreation Area 
Management Plan for the Alpine Triangle SRMA. 

The proposed ACEC at American Basin would 
provide additional protection of values in Segment A. 
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Lake Fork corridor were used to determine suitability 
of the river for inclusion in the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System. 

About 87% of the land in the segment is managed by 
BLM. Activities on private land are expected to 
somewhat alter the natural setting of the corridor 
primarily through the development of recreational 
homesites. The cost of acquiring these private 
inholdings would be prohibitive and probably strongly 
opposed by local government due to the impact on 
the county’s already small tax base. 
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BLM GUIDELINES FOR WlLD AND SCENIC RIVER 
DETERMINATION OF SUBTABOLlTY 

The following information is taken from the BLM’s 
August 1988 Guidelines for Fulfilling Requirements 
of the Wild and. Scenic Rivers Act of September 
1968. 

1. Determination of Suitability: The determination 
of suitability is the third step in the river 
assessment and evaluation process for section 5 
(a) and 5 (d) rivers. This step provides the basis 
for the decision to recommend designation or 
nondesignation of an eligible river based on the 
resource alternatives studied in detail in the RMP, 
associated EIS, and related information developed 
during resource management planning. 

a. RMP Preference: Where possible, it is 
advantageous to carry the river assessment 
through the suitability determination and make 
that decision in the RMP. If a suitability 
determination is deferred on those rivers 
where the BLM has primary responsibility, 
the RMP must prescribe the protection 
(interim management prescriptions) to be 
provided for the river. and adjacent public 
land area pending the suitability 
recommendation and, when necessary, 
subsequent action by the Congress. In order 
to provide realistic interim management 
prescription, the RMP should document the 
classification category of the appropriate 
segment(s) (wild, scenic, and/or recreation), 
independent of the suitability.or nonsuitability 
recommendation. The projected schedule for 
completing the study, recommendation 
concerning suitability, and other information 

. will be set forth in the RMP also. (See 
VII1.B.s.). 

b. Eligible Rivers: All eligible river segments 
are evaluated for suitability using the BLM 
‘resource management planning process 
(except where study is deferred or where a 
legislatively mandated study requires an 

earlier deadline be met). Eligible W & S 
segments which are determined nonsuitable 
for designation, can be released from further 
study only by State Directors through the 
RMP record of decision. For suitable W & 
S rivers, a separate appendix to the RMP and 
EIS document is encouraged for ease in 
preparing the W & S river study 
report/record of decision to Congress. Where 
a suitability determination cannot be made in 
the RMP, a separate legislative final EIS will 
be required as part of a separate study 
reporting package (and plan amendment) to 
make that determination. Some factors to 
consider in the suitability determination 
include, but are not limited to: 

1. Characteristics that do or do not make 
the area a worthy addition to the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System. 

2. Current status of landownership, use in 
the area, including the amount of private 
land involved and associated or 
conflicting uses. 

3. Reasonably foreseeable potential uses of 
the land and related waters, which would 
be enhanced, foreclosed, or curtailed if 
the area were included in the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers system, and the 
values which could be foreclosed or 
diminished if the area is not protected as 
part of the system. 

4. Public, State, local, or Federal interest 
in designation of the river, including the 
extent to which the administration of the 
river, including the costs thereof, may 
be shred by State, local, or other 
agencies and individuals. 
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5. Estimated cost of acquiring necessary 
lands and interests in lands and of 
administering the area if it is added to 
the system. 

6. Ability of the agency to manage the 
river area or segment as a W&S river. 

2. 
7. Historical or existing rights which would 

be adversely affected as to foreclose, 
extinguish, curtail, infringe, or constitute 
a taking that would entitle the owner to 
just compensation if the area were 
included in the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System. In the suitability 
analysis, adequate consideration will be 
given to rights held by owners, 
applicants, lessees, or claimants. 

8. Other 

c. Noneligible Rivers 

1. BLM 5 (d) W & S River Studies: 
Studies or rivers under this’ Section of 
the Act will be discontinued upon 
finding of noneligibility in the BLM 
resource 

management planning process or 
subsequent W & S river study. In 
RMPs, the documentation supporting the 
eligibility assessment will normally be 
put in an appendix to either the RMP or 
associated EIS. 

Legislatively Mandated Studies: If a 
section 5 (a) study river is found to be 
non eligible, the WSR river study 
report/record of decision should describe 
the basis for the noneligibility 
determination. The report should then 
be submitted to the ‘Congress in 
accordance with section 7 (b) and the 
Secretary of the Interior shall publish a 
notice in the Federal Register 180 days 
after congressional notification that such 
a determination has been made. This 
notice should also include a reference to 
termination of related NEPA compliance 
action, thereby concurrently terminating 
activities for which a notice of intent had 
earlier been published. 
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Table I-3 

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS OF OTHER STREAMS IN THE PLANNING AREA 

STREAM NAME 

Alder Creek 

TOTAL OUTSTANDINGLY 
MILES ON REMARKABLE FREE- 

MILES BLM FEATURES FLOWING 

4.45 2.93 No No 
Alkali Creek 2.64 0.22 
Alpine Gulch 4.82 4.05 
Antelope Creek. 4.66 0.43 
Archuleta Creek 3.34 0.53 
Bead Creek 1.87 0.90 
‘Bear Creek 0.18 0.16 
Beaver Creek 8.86 1.42 

Bent Creek 3.01 3.01 

Big Blue Creek 9.09 3.77 
Big Buck Creek 2.26 1.30 

Bill Hare Gulch 0.61 0.42 
Blue Creek 3.50 1.77 
Boulder Gulch 2.71 2.46 
Burnt Creek 4.64 4.64 
Camp Creek 1.14 1.08 
Campbell Creek 1.14 1.08 
Cataract Gulch 1.66 1.59 
Cebolla Cre& 41.87 7.63 
Cherry Creek 1.58 0.18 
Cleveland Gulch 2.04 1.74 

Cochetopa Creek 42.41 8.38 
Cooper Creek 3.51 3.40 
Copper Gulch 2.00 2.00 
Corral Creek 1.95 1.95 
Cottonwood Creek 2.97 2.43 

: Cow Creek 0.81 0.80 
Crystal Creek 0.60 0.37 

,, Cuba Gulch 0.52 0.52 
Curecanti Creek 2.99 0.02 
Cutler Drive Creek 1.99 0.70 
Deer Beaver Creek 2.26 1.25 
Deldorado Creek 2.90 0.49 
Devils Creek 4.49 3.25 
Dry Creek 2.10 0.67 
Dwyer Gulch 1.45 0.03 

No 
No 
No 
No 

No 
No 

No 
No 

No 
No 

No 
No 

No 
No 
No 

No 

No 
NO’ 
No 

No: 
No 

No 
No 
No 

No 
No 

No 
No 

No 

No 
No 

No 
No 

No 
No 

No 
Yes 
No 
No 
YeS 
Yes 
No 
No 
YeS 
No 
YeS 
No 
YeS 
Yes 
YeS 
YeS 
YeS 
No 
YC2.S 
Yi% 
No 
Yes 
Y6Z.S 
Yes 
YeS 
YtX 
YeS 
Yes 
No 
No 
YES 
No 
No 
Yes 
Y&X 
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Table I-3 

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS OF OTHER STREAMS IN THE PLANNING-AREA 

TOTAL OUTSTANDINGLY 
MILES ON REMARKABLE FREE- 

STREAM NAME MILES BLM FEATURES F-LOWING 

East Fork Creek 2.19 
Eaton Creek 1.65 
East Beaver Creek 0.65 

East Elk Creek 4.23 

East Fork Alpine Gulch 1.78 

East Fork Bent Creek 0.90 
East Fork Williams Creek 1.55 
East Fork Little Blue Creek 3.51 
East Fork Little Cimarron Creek 3.51 
East Fork Powderhorn Creek 11.50 

Fish Canyon Creek 1.81 

Fourth of July Creek 6.31 

Friends Creek 2.75 

Grizzly Gulch 2.10 

Henson Creek 11.85 

High Bridge Gulch 0.81 

Homestead Gulch 1.59 
Hot Springs Creek 5.38 

Independence Gulch 0.53 

Indian Creek 11.34 

Larson Creek 1.60 

Left Camp Creek 0.35 

Lick Creek 2.56 

Little Blue Creek 10.37 

Little Mill Creek 0.40 

Little Willow Creek 4.01 

Los Pinos Creek 8.51 

Middle Fork Alpine Gulch Creek 0.95 
Middle Fork Powderhorn Creek 5;24 

Middle Fork Blue Creek 7.98 
Mill Creek 3.13 

Mill Gulch 2.49 
Moore Pasture Creek 0.88 

North Fork Henson 1.73 

Oh Be Joyful Creek 1.00 
Owens Creek 0.35 

Owl Gulch 0.79 

1.09 No Yes 
0.06 No 
0.53 No 
1.31 NO 
1.78 No 
0.90 No 
1.55 No 
0.69 No 
1.34 No 

11.50 No 
1.81 No 
4.79 No 
1.77 No 
2.10 No 
19.41 No 
0.29 No 
0.94 No 
0.93 No 
0.12 No 
7.58 No 
0.71 No 
0.35 No 
0.27 No 
1.18 No 
0.39 No 
1.48 No 
0.75 No 
0.95 No 
5.24 No 
0.85 NO 
0.12 No 
2.49 NO 
0.03 No 
1.70 No 
0.73 . No 
0.25 NQ 
0.79 No 

Yes 
YeS 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
NO 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
YeS 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
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APPENDIXES 
Attachment 2 (Cont’dl 

Table I-3 

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS OF OTHER STREAMS IN THE PLANNING AREA 

TOTAIL o~STANl0mGlLY 

.STtiAM NAME 
lb%lllLES ON REMARKAE,IE FREE- 

MILES B?LM FEATURES IamwlNG 

Palmetto Gulch 
Park Creek 

Pauline Creek 
Phelps Cabin Creek 

Pine Creek 
Pole Creek 

Powderham Creek 
Prosser Creek 
Quartz Creek 
Razor Creek 
Red Creek 

Redcloud Gulch 
Red Mountain Gulch 

Right Creek 
Round Corral Creek 

South Beaver Creek 
Schaeffer Gulch 

South Fork Silver Creek 
Silver Creek 
Skunk Creek 
Slaughterhouse Gulch 

Smelter Gulch 
Snare Creek 
Snelson Creek 

Sparling Gulch 
Spring Creek 

Spring Gulch 
Spring Hill Creek 

Square Gulch 

Steuben Creek 
Stevens Creek 
Sugar Creek 
Sun Creek 
T. Gulch 
Timber Gulch 

Tom+ Creek 

1.66 

7.97 
2.42 

1.24 
15.13 
3.02 

5.85 
2.26 
8.21 
9.49 
4.51 

1.16 
1.89 

4.27 

2.41 
20.85 

1.31 
1.23 

2.15 
3.60 

1.6G 
0.53 
3.28 

0.79 
2.04 

1.41 
1.35 

0.99 

I.11 
4.14 
4.34 

5.54 
1.82 
0.32 
0.64 

61.41 

0.93 No Yes 

3.96 No YeS 

1.43 No Yes 

1.24 No YeS 

1.35 No Yes 
3.02 No YeS 

1.64 No Yes 

1.53 No No 

0.13 No .I NO 
0.70 No No 
1.78 NO Yes 

0.95 No Yes 

1.47 No Yes 

2.19 No Yes 

0.78 No Yes 

7.75 No No 
1.04 No Yt% 

1.23 No Yes 

2.15 No Yes 
3.13 No No 

1.26 No Yes 

0.53 No Yes 
3.28 No Yei 

0.02 No Yes 

1.35 No Yes 

0.54 No Yes 
0.46 No Yes 

0.99 No Yes 

1.11 NO Yes 

0.34 No Yes 
2.42 No No 

5.32 No Yes 
0.45 No Yes 

0.32 No Yes 
0.24 No Yes 

0.67 No No 
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Attachment 2 (Cont’d) 
APPENDIX I 

Table I-3 

ELIGIBILITY REGUIREMENTS OF OTHER STREAMS IN THE PLANNING AREA 

STREAM NAME 

Townsite Gulch 

Trout Creek 
U Creek 

Van Boxel Creek 
Vantassel Gulch 

Wade Gulch 
Wager Gulch 

West Antelope Creek 
Water Gulch 
West Fork Indian Creek 
West Fork Cebolla Creek 

West Fork Middle Blue Creek 
West Fork Dry Creek 

West Fork Powderhorn Creek 
Wildcat Creek 

Wildhorse Creek 
Williams Creek 
Willow Creek 
Wolf Creek 
Wood Gulch 
West Pass Creek 

TOTAL OUTSTANDINGLY 
MILES ON REMARKABLE FREE- 

MtLES BLhi FEATURES FLOWING 

I.06 0.52 NO Yes 

8.01 5.35 No Yes 
10.62 5.60 No Yes 

5.54 3.89 No Yes 

5.29 1.55 No Yes 

2.48 2.28 No y= 
1.19 1.05 No Yes 
5.56 3.60 No YeS 
1.07 0.36 NO Yes 

3.92 3.36 No Yes 

0.63 0.63 No Yes 

3.92 1.85 No Yes 

2.28 1.12 No Yes 

9.13 8.96 No Yes 

1.74 0.64 No Yes 

1.25 1.24 Nd Yes 
1.67 1.67 No Yeti 

36.56 13.17 No Yes 
5.32 4.79 No No 

-2.16 2.13 No Yes 

4.91 0.96 No Yes 
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APPENDIX J 
SPECIAL STATUS PLANT AND ANIMAL SPECIE’S AND HABITAT 

FEDERAL STATUS CATEGORIES FOR TAXA 3. Taxa that once were being considered for listing 
BEING CONSIDERED FOR ADDITION TO THE as threatened or endangered but are no longer under 
LIST OF ENDANGERED AND THREATENED such consideration. Such taxa are further divided into 
WILDLIFE three subcategories: 

The Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531. et seq.) requires 
determination of whether species of wildlife and 
plants are endangered or threatened based on the best 
available scientific and commercial data. For many 
years, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has been 
gathering data on taxa of animals (fishes, amphibians, 
reptiles, birds, mammals, sponges, crustaceans, 
arachnids, insects, snails and bivalve mollusks), 
native to the United States that have appeared at least 
at times, to merit consideration for addition to the 
List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife. These 
taxa are assigned to one of the three categories 
described below. Unless it is the subject of a current 
published proposed or final rule determining 
endangered or threatened status, none of these taxa 
receives substantive or procedural protection pursuant 
to the Act (those species that are the subject of a 
proposed or final rule are removed from this list at 
each periodic updating). 

3A. Taxa for which the Service has persuasive’ 
evidence of extinction. If rediscovered, such 
taxa might acquire high priority for listing. 

3B. Names that, on the basis of current 
taxonomic understanding, usually as 
represented in published revisions and 
monographs, do not represent taxa meeting 
the Act’s legal definition of “species”. 
Included also are vertebrate populations that 
do not meet this definition. Such supposed 
taxa could be reevaluated in the future on 
the basis of new information. 

1. Taxa for which the Service currently has 
substantial information on hand to support proposals 
to list them as endangered or threatened species. 
Also included in category 1 are taxa of known 
vulnerable status in the recent past that may already 
have become extinct. These plants retain a high 
priority for addition to the List, if extant populations 
are confirmed. 

3c. Taxa that have proven to be more abundant 
or widespread than previously thought. If 
further research indicates a significant 
numerical or distributional decline in any of 
these taxa, or if any of the taxa are under a 
substantial threat, they may be reevaluated 
for transfer to categories 1 or 2. 

BLM SENSITIVE SPECIES 

2. Taxa for which information, now in the 
possession of the Service, indicates that proposing to 
list as endangered or threatened is possibly 
inappropriate, but for which conclusive data on 
biological vulnerability and threat are not currently 
available to support proposed rules. Further 
biological research and field study usually will be 
necessary to ascertain the status of taxa in category 2, 
and it is likely that some category 2 candidates will _. 

Sensitive species are those designated by a State 
Director, usually in cooperation with the State agency 
responsible for managing the species, as sensitive. 
They are those species that are: (1) under status 
review by the USF&WS; or (2) whose numbers are 
declining so rapidly that Federal listing may become 
necessary; or (3) with typically small and widely 
dispersed populations; or (4) those inhabiting 
ecological refugia or other specialized or unique 
habitats. If sensitive species are designated by a 
State Director, the protection provided by the policy 
for USF&WS candidate species shall be used as the 
minimum level of protection. 

not warrant listing. 
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APPENDIXES 

STATE OF COLORADO PLANT SPECIES OF List 3 - Plant species which appear to be rare but 
SPECIAL CONCERN for which conclusive information is lacking; 

The “State Concern” status in Table 2-13 refers 
to a list of plant species maintained by the Colorado 
Natural. Areas Program, Division of Parks and 
Outdoor Recreation. The .species on this list are 
divided into four categories and are defined as 
follows: 

. List 1 - Federal threatened. or endangered plant 
species and species that are rare throughout their 
range, including a number of species which only 
occur in Colorado; plant species presumed-extinct; 

List 2 - Plant species presumed extirpated from 
Colorado; plant species which are rare in Colorado 
but relatively common elsewhere within their range; 

P 

List 4 - Plants of limited distribution or special 
interest which appear secure at this time. 

State laws protecting these species apply to all 
BLM programs and actions to the extent that they are 
consistent with FLPMA and other Federal laws. In 
states where state government has designated species 
in categories that imply local rarity, endangerment, 
extirpation, or extinction, the State Director develops 
policies that will assist the state in achieving 
management objectives for those species on the 
various lists above. 
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APPENDIX K 

OIL AND GAS STIPULATIONS 

The following stipulations would be added, as prescribed in the various Management Unit prescriptions in this 
Proposed Resource Management Plan, to future oil and gas leases on both Federal surface and split-estate lands. 
The actual wording of these stipulations may be adjusted at the time of leasing to reflect future legislation, court 
decisions, or policy changes; however, the protection standards in these stipulations would be maintained. Any 
change to the protection content of the stipulation would require an amendment to the RMPIEIS. Table K-l is a 
summary of the stipulations. 



TABLE K-l 

APPENDIX K 

SUMMARY OF FEDERAL OIL AND GAS STIPULATIONS 
BY TYPE, MANAGEMENT UNIT, AND ACRES EFFECTED 

IN THE PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

l- 1 
NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY CONTROLLED SURFACE USE’ TIMNG 

LIMITATIONS 
MGT. 
UNIT 

TOTALS 
BY 

UNIT 

675 

2,592 

1,590 

5,962 

1,442 

280 

4,540 

552 

15,407 

1,134 

1,281 

2,604 

2,626. 

692 

9,817 

51,194 

dpine 
‘riangle 
lpeeial 
hxreation 
dgt. Area 

rochetopa 
:anyon Special 
&x&ion Mgt. 
rrea 

‘orest 
ervice 
hdmin. 
ites 

@horn age 
:heep irouse 
habitat ,eks 

Lreas of Critical 
lnvironmental 
:oncern 

-1616-30 Elk- 
Zalving Areas 

Lreas of Critical Environmental 
Ioncern 

liparian Wetlanc 
regetation 

1 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 
8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

I5 

16 

675 

2,592 

,590 - American Basin - 
Scenery 

,442 - Slumgullion Earthflow - 
Mudslide 

154 126 

552 Dillon Pinnacles - 
Scenery 

15,407 

235 

1,722 

1,134 

882 

882 

126 

247 

9.465 

445 

252 100 

,962 - Redcloud 
Peak - 
Special 
Status Sp. 

,,540 - S. Beaver 
Creek - 
Special 
status sp. 

164 

2,500 

TOTALS 11,823 1,120 2,592 3,584 15,407 3,402 100 10,502 2.664 

Notes: ’ Total Acres Tiiing Limitations = 11,823 
z Total Acres No-Surface Occupancy = 26,205 
3 Total Acres Controlled Surface Use = 13,166 



OIL AND GAS STIPULATIONS FOR THE PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY STIPULATIONS 

Alpine Loop National Back Country Byway, in 
Management Unit ‘1; G-l 

For the purpose of: protecting scenic and other 
natural resources and existing related recreation 
opportunities in the American Basin Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC); Gunnison Resource 
Management Plan (Page ). 

No surface occupancy or use is allowed on the lands 
described below: 

For the purpose of: ‘Protecting the Primitive, Semi- 
Primitive Non-Motorized, Semi-Primitive Motorized 
and Roaded Natural recreation .and scenic values 
along the Alpine Loop National Back Country 
Byway, within the Alpine Triangle Special Recreation 
Management Area (SRMA); Gunnison Resource 
Management Plan (Page ). 

Any changes to this stipulation will be made in 
accordance with the land use plan and/or the 
regulatory provisions for such changes (For guidance 
on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 
and 3101, and Forest Service Manuals 1950 and 
2820). 

Slumgullion Earthflow National Natural 
Landmark Proposed ACEC, Management Unit 6; 
G-4 

Any changes to this stipulation will be made in 
accordance with the land use plan and/or the 
regulatory provisions for such changes (For guidance 
on the use of this stipulation,.see BLM Manuals 1624 
and 3101, and Forest Service Manuals 1950 and 
2820). 

No surface occupancy or use is allowed on the lands 
described below: 

Cochetopa Canyon SRMA, Management Unit 3; 
G-2 

For the purpose of: protecting the geological mass- 
wasting phenomenon in the Slumgullion Earthflow 
National Natural Landmark Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC); Gunnison Resource 
Management Plan (Page ). 

No surface occupancy or use is allowed on the lands 
described below: 

For the purpose of: Protecting the Roaded Natural 
recreation and scenic values within the Cochetopa 
Canyon Special Recreation Management Area 
(SRMA); Gunnison Resource Management Plan 
(Page 1. 

Any changes to this stipulation will be made in 
accordance with the land use plan and/or the 
regulatory provisions for such changes (For guidance 
on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 
and 3101, and Forest Service Manuals 1950 and 
2820). 

Dillon Pinnacles Proposed ACEC, Management 
Unit 9; G-5 

Any changes to this stipulation will be made in 
accordance with the .land use plan and/or the 
regulatory provisions for such changes (For guidance 
on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 
and 3101, and Forest Service Manuals 1950 and 
2820). 

No surface occupancy or use is allowed on the lands 
described below: 

American Basin Proposed ACEC, Management 
Unit 4; G-3 

No surface occupancy or use is allowed on the lands 
described below: 

For the purpose of: protecting scenic and other 
natural resources and existing related recreation 
opportunities in the Dillon Pinnacles Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC); Gunnison Resource 
Management Plan (Page ). 

Any changes to this stipulation will be made in 
accordance with the land use plan and/or the 
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APPENDIX K 

regulatory provisions for such.changes (For guidance 
on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 
and 3101, and Forest Service Manuals 1950 and 
2820). 

Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep Habitat, 
Management Unit 10; G-6 

No surface occupancy or use is allowed on the lands 
described below: 

For the purpose of: protecting bighorn sheep and 
their habitat selected because of topography, slope, 
aspect, and escape cover from disturbances that 
would alter the productivity or suitability of these 
areas as important bighorn sheep range; Gunnison 
Resource Management Plan (Page ). 

An exception to this stipulation may be approved if it 
can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the 
Authorized Officer that the bighorn sheep range is (1) 
not being utilized and is expected to remain in such 
condition because of a temporary change in climate 
and/or habitat, and (2) operations can be conducted 
in such a manner as to avoid altering vegetation, 
topography, slope, aspect, and escape cover on these 
lands. 

Any changes to this stipulation will be made in 
accordance. with the land use plan and/or the 
regulatory provisions for such changes (For guidance 
on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 
and 3101, and Forest Service Manuals 1950 and 
2820). 

Sage Grouse LekKourtship sites; CO-2 

No surface occupancy or use is allowed within a one- 
quarter mile radius of sage grouse lek,sites/courtship 
sites. Known lek sites are described or identified 
below: 

For the purpose of protecting grouse courtship sites 
from disturbances that would force strutting sage 
grouse onto less desirable sites, or disturbances that 
would interfere with mating processes, or 
disturbances that could result in lek site destruction. 

K-3 

An exception may be granted by the Authorizing 
Officer, dependant upon the active status of the leks 
or the geographical relationship of topographical 
barriers and vegetation screening to the site. 

Any changes to this stipulation will be made in 
accordance with the land use plan and/or the 
regulatory provisions for such changes (For guidance 
on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 
and 3101, and Forest Service Manuals 1950 and 
2820). 

TIMING LIMITATION STIPULATIONS 

Elk-Calving Areas; CO-10 

No surface use is allowed during the following time 
period(s). This stipulation does not apply to 
operation and maintenance of production facilities. 

April 16 through June 30 

Gn the lands described below: 

For the purpose of protecting elk-calving areas from 
activities which’would force elk into less suitable 
areas during the calving season; Gunnison Resource 
Management Plan (Pages ). 

An exception to this stipulation, in the form of an 
alteration or removal, may be approved by the 
Authorizing Officer when it has been determined 
through a site specific analysis that specific actions 
would not interfere with critical habitat function or 
compromise animal condition. within the project 
vicinity. 

Any changes to this stipulation will be made in 
accordance with the land use plan and/or the 
regulatory provisions for such changes (For guidance 
on the use of this stipulation; see BLM Manuals 1624 
and 3101, and Forest Service Manuals 1950 and 
2820). 



APPENDIXES 

CONTROLLED SURFACE USE STIPULATION 

RiparianIWetland vegetation in Sage Grouse 
Brood Rearing Habitat; CO-28 

Activities associated with oil and gas exploration and 
development including roads, transmission lines, 
storage facilities, are restricted to an area beyond the 
riparian/wetland vegetation zone on the lands 
described below: 

For the protection of perennial water impoundments 
and streams, andlor riparian/wetland vegetation zone, 
important sage grouse brood-rearing habitat, and fish 
use, water quality, and other related resource values; 
Gunnison Resource Management Plan (Page ). 

Exceptions: This stipulation may be excepted subject 
to an on-site impact analysis with consideration given 
to degree of slope, soils, importance to the amount 
and type of wildlife and fish use, water quality, and 
other related resource values. 

This stipulation will not be applied when the 
Authorized Officer determines that relocation up to 
200 meters can be applied to protect the riparian 
system during location of the well site. 

Any changes to this stipulation will be made in 
accordance with the land use plan and/or the 
regulatory provisions for such changes (For guidance 
on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 
.and 3101, and Forest Service Manuals 1950 and 
2820). 

RiparianlWetland vegetation along a Portion of 
Cebolla Creek; CO-28 

Activities associated with oil and gas exploration and 
development including roads, transmission lines, 
storage facilities, are restricted to an area beyond the 
riparianlwetland vegetation zone along a portion of 
Cebolla Creek on the lands described below: 

To protect perennial water impoundments and 
streams, and/or riparian/wetland vegetation and fish 
use, water quality, and other related resource values; 
&mnison Resource Management Plan (Page ). 

Exceptions: This stipulation may be excepted subject 
to an on-site impact analysis with consideration given 
to degree of slope, soils, importance to the amount 
and type of wildlife and fish use, water quality, and 
other related resource values. 

This stipulation will not be applied when the 
Authorized Officer determines that relocation up to 
200 meters can be applied to protect the riparian 
system during location of the well site. 

Any changes to this stipulation will be made in 
accordance with the land use plan and/or the 
regulatory provisions for such changes (For guidance 
on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 
and 3101, and Forest Service Manuals 1950 and 
2820). 

Redcloud Peak Proposed ACEC, Management 
Unit 5; G-7 

Surface occupancy or use is subject to the following 
special constraints: 

1. An inventory for populations of USF&WS listed 
threatened, endangered, candidate, and BLM 
sensitive species, especially the endangered 
Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly, and known or 
potential vegetative habitat of the species, would be 
conducted prior to approval of operations. The 
inventory would be used to prepare mitigative 
measures, consistent with lease rights granted, to 
reduce the impacts of surface disturbance to these 
special status species. 

2. Relocation of proposed operations more than the 
200 meters permitted in standard lease terms, in 
order to protect high value scenic resources. 
Mitigative measures would be prepared, consistent 
with lease rights granted, to reduce the impacts of 
surface disturbance to scenic resources. 

Mitigation measures for the above two constraints 
may include, but are not limited to, relocation of 
roads, pads, pipelines, and other facilities, and 
fencing operations or habitat. 

On the lauds described below: 

For the purpose of protecting USF&WS listed and 
candidate species and BLM sensitive special status. 
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species and their known or potential habitat, 
especially known or -potential habitat of the 
endangered Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly, and 
high value scenic resources within the Redcloud 
Peak Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACEC) or on the lands described above; Gunnison 
Resource Management Plan (Page ). 

Any changes to this stipulation will be made in 
accordance with the land use plan and/or the 
regulatory provisions for such changes (For guidance 
on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 
and 3101, and Forest Service Manuals 1950 and 
2820). 

South Beaver Creek Proposed ACEC, 
Management Unit 8; G-8 

Surface occupancy or use is subject to the following 
special constraints: 

1. An inventory for populations of USF&WS listed 
threatened, endangered, candidate, and BLM sensitive 
species, especially for skiff milkvetch, including 
known or potential habitat of the species, would be 
conducted prior to approval of operations. The 
inventory would be used to prepare mitigative 
measures, consistent with lease rights granted, to 
reduce the impacts of surface disturbance to these 
special status plant species. 

2. Relocation of proposed operations more than the 
200 meters permitted ,m standard lease terms, in 
order to protect special status plant species. 
Mitigative measures would be prepared, consistent 
with lease rights granted, to reduce the impacts of 
surface disturbance to special status plant species. 

Mitigation measures for the above constraints may 
include, but are not limited to, relocation of roads, 
pads, pipelines, and other facilities, and fencing 
operations or habitat. 

On the lands described below: 

For the purpose of protecting USF&WS listed and 
candidate species and BLM sensitive special status 
species and their known or potential habitat, 
especially known or potential habitat of skiff 
milkvetch, within the South Beaver Creek Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC); Gunnison 
Resource Management Plan (Page ). 

An exception or alteration to the area covered by this 
stipulation may be approved if it can be demonstrated 
to the satisfaction of the Authorizing Officer that, 
after an impact analysis is conducted that considers 
such factors as the type and amount of surface 
disturbance proposed, plant frequency and density, 
and the relocation of disturbances, operations can be 
conducted without causing unacceptable impacts on 
USF&WS listed threatened, endangered, candidate, 
or BLM sensitive listed special status plant species or 
their occupied or potential habitat. 

Any changes to this stipulation will be made in 
accordance with the land use plan and/or the 
regulatory provisions for such changes (For guidance 
on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 
and 3101, and Forest Service Manuals 1950 and 
2820). 
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Resource Area Boundary - 
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Planning Area Boundary 
Major Highways 
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APPENDIX L - FIRE SUPRESSION 
Resource Area Boundary - 
Planning Area Boundary I 
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Map L-l 
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APPENDIX M 
ACCESS 
M

ote
Table M-l 

AREAS TARGETED FOR ACCESS IN THE 
PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

TYPE OF ACCESS 
DESIRED’ 

BENEFITTING PROGRAMS 
ANAGEMENT 

UNIT 
TARGETED AREA PUB ADMIN Livestock Forestry Recre- 

Grazing ation 
Management 

I DEVIL’S CREEK X X 

1 YAEGER GULCH, SKUNK & TROUT x X. 
CREEKS 

I ALPINE GULCH DRAINAGE (HIKING and X X X 
HORSE ONLY) 

10 ALONG ROCK CREEK X X 

12 BEAD CREEK X X X 

13 HUNTSMAN MESA (FROM COLORADO X X 
HIGHWAY 149) 

13 VULCAN/BIG MUD POND X X 

13 

13 

PUBLIC LANDS EAST OF DEER BEAVER X x 
CREEK 

SANDY MESA (ON BLUE MESA) X X X 

X 

X 

13 POISON DRAW (ON BLUE MESA) X X X 

13 WILLOW CREEK (IN BLUE MESA AREA) X X X X 

s: I F’ub. = Public Access; Admin. = Administrative Access 
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SOILS AND WATER RESOURCES 

The table below lists target basal vegetation cover densities, expressed in percentages, for upland ecological sites 
in the Planning Area. These target basal vegetation cover densities apply to soils with a moderate to severe erosion 
potential. Additional forage could be allocated to livestock or wildlife management on these sites once these 
vegetative cover densities are achieved. The density of vegetation to be achieved will vary, depending upon the 
ecological site that exists where the activity is proposed. Determining when the target densities are reached would 
be accomplished by a monitoring schedule established during the planning stage for proposed activities. 
Table N-l 

TARGET 96 BASAL COVER DENSITIES TO BE ACHIEVED FOR WATERSHED NEEDS 
AND PROTECTION ON SOILS WITH A MODERATE TO SEVERE EROSION POTENTIAL 

ECOLOGICAL SITES ON 5% BASAL COVER OF 
UPLANDS VEGETATION 

Alpine Slopes 30 
Deep Clay Loam 25 
Dry Mountain Loam 10 

Mountain Meadow 30 
Mountain Loam 17 
Mountain Outwash 10 
Mountain Swale 25 
Subalpine Loam 30 
Shallow Subalpine Loam 16 
Source: Appendix F, Montrose District Soil Erosion Monitoring Guidelines 
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APPENDIX 0 

CLIMATE AND AIR QUALITY 

Table O-l 

TEMPERATURE DATA 

STATION 

Cimarron 
Cochetopa 
Crested Butte 
Gun&on 

Lake City 
Ouray 
Pitkin 
Silverton 
Taylor Park 

ELEVATION EX- 
(ft., Mean Sea TREME 
Level) MINI- 

MUM 
6,896 -43 
8,000 -39 
8,860 -43 
7,664 -41 
8,670 -33 
7,840 -22 
9,200 -31 
9,272 -37 
9,206 -60 

TEMPERATURE (degrees F) 

EX- 
MEN AN- MEAN TREME 
MINI- NUAL MAXI- MAXI- 
MUM MEAN MUM MUM 

22 41 61 98 
19 37 55 92 
20 36 52 90 
19 37 56 96 
21 38 55 91 
32 45 58 92 
17 33 50 83 
19 36 53 85 
16 33 49 85 

Table O-2 

PRECIPITATION AND FROST-FREE PERIODS 

PRECIPITATION (inches) 

MON- MON- 
AN- THLY THLY MEAN 
NUAL MAXI- MINI- SNOW- 

STATION MEAN MUM MUM FALL 
Cimarron 14.0 1.7 0.8 67 
Cochetopa 10.8 1.9 0.6 49 
Crested Butte 25.5 3.3 1.3 221 
Gunnison 11.6 1.9 0.6 63 
Lake City 14.1 2.1 0.8 90 
Ouray 21.1 2.5 1.0 134 
Pitkin 18.0 2.2 1.1 136 
Silverton 22.4 3.0 1.2 140 
Taylor Park 16.5 2.1 1.0 151 

*U.S. Department of Commerce (1985) 

Source: PEDCO Environmental, Inc. (1981) 

FROST-FREE PERIOD 

MEAN MEAN 
BEGIN END 

DAYS DATE DATE 

46* 6/28* 8/13* 
49 6121 8109 
29 6124 7123 
45 6123 8107 
72* 6/28* g/08* 

129 5126 lOl2 
2 6129 * .7/01* 

10 6128 7108 
67 6118 8124 
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Table O-3 

SELECTED ATMOSPHERIC DISPERSION DATA AT ALAMOSA, COLORADO 

SEASON 

STABILITY FREQUENCY APPROXIMATE MIXING 
(percent) DEPTH (m) 

UNSTABLE NEUTRAL STABLE MORNING AFTERNOON 

Annual 29 34 31 350 2,300 

Winter 21 27 52 300 1,300 

Spring 26 47 27 450 2,900 

Summer 39 31 30 350 3,200 

Fall 29 33 38 250 2,000 

Sources: PEDCO Environmental, Inc. (1981) 
(Note: Mixing depths are statewide averages). 

Table O-4 

SELECTED PARTICULATE CONCENTRATION DATA 
(micrograms per cubic meter) 

STATION TOTAL SUSPENDED PART. PM-10 

NAME/TYPE Year No. Obs. 

Ann. 
Geo. 

Mean 

2nd 
24hr. 
Max. 

2nd 
Ann. Arit. 24-hr. 

No. Obs. Mean Max. 

Crested Butte/ 1987 -- -- __ 113 35 84 
Suburban 1986 21 (52) (99) 195 44 116 

1985 58 78 276 -- (9 025) 
1984 81 71 191 -- -- -- 

1983 80 57 341 -_ -_ mm 

1982 23 (56) (142) -- -- -- 

Source: Colorado Department of HeBIth, n.d. 
(Note parentheses indicate insufficient data). 
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WINTER SPRING SUMMER \ FALL ANNUAL 

LOCATION/YEAR No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean 
Obs Obs Obs Obs Obs 

Alamosa: 

1987 

1986 

1985 

1984 

1983 

1982 

Engineer 
Mountain: 

1987 

1986 

Molas Pass: 

1987 
1986 

13 5.80 13 5.86 13 5.16 13 5.26 52 5.42 
13 5.00 13 5.86 13 5.32 13 5.03 52 5.28 
13 5.91 I.3 5.45 13 5.21 13 5.33 52 5.29 
13 6.02 13 6.73 14 5.36 13 5.48 53 5.51 
13 5.81 13 5.93 13 5.50 13 5.51 52 5.58 
13 5.31 13 6.13 13 5.68 13 5.47 52 5.59 

-- 

-- 

__ 

__ -- -_ 13 4.80 13 
_- -- -- -- -- 13 

-- -_ -- 13 4.80 13 
-- __ -_ 5 4.76 13 

4.95 26 4.89 
4.89 13 4.89 

4.96 26 4.91 
4.97 18 4.89 

Source: NADP/NTN, 1988. 
Note: Precipitation weighted averages. The natural pH of precipitation is approximately 5.6. 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

STATEMENT, 
AND BUREAU RESPONSES 

AVAILABILITY AND REVIEW PERIOD 

Public participation during the early parts of the Rh4P 
process described in the Gunnison Draft Resource 
Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement (DRMP). Public participation since 
publication of that document is described in this 
section. 

Availability of the DRMP for review and comment 
was announced in the Federal Register on February 
28, 1991, and in a news release issued at the same 
time. The DRMP was sent to those on our mail list 
in March, 1991, for a 90&y review period. The 
cover letter in the document announced dates and 
locations of public hearings that were held in April of 
1991. Additional material was sent to several 
individuals and organiultions upon request, including 
several documents and maps that were sent to the 
Gunnison County Stockgrower’s Association in July 
of 1991. 

The BLM received a total of 88 letters or cards about 
the DRMP. A total of seven speakers gave recorded 
oral comments at the two public hearings held in 
Gunnison and Lake City. The letters and applicable 
pages of the hearing transcripts are reproduced below 
in reduced form, along with BLM’s responses to 
comments in the letters and those made at the 
hearings. 

At each hearing, an informal question and answer 
period was followed by a presentation by the Area 
Manager and formal testimony or comment.. 

The Montrose District Multiple Use Advisory Board 
and Grazing Advisory Board has been kept apprised 
of the RMP progress and their comments and 
recommendations have been solicited. 

A meeting with representatives of the Gun&on 
County Stockgrowers was held on July 10, 1991, to 
explain several recommendations in the DRMP, and 
to hear of their concerns. As a result, clarification of 
many recommendations in the Standard Management 
section for Livestock Grazing Management have been 
included in the same section of the PRMP. 

Coordination with other agencies and assurance that 
the RMP is consistent with other plans was 
accomplished through communication and cooperative 
efforts between the BLM and involved federal, state, 
and local agencies and organizations. 

The Colorado Governor’s clearinghouse was supplied 
with numerous copies of the DRMP for review to 
ensure consistency with the state’s ongoing plans. 
The team reviewed land use plans for counties in the 
Planning Area to ensure consistency. Bureau of Land 
Management personnel have met with county 
planners and commissioners to promote greater 
understanding of goals, objectives, and resources of 
both the counties and the BLM. 

WRITTEN COMMENTS AND 
RESPONSES 

Table P-l below displays written commentor’s names 
and the numbers we assigned to each individual letter 
or card. 

Following Table P-l, each card or letter received 
during the comment period on the DRMP is 
published in a reduced form, with the BLM responses 
printed immediately to the right of the letter.or card. 
The letters and cards are reprinted in the order in 
which they were received. Each page of each letter 
or card contains its identifying number in the top- 
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right comer. Each individual comment BLM 
responded to is highlighted on letters or cards by a 

printed pages. Once a response to a comment is 
printed, succeeding, similar comments are referred to 

bold, vertical bar, and a number. The response is 
identified by this same number beside the letter. The 
response may be printed on a succeeding page, 
however, in order to economize on the number of 

that response in order to avoid reprinting a response. 
However, any additional information needed to 
thoroughly respond to a comment is included. 
Table P-l 
KEY TO WRITTEN COMMENTS AND NUMBERS ASSIGNED TO INDIVIDUAL 

LETTERS 

NAME OF ORGANIZATION NUMBER ASSIGNED TO NUMBER OF INDIViDUAL 
OR INDIVIDUAL LETTIER, CARD, ETC. COMMENTS 

U.S. Department of the Air Force 
Colorado 0ff:Highway Vehicle Coalition 

.Tom- Wilbanks 
Bureau of Mines 
Gary Stallons 

Kent L. Rickenbaugh 
Larry Watkins 
William M. Folger 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Earth Sciences, Inc. 
Tony Merten 
Kurt Aronow 

Clyde W. Doran 
Bill Maxon 

Dennis B. Hall ‘P 
Andrew McConkey 
Wendell L. Zachary 

Thomas Keables 
Virginia Lipson 

Edna Mason 
Jeffrey Keidel 
Mike Stabler 

Kelly Curtis 
Colorado Chapter, Wildlife Society 
Jon Sirkis 

Michelle Dolemb 
Robert L. Tolfree and Claudia Hogue 
Federal Highway Administration 
David Christenson 
John K. Maurus 

1 0 

2 2 
3 1 
4 2 

5 1 
6 2 

7 1 
8 3 

9 10 
10 2 
11 6 
12 4 

13 0 
14 2 

15 4 
16 . 4 
17 1 
18 6 

19 5 

20 1 
21 2 
22 1 

23 5 
24 6 

25 ‘2 
26 3 
27 5 
28 0 
29 8 

30 4 
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Table P-l (Cont’d) 
KEY TO WRITTEN COMMENTS AND NUMBERS ASSIGNED TO INDIVIDUAL 

LETTERS 

NAME OF ORGANIZATION 
OR INDIVIDUAL 

Thomas P. Quinn and Carol M. Quinn 

Thomas L. Holderfield 
Kirt Darner 
J.P. Wingate 
Ralph E. Clark III 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

NUMBER ASSIGNED TO NUMBER OF INDIVIDUAL 
LETTER, CARD, ETC. COMMENTS 

31 5 

32 5 
33 1 

34 1 
35 30 

36 10 
Jim Yonan 37 4 
Kenneth P. Ochs 38 47 
Erich Hill 39 .l 
Kristan Pritz 40 1 
L. Richard Bratton 41 1 
John M. Ritchey 42 2 
Tek Resources, Inc. 43 0 
Mark Pearson 44 3 
John Czarkecki 45 5 

James A. Bailey 46 12 
Colorado Division of Wildlife 47 12 

Robert Hyde 48 4 
Wilderness Study Group, Univ. of Colorado 49 4 
Gun&on County Stock Growers Association SO 41 
Yosi Lutwak 51 18 
Hugh Jameson _’ 52 5 
Jamey Crawford 53 1 
Colorado Division of Wildlife 54 17 
Barbara Bemhardt 

The Wilderness Society 
Patricia Wislow 

National Park Service 
E.D. Howard & Sons 

Soil Conservation Service, Gunnison 
Rocky Mountain Oil & Gas Association 

Beth Juliuskodje 
High Country Citizens’ Alliance 
Jan Holt 

SINAPU 
Shavano Soil Conservation District and 
Montrose Soil Conservation Service 
Colorado Environmental Coalition 

55 5 

56 3 

57 4 

58 17 
59 8 

60 9 
61 6 
62 3 

63 27 
64 3 

65 11 

66 7 
.67 20 

Montrose Motorcycle Trail Riding Association 68 1 
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Table P-l (Co&d) 
KEY TO WRITTEN COMMENTS AND NUMBERS ASSIGNED TO INDIVIDUAL 

LETTERS 

NAME OF ORGANIZATION NUMBER ASSIGNED TO NUMBER OF INDIWDUAIL 
OR INDIVIDUAL LETTER, CARD, ETC. coMMENT§ 

Taylor Park Cattle Pool Association 69 6 
Iola Powderhorn Stockgrowers Association 70 8 
Mike Howard 71 5 
American Rivers 72 10 
Gunnison County Electric Association, Inc. 73 1 
Blue Mesa 4-Wheelers 74 1 
Dick Wilson 75 1 
Nicolas Brothers 76 7 
Laurence N.Currier and Mrs. L. M. Currier 77 4 
.Kemreth P. Ochs 78 3 
Dana Ivers 79 4 
Mike Cockrell 80 5 
Gunnison County Commissioners 81 22 
Dray, Madison, & Thomson 82 17 
Colorado Cattleman’s Association 83 0 
Dray, Madison & Thomson 84 3 
Colorado Natural Areas Program 85 4 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 86 5 
Town of Crested Butte 87 7 
Colorado Division of Water Resources 88 2 
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I,. Robert WOOre 
state Director 
Colorado State Office 
2850 Youngfield Street 
Lakewood. Colored0 80215 

Dear nr. more 

Tbnk you for provfdlng us the opportunity to rerlew the draft Rescwce 
Management Plan and Envirowntal Inpact Statement for the Gunnlson Resource 
kee. Coloredo. 

Our rev101 indicates that no Air Force ailltary training routes presently 
exist rlthln the study eree mentfoned above. Therefore, no potentla, 
conflicts ere known to exfst betwen the mlsslons of our respectfvc 
agencies. However. routes do exist to the east of the study rrea. Trainleg 
routes end ,,rspece requirements Of the military do occasianally change. In 
the event e conflict should e"er arise. we are available to assist you In 
establfshlng llalson betree" your agency and the epproprfete Hr Force 
organlratlon. l-nls Is one of the primary roles of our organlzatlon. 

Ye appreciate the opportunity to Coene"t on these documents and trust the 
, above informatfon IS useful In yovr planning process. Ye also look forward 

to contfnued conaunlcation rlth your office. If addltlonal Information Is 
needed, please contact Mr. Rarmnd Bruntmyer, telephone 1214) 655-3341. 

Atch 
training Route nap 

Cy to: HC, USAFAEEVN 
140 TFWCQT 
BLN nontrose District 

Manager 

Response to Letter 1 

Thank you for Your letter. 

Responses to letter 2 

1. Thank you for Your comments on alternative formulation in the 
plan. Your comments were given consideration in the development 
of the PRMP. 

2. The designation of an ACEC is designed to provide management 
emphasis and attention for areas where special resources could be 

severely or irreparably damaged if not properly managed. In the 
PRMP restrictions are imposed only if it is anticipated that those 
resources could be damaged by a use or an activity. OHV use 

would not be eliminated but rather regulated in some ACECs to 
assure that damage to special resources does not occur. 
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Responses to letter 3 

1. The PRMP has been changed to allow sheep grazing on the 

American Basin ACEC (Management Unit 4). However, use would 
be restricted during the time of peak recreation visitation. 

4 Responses to letter 4 WI : 
United States Department of the Interior -#!%!!= 

Ll”REA” 01 MlSLs - 1. Other than the 54,047 acres that would be withdrawn from 
INTLIUO”wlI*IN ,lElll cwl.R*110ss CE>TER 

-0 YIX Iyu T’. mineral entry and location in the PRMP, the only other type of 
S”IL”IYC 2s. Dw4”L.S ILDLRIL CLNTLS 

“LNVEII. COUIRAM en,, restriction on locatable minerals would be that plans of operation 

would be required for operations on 42,339 acres of public land 
recommended for ACEC designation (Management Units 4 through 
9). This restriction is not an exclusion, but rather presents an 

opportunity for BLM to work with operators regarding stipulations 
and mitigation during the preparation of these operating plans. See 
Table l-l, Chapter Two, in the PRMP, for areas that would be 
withdrawn from mineral entry and location in the various 

alternatives. 

1 I 

2 

I 

I” response to your req”est *or Bureau or Ml”** com!aent on the 
s”b)cct doc”ment. persamel OI the Intermo”ntsin P‘eld Operations 
center reviewed the draft Wanagemnt Plan and Environmental Impact 
statenent (HS,. with plans such ss this, the B”r*sY ot “‘“es is 
co”cer”ed primarily vith pssibls impacts on s‘nersl res0”rCEs or 
production fscilltiee. 

2. Please see the response to comment 1 of letter 4. The vast 

majority of land in the planning area would be managed for a 

variety of multiple uses. Mineral resources on 54,047 acres of 
lands withdrawn from mineral entry and location would be 
unavailable for development and are considered irretrievable. 
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EKP,M. 

Responses to letter 5 

1. Thank-you for your letter expre&ing concern over the Wild and 

Scenic River issue. Your comments were considered in the 

preparation of the PRMP.’ 
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6 
Responees to letter 6 

KM- RANCH El FUYU FARMS 0 
IL11~CS ,As”IVU’III,LY 

April 16. 1991 

Mr. gsrry Toll*f*on 
Bureau of Land M*“agcme”c 
2~6 ~orrh Colorado 
Gunnison, Colorado 81230 

Rg: Aleer”*ri”c c Ccrecgory I 
~fspossl Yrccts 6 6 46 
Pages D3 l nd D5 

on 40 acres of rrcct 46. 

1) 

21 

3) 

4) 
5) 

61 

The referenced crcs hss been an Integrsl pert 
of our rmch operation for a long period of 
~1r.c. The head get= for the Vader-Rsusir ditch 
i, *ir”*t=d et the western boundsry of the 
crsct. Yhc d,tch ,=N=s our rench end several 
others dam streem. “atcr ri ht. from thi* 
ditch precede the existence o B the BU,. 

Our lease with the “sders does noz cake sny 
refercnoc LO thi* “Taylor Perk” raring 
permit .nd ye therefore. =**“me f ~11 
respo”*ibility es veil es control of its us=. 
Our long range goals for the ranch *r= to 
achieve s balance between grszing snd wildlife 
habitat. 
The above permit covers both referenced tr*ct*. 
WC feel that the riparien zone of trsct 46 
is e1oecr CO 20 acres then 40 CC*=*. 
The lnrcrmirrcnr flow in Sewell Gulch is in 
a nsrrow channel. The pcst”re portion of 
the sree is prirrmrily irrigated by vest= 
vater from rhe yield property north of 
Highwe, 50. UC do not control this “et==. 

I geeping the ebove in mind. we respectfully request th*c the 

1 B,,, review the preferred *lternati”e in light of the following 
grsring plan for the trsct worked out with Art: 

Psge 2 
April 1&l. 1991 
Mr. Tollefson 

6 

1, There “‘11 be no gr**ing north of TOSUM Creek 
in the rIparian are* until September 1. 1991. 

2) The area may be grazed l fter September 1. 1991 
In complisnce with the terms of the’permit 
including “mo”e off” with en ob,ecti”e of 
mcintaining a 4” stubble height. 

3) Salt blocks have been moved into the segc 
brush on the hill side*. 

41 The SUECCSS of this grazing plan would be 
reviewed in the Spring of 1992 in relation 
to mutual objectives of the B”, end our ranch 
operations. 

I 
I would be remi** in not pointing o”t the fscr that PiIS 

lists both of the ebove tr=ct* es Disposal Property. A* you 
know. “c *tend ready to purchsse the trects for cesh - rhe most 

2 Practice1 *ol”tion to MA me”*gemcnt expenses associsred with 
them. 

input 
Would you be kind enough Lo acknowledge receipt of rhfr 

and advise me es to when we csn expect your decision. 
Thank you for your consideration of 

2. 

Thank you for your willingness to meet with us to discuss the 

relationship of this plan to your operation. The general 
management prescription for your Allotment W6307), can be found 
in the grazing management section for Units 11 and 15 in the 
PRMP. 

Tract No. 6 referred to in the comment would be available for 

consideration for disposal upon approval of the RMP and when the 
land sale/disposal activity plan is prepared. The tract No. 46 

referred to, through which Tomichi Creek runs, would not be 
available for disposal. 

cc: nr. Art “aye. 
Mr. gob Wright 
“r. Harry Yeder 
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Response to letter 7 

7 1. -Thank you for your letter. Your comments were taken into 

consideration in the formulation of the PRMP. 

ThO *o11oving comments aro based on th* perSpact‘vs o* occupying 
a sunmr residence in the area *or the pase sevcntecn years. I 
am extremely *sm11iar With the upper Lake Pork o* the Cunnlson 
River from Sloan Lake to the SherIm" townsite but also familiar 
with a11 o* H‘nsdale, SOUthem G"nn‘son, and eastern sari aan and 
""ray countice. I have no economis se,*-interest in th* area 
other than homeomcrsh‘p. 

My *irst concern deals with degradation 01 th* environs which ha* 
occ"rre* oY*r the past se"e"te*" years flu* to Increasing VIsitor 
us.6 and misuse. People by their very nature are Intrusive 
especially when thsy employ motorized vehicles. A portion 01 
tc.tll, v‘s‘rors have cDnaIste"tly violated .desig"sted roadway 
l-“leS”. Incraas‘ng the "Ymber Of "‘sitor* "ia changes in 
demoaraDh‘cs. increased I.s‘sure time. or dos‘anst‘on of AlLline 
TrIa;lglb Sti w adeguate *un&g and r&olve to monilor 
act‘"‘t‘ee, s‘lap1y increases the absol"te n"!&.sr Of "‘olat‘ons 
and the consequent damage. Increased numbers also p"tS pressura 
on the iinite number o* -good CampIng sites. lurther degrading 
those particv1c.r areas. Machine (vehicle) noise, road dust. and 
the "‘S"S1 impact o* more visitors r.FdYC.s the quality Of the 
experience *or au o* those I" the area. 1s It better *or 150 
people to have an outdoor experIe"cD or *or 100 to have an 
exceptional 0"tdoor expcrlence? This Is a guallty o* 
li*e,expcrience issue that seem to be overlooked in many 
analysis. 

I concur that further developnenr may signi*lca”tly improve the 
economic condition ot Lake city (et al) but opr without cost to 
the m‘llions o* US citizena that do not reside I" Laka city, 
Silverton, 0"r.V. etc. The individuals that chose to mow to 
these commun‘t‘es did so WithoUt being coerce*. NO one forced 
individuals to buy or start busInsss In these communities. I 
re,ect the notion that us public lands ShO”ld be managed to 
enhance local economies; ecc.nomies that hsve a one-hundred year 
history of marginal survival. 

My second item of concern deals with livestock grazing. I am 
*azni1isr with the nation-wide controversy that s”rro”nds this 
topic as are you I’n certain. Grazing h&S h‘stor‘cally had a 

7 
ncgstive impact on the arce.s in question. Even veu-meaning 
peraiteea (ra"chrS) cannot realjst,Cally guarantee that tbcir 
on-site herders Will e.bi.3~4 by the terns and conditlo”. of the 
perm‘t. .4. the range ma”agemc”t specialist ulll attest. they 
dInply do not have an apprec‘atlon *or the EomplexIrIos o* the 
s‘t"at‘on and Often language barriers prevent success*"1 
resol"t1.m Of con*1‘cts that do OCcUr. I" the 36-12 hours 
necessary to resolve permit condition v‘olat‘ms the damage is 
dons. whm ranchera ara 1es. than wall-meaning, damage Is even 
more wide spread. when cattle grazing was active in the area, it 
“as Common to oteervs 201 more catt1.3 than was allowed under the 
permit. 

Based 0” the shove cbservat‘ons an.3 concerns combined with the 
prevalent national attitudes toward conser"atIon a* public 
resources, It appears that alternatIve D is the only "Iable 
s1ternstive. Anything that e"en Indirectly causes Increased 
visitor pressurs Will reduce ttm qua11ty o* the experience *or 
"‘altor~ and res‘dsnts alike. 

AS an aside, I agree that designation of the Upper Lake Fork o* 
the G"nnIso" River as d Wild a"., scenic river Is not the best 
approach. I bclIcvs that such a desiqnatlon will put more 
visitor pressure on an area that Is already suffering dsgradat‘on 
due to owzr YE*. 

thank you *or the opportunity to express my opIn,one. 

sinccre1v. . . 
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Responses to letter 8 

8 1. The BLM received several comments similar to this one. The 

response to the comment is referenced hereafter for all similar 

comments. 

Regarding the wild and scenic river study process, BLM’s 

responsibility is to examine streams within their jurisdiction and 

make three determinations: 1). are there any rivers that are eligible 

for designation?, 2). for those rivers that are eligible, what is their 

potential classification?, and 3). which eligible rivers are suitable 

for designation? The BLM then makes a recommendation 

concerning designation or non-designation. Actual designation of 

rivers into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System is the 

responsibility of Congress, rather than BLM. In the study process 

for this RMP, only segment A of the Lake Fork of The Gunnison 

River was found to be eligible (i.e., determined to have free flowing 

status and at least one outstandingly remarkable quality). 

Although determined to be eligible, the segment was found not to 

be suitable for inclusion into the system. The segment was not 

recommended for designation in the Preferred Alternative of the 

” DRMP or the PRMP. The study process and findings are 
documented in Appendix I, of the PRMP. Appendix I in the PRMP 

also documents the interdisciplinary analysis for the rest of the 

streams in the planning area. 

2. The BLM received several comments similar to this one. The 

response to the comment is referenced hereafter for all similar 

comments. 

Some very important values in the Alpine Triangle area can be 

appropriately managed according to the prescriptions for 

Management Units within the Alpine Triangle Special Recreation 

Area (units 1, 4, 5, 6. and parts of 15). and existing and future 
policies, regulations, and laws. Portions of the Alpine Triangle area 

in which special management concerns exist are recommended for 

ACEC designation (unit 5, Red Cloud Peak, unit 4, American Basin, 

and unit 6, Slumgullion Slide National Natural Landmark) in the 

Preferred Alternative of the DRMP, and in the PRMP. 

The bighorn sheep herd in Cebolla Creek (Unit 10) can be 

sufficiently protected through seasonal limitations and 

management of domestic sheep grazing. The area has little 

potential for mineral development. Therefore, in the judgement of 

BLM, these prescriptions, conditions, and existing laws, 

regulations, and policy are sufficient to manage the area, and an 

ACEC designation for the lands is not needed. 

The East Gunnison Area (Unit 12 in the PRMP) contains public 

lands with crucial elk and deer winter range. To protect this value 

the PRMP prescribes seasonal restrictions from disruptive activities 

and OHV limitations during critical wildlife periods. A Coordinated 

Resource Activity Plan (CRMAP) would be written and would 

address the need to protect and enhance the wildlife winter range. 

BLM feels that these provisions will sufficiently protect the values 

of the area and special ACEC designation is not needed. 

The West Antelope Area (Unit 7 in the PRMP) is recommended for 

designation as an ACEC (28,215 acres) in the DRMP and PRMP. 

This area has high concentrations of elk and deer; it envelopes the 

Colorado Division of Wildlife Sepinero State Wildlife Area; it is bald 

eagle habitat: it has the Dillon Mesa bighorn sheep herd; and it 

receives extensive recreational use (especially hunting). Therefore, 

in addition to restrictions, BLM proposes to designate the area as 

an ACEC. 

P-10 
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3. The BLM received several comments similar to this one. The 

response to the comment is referenced hereafter for all similar 

comments. 

Numerous actions were included in. Standard Management and 

various Management Unit.prescriptions in the Preferred Alternative 

in the DRMP to improve livestock grazing management on public 

lands, both on uplands and in riparian zones. Some of these 

include exclusions or restrictions on range treatment or project 

implementation, season of use and type of use changes, 

elimination of grazing in some locations, and minimum stubble 

heights and a specified percent of forage use that would be 

permitted. Please refer to the Standard Management section of 

Chapter Four in the PRMP, and the individual unit prescriptions to 

see how these actions were carried forth from the DRMP into the 

PRMP. 

Responses to letter 9 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

P-l 1 

The PRMP recommends that BLM would inventory, classify and 

consider wetlands in all plans for surface-disturbing activities on 

public land. Refer to the Riparian Zones paragraph(s) in the 

Standard Management section, in Chapter Four of the PRMP for 

exact language for wetlands management, and to the Glossary for 

a definition of wetlands. 

The statement on page 2-l 4 in the DRMP pertaining to trans-basin 

water diversions was made to make the reader aware that the 

possibility exists for future diversions to occur. Trans-basin water 

diversions and allocation of water rights are beyond the scope of 

this RMP. At present, the only proposal to divert water from the 

Upper Gunnison River Basin is by Arapaho County, and is still in 

litigation. Arapaho County’s existing proposal would have no 

significant impact on public lands. If trans-basin water diversion 

proposals, and associated facilities that could affect public land do 

materialize during the life of the plan, BLM would evaluate these 

for potential impacts and respond accordingly. Actions, 

recommendations, and authorized activities in the land use plan 

would result in a minuscule and insignificant amount of water 

depletion in the context of the basin. 

We have added this information to Table 2-12 (See Chapter Three, 

in the PRMP). BLM would follow the same management procedures 

regarding this species as identified under the Special Status Plant 

and Animal Species and Habitat section of Standard Management 

in the PRMP. 

Prairie dog abundance and distribution was not discussed in the 

DRMP because their numbers on public lands in the resource area 

are limited and are not in sufficient quantities to provide benefits 

to ferret recovery during the life of this plan. 
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Page I-18. anhls: Add the boreal western toad to the text. and 
include it in tAb1* 2-12. 

Page 1-19. i”“ertebrafes: The ““Compahgle Irirlllary butterfly 
was vrov-xed for listing as an endangered ~pe~les on October 
15, 1990. This new designari0” should h recwnized. and 
the SVX~~S should be added CO t*le a-12. The animal “0~ 
receives vrotectlon~under the Act. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

The Planning Area contains historical habitat for the black-footed 
ferret, an endangered species, as noted on page 2-18 and 2-19 of 
the DRMP. Should a candidate reintroduction site for black-footed 

ferrets be identified during the life of the plan, a plan amendment 

would not be necessary in order to consider reintroducing the 
species. According to the PRMP, such actions may be authorized, 
following preparation of a release or reintroduction plan, 

environmental analysis, and consultation with appropriate federal, 
state, and local agencies, and other affected parties. See the 

section in Standard Management in the PRMP entitled Special 
Status Plant and Animal Species and Habitat. 

Thank you for bringing this confusing language to our attention. 
Refer to the Special Status Plants and Animals section in Standard 
Management of the PRMP that clears up this confusion. 

Thank you for the information. The Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly 
was listed as an endangered species by the USF&WS on June 24, 

1991. Table 2-l 2 and Chapter Two of the DRMP have been 
changed accordingly. The Management Unit 5 prescription in the 
PRWlP for the Red Cloud Peak ACEC also reflects the new status 

of the species. 

Thank you for the information. A change has been made to Table 
2-13, page 2-20 in the DRMP to reflect this new information 

regarding Gunnison Milkvetch observations. 

The requirement for consultation with the U.S.F.&W.S. for any 
activity causing impact to federally listed species is noted in the 
Standard fvlanagement section of the description of the PRMP. If 
different buffers would be required to protect a species, ELM 
would stipulate the requirement in authorizations for discretionary 

actions. 

10. Thank you for the information. See Appendix J in the PRMP for the 

updated language. 

P-12 
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J-1: nosr of thi* page recites text *mm the PedeTal 
Re(li~~.r the2 lint, fhw. 6xci.~ considered P.‘.ral 
candidates. Thi. 1i.r is Published by th. Servic. 
biannually. we bel1.W some Of Lh. text YOU r.l.r.“e. 1s 
outdated; for .x.mp~.. the second sentence ol the second 
Paragraph (‘Also...extincr’l. w. beli.“. you Shc.L!ld 
reference the January 6. 1969 Pederal Req1.z.r for COII.C~ 
t.*inok”n and InterpretaLion. YOU nay Y.“r. LO wait for 
the newly revised list which .zho”ld be published mcm. 

Response to Letter 10 

Sub.qu.“t to the l xplorsrlon program under .xplora.tion 
permlr C-11418 which “(1. qrantcd N~vc~cr I, 1974, rbe 
&posit ha. been held “ndtr PRLI C-11410. M our knovltdqe. 
it is the lar9e.t and hi9he.t qrade deponit of alunit. in the 
UUCld. 

Es1 and it. affiliates h.w. Sp.“L millions Of c3011.r. to 
Identify, explore .nd de.,q” . progr.. for devcloplent of the 
*.*O”rC.. The le... on th. dsposit ts being held up bccaus. 
of leqislatlon passed in 190, prohlbitinq expenditure. for 
processI” miner.1 le.... I” “Ildern... Study Areas. At *me 
tlm. the Red “ountai” .rc. will c.... to bc . USA and . lea.. 
vi,1 b. qrsnted. P. do otherri.. would be . trov..ty that 
ttl. CO”rt* CelLdinlg Will not .l,or to be perpetusrcd 0” the 
,wopl. Of th. United Stat.. a. well . . the thousands of ES1 
ahareholdcrs rhoec .o”.y ha. been epcnt on the project. 

The OnIWd Stat.. is dcpandent “pot, imporU for 986 of 
its almha, 666 of ita potaah and 119 of its sulfur. These 
are the ‘Xmmodi~i.. thee rlll be pr0d”c.d from th. Red 
*ounta1n uunit. Deposit. Tbi. depaxhce will. without 
q”.stlo”. 9ra in future yeal.. 

1. The proposed management actions in the DRMP or PRMP would 

not preclude development of the Red Mountain Alunite deposit, 

now or in the future. The valid existing right by Earth Sciences 

would continue. The DRMP, on page l-7. acknowledges the 

existence of the Earth Sciences Preference Right Lease Application 

and describes how these minerals would be managed under all 

alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative. This management 

direction is carried into the PRMP in much the same manner as 

described therein. Refer to the sub-heading SOLID, NON-ENERGY 

LEASABLE MINERALS under the heading TOPICS NOT 
ADDRESSED IN THE PRMP, Chapter Two, in the PRMP for 

management of these minerals. 

. 

P-13 
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10 

Larth Sc,e”cea, Inc. is confident that PRJA C-11418 will 
ultlmtely he approved. Pallure to do 80 would s‘mply be 
g,v,ng I” to rcalou.9, vocal rdnority special ,nrerest scoups. 
thereby depriving all the people of the state and the “at‘“” 
of the economic benefits of their natural resource heritage. 

This depsit is dest‘ned to be a aignifkant part of 
Colorado’n ecanmy in the 21st century. It Is our plea that 
you recogn‘re thle in whIchever plan that is adopted. As you 
~‘ght ~“rm‘se, our preference would be clther Plan C, A or E 
2” that order. “ore ‘mpartant~y, hwever, we ask that the 
pIa” recognize PRLA C-11418 a.8 a natural resource treasure to 
be developed for the benef,t of all of the people. 

Responses to letter 11 

1. Please refer to the response to comment 3 of letter 8. Your 

comments concerning grazing management were considered in the 
development of the PRMP. 

2. See the response to comment 1 of letter 8. 

3. See the response to comment 2 of letter 8. 

.4. See the response to comment 3 of letter 8. 

5 and 6. Wildlife improvement projects are described in STANDARD 

MANAGEMENT and in unit prescriptions for all alternatives in 
Chapter Three of the DRMP. Allocation of new, available forage 
for wildlife and livestock, and livestock grazing improvements, are 
discussed in greater detail in STANDARD MANAGEMENT in 

Chapter Four of the PRMP under those component headings. 

Rangeland improvement projects to meet management objectives 
of protecting and/or improving the range would be allowed. 
Individual projects would be further analyzed (generally with a 
cost-benefit analysis) in activity plans. 

P-14 
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,,,8 ,j’;‘ _I F:QL.’ 
&..I&, co yskJ2 1’) Responses to letter 12 

1. See the response to comment 2 of letter 8. 

Thank you for your comment. It was given consideration in the 

formation of the PRMP. 

See the response to comment 3 of letter 8. 

There are about 70 miles of existing hiking trails on BLM managed 

lands in the Planning Area. Through participation by volunteer 

groups, we have managed to construct several new trails and 

perform major relocations on several trail segments. BLM will 

continue to seek out partnerships to work with and to provide for 

opportunities for hiking, trail riding, and mountain biking use. 

The BLM must, however, according to mandates in the Federal 

Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), balance the desires of 

various interest and user groups on the public lands, in a multiple 

use framework and within fiscal realities. 

, : 
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Response to letter 13 

Thank you for your letter. 

5301 1. joat TI.LIll 
Tucson. ArIr.OM *57,5 

Y.ay 21. 1991 
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Responses to letter 14 

1 and 2. See the responses to comments 1 and 2 of letter 8, 
respectively. 
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Responses to letter 15 

1 through 4. See the responses to comments 1 and 2 of letter 8, 
comment 4 of letter and comment 3 of 12, letter 8, respectively. 

Responses to letter 16 

1 through 4. See the responses to comments 1 and 2 of letter 8, 

comment 4 of letter 12, and comment 3 of letter 8, respectively. 

P-18 
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P-19 

Response to letter 17 

1. Your opposition to any form of designation under the Wild and 

Scenic Rivers system is noted. If a recommendation is ever made 
to include Segment A into the Wild and Scenic Rivers System, it 

would probably not be possible to exclude from the corridor private 
lands that are immediately adjacent to the river. However, it is 
important to note that existing private property rights would not be 
affected if this river segment is designated. See Appendix I, page 
13 of the DRMP. 
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13 

2970 Lcydr” s1. 
rh?“mx. co 60707 

Responses to letter 18 

1 through 6. Please see the responses to comment 4 of letter 12, 

comments 1 end 2 of letter 8, comment 2 of letter 12, and 

comment 3 of letter 8, respectively. 
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Responses to letter 19 

1 through 5. See the responses to comments 1 and 2 of letter 8, 

comments 4 and 2 of letter 12, and comment 3 of letter 8, 

respectively. 

Response to letter 20 

20 

the management of American basin to exculdc sheep grazing would 
not be in the best interests of it,‘s scenic value. 

First, the redson the wildflowers are so abundant is largely due 
to the grazing history of the basin. Historical use has degraded 
that area into vhat it is today. “ndesirfable forage plants 
such as larkspur, sneczevced and thistle have invaded the drea 
and conrribute to it’s beauty. 

the sheep USC today ha8 been drastically reduced and at present 
contributes to the scenic values by: 

2) Planting seeds during late season grazing by hooves Pressing 
them into the mud. 

3) Producing large amounts of excellent fertilizer which 
promtes soil building and provides minerals for plant 
use. 

Scenic area.5 need good management. Sheep should stay o”t of the 
bottom during the flowering season. Good pernittees would do this 
anyway because of the loss from sneezeweed during this time. late 
season grazing is healthy and beneficial. Once every four Or five 
years. light grazing should be done as early as possible in the 
SCdSOrl. 

Excluding sheep entirely from the basin would be detrimental t0 
future scenic values. Grazing should be continued but carefully 
managed to enhance and protect wildflowers. 

I 

w limit grazing on very steep slopes. Damage Cd.” OECYI on the 
steep slopes even when grazed with proper numbers for the forage. 
it least do not open stefp areas to grazing which have not previ- 
ously been grazed. 

2 A150 in favor of .sheep grazing. many people throughily enjoy seeing 
+hc bands and herders in the hiah countr‘~. H~RY times I have watched 

1. Thank you for the comment. Upon reconsideration of this and 

similar comments, the BLM has modified the recommendation to 

eliminate domestic livestock grazing in this unit. In the PRMP, 

domestic sheep grazing wo$d be authorized in unit 4, in such a 

manner as to avoid conflicts between recreationists and livestock. 

Specific details would be incorporated into the overall activity plan 

thet would be prepared for Management Unit 1. Changes in season 

of use, restrictions as to where livestock would be permitted, or 

elimination of grazing in some areas could. be utilized. Visitor 

brochures would be published, and interpretive signs would be 

installed at American Basin that would include positive messages 

about grazing. ,Please refer to the prescription for Management 

Unit 4 in Chapter Four of the PRMP to see how livestock grazing 

would be managed in that area. 

P-21 
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Response to letter 22 

1. See the response to comment 2 of letter 8. 

Responses to letter 23 

1 through 5. See the responses to comments 1 and 2 cf latter 8, 

comments 4 and 2 of letter 12, and comment 3 of letter 8, 

respectively. 

P-23 



APPENDIX P ; COMMENTS ON THE DRRAP AND BLM RESPONSES 

31 May 19Yl 

Responsea to letter 24 

1. The professional judgement of BLM is that the 30 foot buffer is 

adequate in most cases. During the preparation of environmental 
assessments for proposed timber sales, consideration for special 
resource needs, including wildlife needs, would be evaluated. 

Wider buffers may be required in some cases to protect resource 
values. 

2. The reforestation referred to in the DRMP is backlog reforestation, 
and refers to old units that were deforested by logging, fire, and 

forest pests that occurred approximately 20-30 years ago. Current 
harvesting methods allow for reforestation by natural methods with 
no additional funds necessary. If natural regeneration would not be 

successful, the other means would be used. The PRMP includes 
this distinction. 

3. Category I lands could be considered for exchange. For information 
regarding these tracts, please refer to the description of Category 
I lands in the Disposal of Public Lands section of Standard 

Management in Chapter Four of the PRMP. or on page 3-108 in the 
DRMP. 

4. Currently, snowmobile use on crucial elk and deer winter range in 
the Planning Area occurs south and west of Lake City. This use is 
not impacting wintering big game. If monitoring indicates that 

winter vehicle traffic is resulting in impacts to wintering big game, 
OHV designations can be changed through the RMP amendment 
process. 

5. In the judgement of BLM. nesting sage grouse in the Planning Area 

would be protected by the standard lease terms and conditions 
that permit BLM to delay oil and gas related surface disturbing 
activities for a 60-day period, or to move proposed areas of 
disturbance a distance of 200 meters. 

6. The concerns in the unit in the comment have been addressed in 
the riparien, livestock grazing, and other sections of STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT of the PRMP, and in management of the various 
resources in the unit. These concerns are tied in directly to the 
issues addressed in the RMP. In the judgement of BLM. ecological 

condition should begin io improve with the implementation of 
these varied management actions. Please note the clarifications 

mede to the STANDARD MANAGEMENT in the PRMP, especially 
in Livestock Grazing Management. 
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25 
Responses to letter 25 

1 end 2. See the responses to comments 1 and 2 of letter 8, 

respectively. 

-~r.L.. %r,j 26 i;,i,, zj i:, !  
Response8 to letter 26 

(, 

s b-A w.hx~ .@?=--J- +&-A 5’* L.L.s < 1 through 3. See the responses to comment 4 of letter 12, and 

comments 1 end 2 of letter 8, respectively. 

-3 c- &J As-yQ + 3 /4eb--- 

h-y+-=dlr~ &-Q k c”+:f----=J J-yJ 

LJ2kM,.&*L-~. 
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27 Responses to letter 27 

1 through 5. See the responses to comments 1 and 2 of letter 8, 
comments 4 and 2 of letter 12 and comment 3 of letter 8, 
respectively. 
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27 

Response to letter 28 

Thank you for your letter. 

._. -- P-27 
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29 

Responses to letter 29 

1 through 4. See the responses to comments 1 and 2 of letter 8, 

comment 2 of letter 12, and comment 3 of letter 8, respectively. 

Responses to letter 30 

30 

1 through 4. See the responses to comments 1 and 2 of letter 8, 
comments 4 and 2 of letter 12, and comment 3 of letter 8, 
respectively. 
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,111 A# , .  I I ,  “ I , :  1. ,111, 

MU ‘. WI ml,r 31 
‘ll,, 11,. ‘, 1,111 

Responses to letter 31 

1 through 5.. See the responses to comments 1 and 2 of letter 8, 

comments 4 and 2 of letter 12, and comment 3 of letter 8, 

respectively. 
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32 
Responses to letter 32 

1 through 5. See the responses to comments 1 and 2 of letter 8, 

comments 4 and 2 of letter 12, and comment 3 of letter 8, 
respectively. 

32 
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BLUE MESA FOREST PRODUCTS, INC. 33 
Responses to letter 33 

P 0. BOX 160 . 1lDll. 6530 RD. 1. 
YONTROSE. coLoFlmo ,1,01 

By law, timber management on public lands is carried out on the 

PHONE ,OSP‘MIIO basis of sustained yield production. To meet this mandate, BLM 

could only potentially offer 1,200 MBF annually for harvest in the 
Planning Area. Sustained yield production would not allow for the 

cutting of 4-5 mijlion board feet per veer. Actual amounts offered 

for sale or disposal would depend on BLM staffing capabilities, 
Hay 29, ,991 

management priorities, and other factors. 

$ilLC 3, 1'; i Response to letter 34 

1. See the response to comment 3 of letter 8. 
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P.: Con..nt. on tll. Dr.,t Gunnfson Rfsarrc. “(anag.m.nt 
P,*n I En”iron..nt.* ,.p*ct st*t...nt 

Responses to letter 35 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

P-32 

Thank you for the comment and the sources of further information. 

An index was considered, but was not included. 

Updated population data and most of the economic data that was 

published in the DRRnP is included in Appendix E in this document. 

The information referenced in the comment is, generally, the latest 

information available. The table has been updated in the PRNlP as 

much as was possible. 

Thank you for the comment and the additional sources of 

information. They may help in future analyses. BLM relies on 

estimates of recreation use based on daily observations over time 

that are specific to public lands rather than utilizing data that is 

often lumped with other agencies estimates of use. 

The Surface Water Quality and Ground Water sections of the 

DRMP were prepared using current data. The BLM is aware that 

additional water quality data is available but unless the data 

supports a direct effect on resource values on public land or other 

land from a BLM action, it was not incorporated into the DRMP. 

Most large-scale projects would be addressed in detail in site- 

specific analyses when proposed and prior to being constructed. 

Examples would be vegetative or land treatments, timber sales, 

and development of recreation areas. 

The socio-economic data in Tables 2-l through 2-4, and E-l 

through E-5 in the DRMP has been updated and included in 

Appendix E of this document. 

Coordination would continue with other agencies in the 

identification, inventory and mapping of wetlands and riparian 

areas. Also, please refer to the response to comment 1 of letter 9. 

Recent detailed data on the condition and trend for riparian areas 

for each Allotment is lacking. However, monitoring data indicates 

that damage to riparian vegetation, soils and streambanks is 

widespread. This is addressed extensively in the DRMP, and also 

in the PRMP. 

Data quantifying soil erosion rates or condition is not available for 

riparian zones nor for each Allotment. Soil erosion condition is 

summarized and shown in Chapter Two of the DRMP in Table 2-7. 

We have included the soil and water resources and economic 

information in the DRMP and PRMP that we feel necessary in order 

to address and analyze the issues and make decisions. 

BLM’s best available information regarding resource conditions 

Planning-Area wide is contained in the paragraphs under each 

resource heading in Chapter Two, Affected Environment, of the 

DRMP, and in certain of the Appendixes. The assumptions and 

expectations given in earlier management plans, and other 

documents, were considered and referenced in the development of 

this RMP. Please refer to page 3-4 in the DRMP. under the heading 

titled “Existing Management Plans and Documents”. In addition, 

the Management Situation Analysis (MSA), a document(s) prepared 

in advance of the DRMP, contains a great deal of information that 

was not shown, or was summarized in the various chapters of the 

DRMP and PRMP. The MSA is available for examination at BLM 

offices in Denver, Gunnison, and Montrose. 

It may be that management of some other resources may have 

greater economic values than those directly obtained from 

livestock grazing on public lands for other uses). However, BLM is 

mandated to manage for multiple resources. Economic values 

become only one factor in determining tradeoffs when it is 

determined that land use allocation is required. Cost benefit 



APPENDIX P - COMMENTS ON THE DRMP AND BLM RESPONSES 

9. 

10. 

11 

12 

14. 

15. 

16 

1 

and 17. The amount given for Total Retail Sales of Gunnison 
County in 1980 in Table 2-2 in the DRMP is in error. Please refer 
to Appendix E in the PRMP for the corrected Table 2-2. The BLM 
ealizes that constant dollars could be used to compare the retail 

ales figures, but in our judgement the actual amounts were 
dequate. 

rl 
s 

a 

analyses would be prepared and considered at the time specific 

projects or developments ara’being planned, where appropriate. 

Thank you for the references. Among the assumptions used in the 
preparation of the RMP, there are three that warrant mentioning in 
the response to this comment: 1) all of the alternatives would be 
fully executed within the 10-l 2 year life of the plan, 2) a 15 

percent increase in funding would be required to implement 
Alternatives B, C, D, or E, and the PRMP, and 3). public lands 
would continue to contribute significantly to the livestock industry 
in the Gunnison Basin. The BLM continues to feel that these 

assumptions are appropriate in the development of the land use 
plan. Cost benefit analyses would be prepared and considered at 
the time specific projects or developments are being planned, 
where appropriate. 

Please refer to the response to comment 8 of this letter. 

The management of forest resources, and constraints to protect 

other values, are discussed in each alternative in the DRMP, and 
the PRMP. The BLM recognizes the importance of the 
management of old growth timber. Old growth timber management 

would receive due consideration if it becomes a component of 
future timber sales. When an old growth timber management policy 
is adopted, it would become effective immediately, and if 
necessary, the RMP would be amended to reflect this policy, or old 

growth considerations. 

and 13. Thank you for your ideas on the utilization of forest 
products. At this time, there is no known local demand for 

fabricated joists, flanges of half-round stems, or flakeboard webs 
from stagnant, dog-hair stands. Such stands usually occur in 
lodgepole pine, which actually comprises a very small amount of 
the forest in the Gunnison Resource Area. If the demand does 

occur, BLM would, within the allowable cut, considermaking these 
wood products available. 

The level of planning underway in the RMP process is not grazing 
Allotment-specific, although many actions discussed in the DRMP 
and PRMP would potentially affect a variety of resources in some 

grazing Allotments. Thus, grazing Allotment boundaries are not 
shown on the base map for Alternatives B, C, D, and E in the 
DRMP, nor are they shown on the base map for the PRMP. In 

addition, adding grazing Allotment boundaries and their numbers 
would potentially create a crowded map. Colorado Division of 
Wildlife(CDOW) management areas are shown on the base maps 

in the DRMP and PRMP, but were not labeled. 

The State of Colorado, Mined Land Reclamation Division, through 

the Colorado Inactive Mine Reclamation Program maintains an 
inventory of inactive mine workings which might be considered 

hazardous. This inventory includes both public and private lands. 
The BLM cooperates with the State Agency by providing any 

relevant information on hazardous sites occurring on BLM-managed- 
land. The BLM does not dictate nor prescribe future uses of lands 
that are identified for disposal, except that existing legal, or 
authorized uses by the United States or others, for instance 

easements for access, are in certain instances valid rights that are 
transferred with title or patents. Local zoning authorities, where 

applicable, prescribe allowable uses that occur on privately owned 
ands. The BLM would continue to brief local governments on 

ssues and projects occurring on public land. 
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18. The DRMP, in the STANDARD MANAGEMENT sections titled 

“Soils and Water Resources”, for the various alternatives, includes 
the provision that “Best Management Practices” (BMPs) would be 
employed to protect soil and water resources. The BMPs needed 

to achieve this goal vary by management action. Therefore, 
specific BMPs would be discussed and determined in site-specific 
resource activity plans, which is a subsequent step in ELM’s 

planning process. 

19. Current forage allocations would be maintained in the Preferred 
Alternative (El of the DRMP, subject to needed adjustments and 
conditions specified in various Management Units in the Planning 

Area. Rninimum stubble heights have not been required in the past 
in the Planning Area, and this measure of use, along with percent 
of use, would provide better indicators of forage utilization. 

These indicators would be used in determining when to move 
livestock to other areas, thereby assuring that minimum forage 
would remain for maintaining and improving soil, water, 

vegetation, and other resources on riparian areas and uplands. 

20. Thank you for your suggestions. In the judgement of ELM, the 

Management Unit identification and the prescriptions for units E-l 4 
and E-l 5 would provide the degree of management, enhancement, 
and protection necessary for values in these riparian areas. 
Additional conditions could be required as plans are developed for 

surface-disturbing proposals. Comment 1 of letter 24 deals with 
a similar concern. 

21. Thank you for the comment. 

22. The BLM would continue patrols and monitoring of activities on 
public lands by resource specialists as well as law enforcement 
personnel. Monitoring and observations by resource specialists is 

done while travelling to and from the field and while in the field, 
and patrols by law enforcement personnel are continual. Additional 
monitoring and patrol capabilities would be dependent on budgets. 

23. This paragraph addresses the numbered items 10 a), b), and c). 
Language has been included in the Recreation Management section 
of Standard Management in the description of the PRMP to clarify 
BLM’s road closure policies. Some roads would continue to be 
kept closed in the spring or other seasons until resource damage 
would likely not occur. Emergency road closures would occur if 
unacceptable resource damage occurs. While this system is 

generally effective it cannot always deal immediately with localized 
problems caused by unusual weather or other unforseen factors. 
The BLM would continue to recognize and respond to the need for 

seasonal closures by installing gates at key access points in 
problem areas. 

The existing wide diversity of trail users and equipment, i.e. hikers, 
horses, mountain bikes, all-terrain vehicles (ATVs), motorcycles, 
4-wheel drives, and the somewhat limited transportation network 

necessitate the management of most of the areas for multiple 

recreation groups. 

24. Specific mineral disposal actions would be processed on a case-by- 
case basis whenever there is an application for disposal. Necessary 
mining environmental documents would be completed at that time. 

The RMP identifies those areas where, because of other resource 
values, disposal would not be permitted. 

25. All Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs), including those adjacent to 
USFS managed lands, would be managed to protect their 
wilderness values until congress acts upon their designation. Page 

1-5 in the DRMP explains the Wilderness Study Process and its 
relationship to the RMPIEIS. 
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26. The protection and enhancement of recreational values and 
opportunities is emphasized in the DRMP Preferred Alternative and 
the PRMP. Given our multiple use management mandate, BLM 
feels that the PRMP provides for balanced uses with emphasis 
given to providing recreational opportunities. 

27. Again, thank you for the references. Page 4-55 of the DRMP 
indicates that a 40% increase in primarily dispersed recreation 
activity would have a medium to high positive impact to income 
and employment, especially for those businesses providing tourist 
and recreation sales and services. Additional detail is not available 

at this time, nor is it needed to make decisions in this plan. 

28. 

29. 

Please refer to the response to comment 8 of this letter. 

The BLM agrees the Lake Fork of The Gunnison River is an 
important resource with many values that deserve protection and 

management. The BLM feels that existing withdrawals, existing 
designations, and proposed management prescriptions are 

adequate to protect the values of the river corridor. The entire 
length of the Lake Fork of The Gunnison River is contained within 

the Alpine Triangle SRMA, and would continue to be managed 
according to activity plans for the SRMA, and other regulations and 
policies. 

30. See the response to comment 2 of letter 8. 
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1 through 4. Please see the responses to comments 1 and 2 of letter 

8, and 1 and 2 of letter 12, respectively. 

Responses to letter 38 (items mentioned in many of the comments in 

this letter refer to unnumbered paragraphs in Table S-l of the 

Summary, Chapter One, in the DRMP) 

Item two referenced in the comment deals with the management 

objective of improving watershed conditions by increasing plant 

basal cover. Item four prescribes that specific mitigating measures 

must be incorporated into all surface disturbing activities. 

A soils project is any number of man-made devices that would be 

constructed to prevent surface soil erosion. The simplest of these 

would be small projects such as water bars to prevent gullies and 

erosion in roads or trails. Check-dams are another type. 

Wlany of the areas identified as “crucial big game winter range” 

were initially identified and mapped in the mid-70s. Ranges are 

consistently updated as neti information is collected. 

Please refer to pages 2-23 through 2-26 of the DRMP for details 

on the big game winter ranges and associated use. 

The objectives proposed in the DRMP for riparian zones require 

that roads be improved and future construction be controlled. 

Costs to achieve these objectives would be variable, and would be 

funded from watershed and road maintenance budgets for the 

Resource Area. Please see Riparian Zones, page 3-103 in the 

DRMP for more information. 

A negative impact to riparian areas generally occurs if an action 

reduces the quantity or quality of the riparian vegetation, causes 

surface (soil) disturbance, or affects the surrounding upland in a 

way that the riparian area receives damage from increased stream 

flow or sedimentation. 
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5. These areas were identified as “critical sage grouse areas” in a 

1987 technical report by Jerry Hupp, a noted sage grouse expert.. 

Research published in 1968 (Savage) and 1971 (Oakleaf), and 

documented in a Master’s Thesis in 1986 (Evans), found that 

meadow habitat is critical for sage grouse broods, and for non- 

breeding adults. This is reflected on page 2-26 of the DRMP and 
related prescriptions for Management Units E-l 1 and E-l 4 in the 

Preferred Alternative. 

Please refer to Page 4-67 in the DRMP, for a description of the 

estimated effects of the referenced recommendations on livestock 

grazing management. 

6. Livestock grazing would continue to be authorized for most 

riparian areas. However, grazing would occur in such a manner as 

to protect riparian conditions, and to permit conditions in riparian 

areas to improve. Please refer to Livestock Grazing Management 

and Riparian Zone Management in the STANDARDMANAGEMENT 

section of Chepter Four in the PRMP for Planning Area-wide 

management direction for these uses and resources. Please also 

refer to the Table l-l in Chapter One, PRMP, for a summary 

comparison of management of all resources and uses in the DRMP 

and PRMP. 

7. Compatible riparian improvement projects are those projects that 

(1). have no negative impact on riparian areas, (21, those whose 

limited impact on riparian areas is offset (mitigated) by 

improvement/enhancement in other areas, or (3). those projects 

that improve the riparian values or functions. 

Upon consultation with BLM resource specialists and others, the 

Area Maneger will determine if a project is needed and whether it 

will be implemented. 

Livestock grazing would continue to be authorized and allowed in 

these areas in such a manner that will protect fishery resources, 

and permit these resources to improve. Please refer to the 

description and management in unit 15 of the PRMP for details on 

these riparian areas important to fishery management. 

However, for a more complete and detailed comparison of 

livestock grazing menagement and riparian zone management in 

Alternatives E (Preferred Alternative) and A (Continuation of 

Current Management), please see pages 3-103 and 3-105, and 

pages 3-7, 3-8, and 3-S in the DRMP. The table S-l in the DRMP, 

Summary, only summarizes the information on the noted pages, 

and is included as a convenience and quick reference. 

8. Restrictions placed on other resources to manage the relatively 

small acreage of known habitat or populations of special status 

plant and animal species would not result in significant impacts. 

Please refer to Page 4-55, Chapter Four, in the DRMP, or Page 5-1, 

Chapter Five, in the PRMP, for impacts to other resources from 

actions related to Special Status Plant and Animal Species and 

Habitat management. 

9. The Skiff Milkvetch. a rare species of plant, was listed as a 

Category II species in the December, 1981 Federal Register, by the 

USF&WS. The Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly was listed by-the 

USF&WS as an endangered species on June 24, 1991. 

Habitat characteristics for the milkvetch consist of open, juniper- 

sagebrush communities on steep slopes with thin, rocky, clayey 

soils. Preferred exposure is from southeast to southwest and in 

some cases, northwest. Elevation ranges from 7,600 to 8,100 

feet. Habitat for the butterfly is found above 13,000 feet on 

northeast facing slopes. Snow willow (Salixnivalis) is the preferred 

larval food plant for the species, and a wide variety of common 

arctic - alpine plants are used as adult nectar sources. 
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10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

Uses that compete with the butterfly include sheep grazing and the 

effect that trampling has on the ova and larvae, any activity that 

removes nectar sources, and birds. Threats to milkvetch 

populations include sheep grazing, herbicide treatments, OHV use, 

mining and wildlife use. 

Management prescriptions to protect these special resources are 

found on pages 3-103, 3-l 16, and 3-119 of the DRMP. Estimated 

impacts are discussed under appropriate headings under Chapter 

Four in the DRMP. 

Please refer to Chapter Four, Environmental Consequences, for a 
description of the impacts from management of all resources on all 

other resources. The discussion of impacts of the Preferred 

Alternative begins on page 4-55. 

The BLM cooperates with the Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) 

in establishing long range herd goals consistent with habitat 

capabilities and multiple use management mandates. We will 

continue to participate in the Colorado Habitat Partnership Program 

(HPP), and these goals will be periodically revisited. Landowners 

and ranchers and other publics will be given the opportunity to 

provide input into these goals. 

The primary purpose in requiring watershed objectives to be met, 

eccording to Table N-l, before new forage is allocated to other 

uses is to permit an adequate vegetative cover to be established 

within treatments so that soil erosion is minimized or prevented. 

The anticipated fuels buildup from additional forage created is not 

expected to craate a significant fire hazard. 

Please refer to the Wildlife Habitat Management and Livestock 

Grazing Management sections in Standard Management for the 

PRMP, Chapter Four, for clarification regarding allocation of new 

available forage. 

Known raptor nest sites, crucial big game winter range, elk calving 

areas, and sage grouse leks and habitat have been identified and 
mapped by BLM resource professionals and others for the past 15- 

20 years. 

Interim herd goal reductions apply only to elk and deer. Reductions 

would be temporary until conditions improve, then game numbers 

would be possibly allowed to slowly increase to numbers 

recommended in Tables A-2 or A-3, Appendix A, of the DRMP. No 

economic analysis has been completed regarding these reductions 

(please refer to the response to comment 8 of letter 35), and this 

action would not adversely impact livestock operations or other 
users or uses occurring in the Planning Area. 

The BLM would continue to work closely at all levels with the 

CDOW (the ultimate approving authority) regarding the reduction 

of big game numbers in certain locations now and in the future, as 

needed. 

An objective in managing wildlife habitat on public land is to 

provide and maintain good habitat conditions, including within the 

recommended West Antelope ACEC. The referenced acquisition 

on Beaver Creek did not influence BLM’s recommendations 

regarding big game wintering habitat within the ACEC, or the 

designation of the ACEC. A change to the language in the 

referenced paragraph in Table S-l has been made to clarify that 

land uses in the recommended ACEC would be permitted so long 

as degradation of winter ranges does not occur. Please refer to 

Table l-l, Page 1-18, in the PRMP for the modified language. 

Please refer to the Glossary in the PRMP or the DRMP for this 

definition. In preparing an activity plan, all other resources that 

may be affected are considered and evaluated, as in an Allotment 

Management Plan or recreation area management plan. In some, 
cases. other resources could be constrained in some manner. The 
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19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

elimination of competitive uses is not implied in the referenced 
language. 

Although BLM does not have control over sage grouse harvests, 
we do have the management responsibility for a great deal of 
grouse habitat. As habitat conditions improve and increase (which 
may not require a large outlay of capital, but rather a modification 
of management practices), so should grouse populations, which 

should result in en increased harvest. In the judgement of BLM, the 
public lands could support approximately 9,000 sage grouse. 

Possible techniques to increase forb and shrub species include 
planting seedlings, managing game distribution, implementing 
vegetation treatments, and improved grazing systems. 

The effects of big game utilization on winter ranges on public lands 

has varied throughout the resource area. Monitoring studies 
conducted over the past 8-9 years show that, on the majority of 
BLM winter ranges, use levels have been within proper.use levels. 

However, the plants in some locations do show that at one time 
use levels were much higher than in the past eight years, or those 
of today. This use may have occurred during the 1960s when deer 

populations in the velley were extremely high. Under existing range 
conditions, and with elk numbers maintained at around 4,700, and 
with deer numbers maintained at 8,830 or less in the long-term, 

(approximate 1985 levels), the carrying capacity for public winter 
ranges could be maintained. 

Increases in forb and shrub species will not occur at the sake of all 

other uses. 

If appropriate and feasible, activity plans of all kinds will consider 
opportunities to increase shrub and forb species on crucial big 
game ranges. Often, measures can be designed so that more than 

one resource benefits. Many times costs can be shared. 

Potential lambing areas are those locations within bighorn sheep 

ranges that have physical characteristics that bighorn sheep need 
or depend upon for lambing, but have not yet been identified, or 
those that could be used in the future if sheep populations 

increase. Please refer to Chapter Two, Affected Environment, for 
descriptive information regarding bighorn sheep and their habitat, 
end to Chapter Four, Environmental Consequences, for a 
description of the effects upon other resources from bighorn sheep 

management. 

Answers to your questions can be found on pages 2-26, 3-l 22,4- 
61, and Appendix A of the DRMP. Some treatments could be cost 

shared; others would be funded by wildlife, and possibly volunteer 

or other assistance would be used. 

Please refer to the prescription for Management Unit 2 in the PRMP 
for information on introducing moose into the referenced erea. 

To “enhance fisheries” is to improve the stream habitat for the 

arget fish species. 

4 stream that is enhanced’to a point near its potential condition 
would be expected to produce an amount of fish (number or 

pounds) et or near the amount it is potentially capable of. The 
riparian area associated with such a stream would be in a condition 
such that soil erosion would not be accelerated and forage 
production for wildlife and livestock would be near what those 
sites are capable of. 

A fishery stream is most directly influenced by the riparian aree 
adjacent to the stream, but fish habitat is also very much 

influenced by the condition of the riparian areas of the entire 
stream, including the intermittent head-water portions and 
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25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

tributaries. Documented cases exist that demonstrate that fisheries 

have been restored in intermittent streams that became 

perennially-flowing after improvements to the riparian zone. 

Intensive management of fishery streams is the action needed to 

improve or maintain these streams in an acceptable condition (near 

the potential condition). Intensive management may also mean an 

improvement in recreational opportunities and additional forage for 

livestock and wildlife. 

Livestock grazing management language for Management Unit 7, 

proposed West Antelope Creek ACEC, is clarified in the PRMP. 

Livestock grazing would be excluded only from the North Willow 

Creek riparian zone of Stevens Creek Common Allotment (6202). 

and when riparian conditions have improved sufficiently, grazing 

would be authorized. Please refer to the prescription for unit 7 in 

Chapter Four of the PRMP. 

Please see the response to comment 7 of this letter. 

A description of the areas and the 6,757 acres in various 

management units that would not be available for livestock grazing 

in Alternative E, along with rationale for their not being available, 

can be found in Chapter Four, beginning on page 4-66, IMPACTS 

ON LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT, in the DRMP. The 

6,757 acres that would not be available ara also discussed in the 

description of Alternative E in Chapter Three of the DRMP. 

In Alternative A (Continuation of Current Management), the lands 

suitable for grazing that are not available for grazing include Elk 

Pasture (on The Lake Fork of The Gunnison River), Red Creek and 

East Elk Creek (below the Sapinero State Wildlife Area), North 

Beaver Creek (above the Gunnison Wildlife ‘Area), a portion of West 

Antelope Creek, Wildcat Creek drainage near Crested Butte, 

Sapinero State Wildlife ‘Area, and the Gunnison Wildlife 

Management Area. In the PRMP, please refer to the first paragraph 

of the Livestock Grazing Management section of STANDARD 

MANAGEMENT, Chapter Four, for revised language regarding lands 

unsuitable or unavailable for livestock grazing. 

Recommendations in the DRMP and PRMP to modify how grazing 
is currently managed in some Management Units do not mean that 

livestock forage allocations would be recommended each time a 

conflict between uses occurs. The statement regarding further 

modification of livestock allocations means that, if monitoring or 

studies indicate the necessity to change how grazing is occurring 

in a unit, such changes would be made. This is a standard 

operating procedure that would be implemented according to 

existing policy and regulations, and with full consultation, 

cooperation, and coordination with applicable parties. See the first 

paragraph of the Livestock Grazing Management section of 

STANDARDMANAGEMENTin Chapter Four, and item 4. under the 

subheading “Grazing Administration”in the PRMP, for revised 

language regarding edjustments in forage allocations. 

The term “watershed objectives” in the context of allocating 

forage, or vegetative resources, means the percent of vegetative 

cover that would have to be established and in place on various 
ecological sites before any forage could be allocated for livestock 

(or wildlife) objectives, such as to reactivate suspended AUMs. 

“Watershed objectives” are expressed in terms of percent basal 

vegetation cover and are used to determine the potential for soil 

erosion (eg. the higher the percentage of basal cover, the lower the 

potential for soil erosion). Please see Appendix N in the PRMP for 

the general percent of cover that would be required to meet 

watershed objectives on various, ecological sites in the Planning 

Area, before new available forage could be allocated for other 

uses. Also, a reference to Appendix N can be found on pages 4-5 

and 4-9 in the PRMP. under the subheadings “Wildlife Habitat 

Management” and “Range Improvements”. 
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31 

32. 

33. 

34. 

P-43 

The term “new forage” means the new vegetative growth from 

land or vegetative treatments, or other sources. 

Forage occurring as a result of natural causes or changes in grazing 

systems or other sources, for instance from non-use in an area, 

would not be considered new forage. Utilization of this forage 

would be according to the Livestock Grazing Management section 

of STANDARD MANAGEMENT and individual Management Unit 

prescriptions in the PRMP. 

An effective noxious weed control program should, optimally. 

include participation from all parties who might be impacted from 

these plants, and who would benefit from a control program. Exact 

details on sharing the financial or operational burdens are not 

known at this time. 

The concept that forage plants, most importantly grasses, are best 

managed if the utilization levels ere moderate or less is well 

documented. The BLM uses 40-60% as the range for moderate 

utilization. The objective of the moderate level of utilization is to 

maintain the forage plants in acceptable vigor for sustained yield 

and to maintain cover to prevent soil erosion. By using forage 

grasses to no more than moderate use levels it can be expected 

that the trend of the ecological condition of rangelands would be 

stetic to upward. 

In several places throughout the western states, managers that 

have been successful in improving riparian areas and maintaining 

those in good condition are recommending that utilization. by 

livestock and wildlife to be limited in some manner, and more 

recently, minimum stubble heights have been recommended. By 

leaving a stubble of 2 l/2 inches the vigor and associated forage 

production of grasses can be increased and sustained. More 

importantly, riparian areas would be able to function hydrologically 

to the benefit of land users, that is, runoff would be captured end 

stored in riparien aquifers rather than continue downstream. The 

production of riparian plants to provide livestock and wildlife forage 

as well as other uses would be greatly enhanced. Without proper 

utilization levels and minimum stubble heights, riparian areas would 

remain below their potential to provide important renewable 

resources that many people depend upon. Moreover, continuing 

degradation could result in a loss of dollars and energy. 

Please refer to the response to comment 9 of letter 35, and to 

page 3-3 of the DRMP for discussions of budget needs to 

implement the referenced ections. The increase mentioned on page 

3-3 of the DRMP would apply to the PRMP as well. Please also 

refer to the discussion of activity plans under Livestock Grazing 

Management in the STANDARD MANAGEMENT section of Chapter 

Four in the PRMP. 

The restrictions on range treatments or projects mentioned in Table 

S-l, page S-12 under the Preferred Alternative column, ere not 

exclusions of treatments. Some examples of these restrictions are 

(1) the requirement that plans for surface disturbing activities 

contain measures designed to minimize negative effects to 

adjacent recreation, fisheries, and riparian values (unit E-l, 95,350 

acres); and 

(2) the requirement that vegetative or land treatments be 

compatible with the objectives of managing the Powderhorn 

Primitive Area SRMA (unit E-2, 47,745 acres); and 

(3) the requirement that livestock management projects would 

have to be compatible with, and not conflict with, the capabilities 

of the resources to support wintering populations of elk, deer, and 

bighorn sheep in the West antelope Creek ACEC recommended in 

unit E-7. 
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Other restrictions can be found in the prescriptions for units E-10 

through E-l 5. 

35. The referenced language in the DRMP was indeed confusing and 

has been revised in the PRMP. The restrictions on livestock use 

that the paragraph refers to include changes that would be 

implemented in various management units (units 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, 

14, and 15). such as, a requirement that livestock grazing be 

compatible with management unit objectives, seasonal limitations 

on grazing or changes in the ,kind of livestock authorized. The 

restrictions referred to include changes in how grazing is currently 

administered, and do not include range treatment restrictions or 

exclusions, or actions that would possibly result in a reduction in 

AUMs. 

36. Please see the discussion on page 2-33 of the DRMP for 

information on the Gunnison ERMA. The Supplemental Program 

Guidance (ELM Manual 1623.4) requires that all public lands 

administered by BLM be classified for “special” or “extensive” 

recreation management. Historically, all public lands were managed 

as de facto ERMAs, and in fact, it is the type of recreation most 

closely associated with the public lands (see page 2-31 of the 

DRMP for a definition of “extensive” recreation. It is not 

anticipated that providing for recreation on public lands in the 

ERMA would, to a significant degree, impact any other uses. 

37. The topics on page l-6 of the DRMP are the Planning Issues and 

Criteria that are referenced in the second paragraph of page 1-5. 

See the top of page l-7, Chapter One, DRMP, in the left-hand 

column for the continuation of the section titled “TOPICS NOT 

ADDRESSED IN THE RMPIEIS”. 

38. Throughout the DRMP, chapter numbers, such as “CHAPTER 

ONE”, appear at the top of all odd-numbered pages; Chapter 

content, such as “INTRODUCTION”, appears at the top of all even- 

numbered pages, for continuity. This is standard for documents of 

this type. 

39. The slight/moderate erosion condition class is determined by both 

soil and,vegetation factors. Presently, there is no classification for 

riperian areas, so the reference made on page l-6, Planning Criteria 

1-C. pertains to uplands only. 

40. Consideration was given to modifying the language in Issue 4. 

page 1-6. DRMP, to include all multiple uses, other single uses or 

resources, or combinations of several resources or uses occurring 
on public lands. All uses occurring on public lands are included in 

the Issue, in that they were all addressed indirectly in resolving the 

Issue(s) in the various alternatives. The BLM agrees that all uses 

occurring on public lands, including wildlife habitat and livestock 

grazing management, provide important contributions to the social 

and economic fabric within the Planning Area. Alternative C in the 

DRMP especially recognizes this contribution, as do the other 

alternatives. Issue 4 is relevant in the DRMP because of the 

importance of tourism, travel, and related economic and social 

factors occurring in the Planning Area. Ranching is a grass-roots 

industry in the Planning Area, to be sure. The continuation of this 

industry on public lands is important to ranchers, BLM, and the 

general public. Much of the recreation setting referred to in the 

Issue that the general public sees are the landscapes in the 

Planning Area. Public lands used for livestock grazing, end ranches 

and farms are a major part of most landscapes in the Planning 

Area. The long-term benefit to, and improvement that is 

anticipated in livestock forage conditions, vigor, and distribution , 

and the anticipated improvements in forage quality and quantity on 

public lands in the Planning Area (see page 4-68, DRMP) es a 

result of implementing the PRMP would not be changed by the 

modification of language in Issue 4. 
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41. The comment refers to language in the bottom two paragraphs, 

left-hand column, page 2-l 3, DRMP, in the Surface Water Quality 

section of WATER RESOURCES. 

Overgrazing by livestock in riparian zones is a common and 

surface-disturbing activity in these areas. Other activities 

potentially impacting riparian zones such as roads, water 

developments, mining, timber harvesting, and off-road vehicle use 

are discussed elsewhere in the Surface Water Quality section on 

page 2-13 of the DRMP. Natural wildfires do not commonly cause 

significant impacts to healthy riparian zones. 

Rangeland monitoring studies conducted over the past 5 years 

indicate that, while big game do utilize riparian areas, the time big 

game spend in riparian arees and the total forage consumed is 

typically small when compared to cattle. Damage to riparian areas 

caused by roads, while significant in some areas, is far less 

widespread than damage caused by the heavy or severe overuse 

by cattle. 

42. Please see the response to comment 11 of this letter. 

43. Please see the response to comments 11 and 20 of this letter. 

44 and 45. Regarding the 1978 range surveys. this is the latest 

information available regarding conditions of range lands. 

Please see the response to comment 5 of this letter regarding sage 

grouse information. 

46 and 47. The term “production/development” refers to those uses 

such as development of mineral leases, OHV use, livestock 

grazing, timber harvesting, and mining; these are commonly 

referred to as commodity uses. It is standard practice, and has 

been for many years, to mitigate impacts associated with 

commodity uses by stipulating limitetions on these uses (eg. 

seasonal closures for oil and gas activities to protect wildlife, 
limiting OHV use to designated roads to reduce soil erosion, and 

developing grazing systems to restore plant vigor and increase 

regetation cover. Also, through the RMP process, BLM attempts 

to balance the conflicting mandates of multiple use with the wants 

and needs of the various user groups and the general public. 

Because management themes and emphasis in Alternative E (in the 

DRMP) and the PRMP vary from unit to unit, an overall resource 

ranking was not deemed appropriate. 
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Responses to letters 39 end 40 

5-221 1. See the response to comment 2 of letter 8. 
Erich Hill 
P.O. BOX 731 
“all, c.3 81658 

I am writing concerning the dsslgnation ol the Alpine Triangle. 
East ~unnlson, ccbolla creek and test anntelc.pc Creek as Areas of 
Critical Environsental concern (ACEC). They desperatly need this 
to occur and be part o* a wilderness preservation strategy. 

The Alpine Triangle ie an area that contains 11,000 feet peaks, 
bighorn sheep habitat, rare butterflies and beautiful river and 
there surrounding lands. They need the protectlo” Of the xec 
d.Z*Iq”?,tIO”. 

The East G”““Ieon IS an area that has been over qrereci by cattle 
and is as critical habitat for elk and deer wintering. 

The ACEC desiqnation “ould help the bighorn sheep become a self- 
sstaininq part of the ecology in the cebolla Creek area. 

Nest mtelope Creek area is habitat for deer, elk and bighorn 
&CC-p. overqrs*Inq has caused problems in this range land. ACEC 
designation vould result in rfstoration 0I the natural condition 
that should EXISt. 

40 
S-28-91 

I 

I am-writing concarning the dcsignatlon ot the Alpine Triangle, 
East Gunnison, Crbolla Creek and west Antelope Creek as Areas of 
crItica ~nviron;penhl concern (AcEc). They desperatly noed this 
to occur an.3 be part Of a wilderness preservation strategy. 

The Alpine Triangle is an area that contains 11.000 feet peaks, 
bighorn sheep habitat, rare butterflies and beautiful river and 
thEI s”rro”“dI”g lands. They need the protection of the ACEC 
designation. 

The East cunnison is an area that has been over grazed by cattle 

1 
and is as critical habitat for elk and deer vlntering. 

The ACEC designation would help the bighorn shcfp become a Self- 
sustaining part of the ecology in the cebolla Creek area. 

I 

west Rnt~lope creek area is habitat for deer, elk and bighorn 
s,,ecp. overgrazing has csuscd problms in this range land. KEC 
designation vould result in restoration of the natural condition 
that should exist. 
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Response to letter 41 

1. After reviewing the comment and the tract, these lands have been 

identified as a Category One tract in the PRMP. In addition, the 

tract, identified in the tract in the Appendix D, DRMP, Alternative 

_ A (Continuation of Current Management), and totalling 66.58 

acres, has been expanded to include an additional nearby 4.39 

acres in Sections 11 and 14. Please refer to Appendix D in the 

PRMP for an updated list of the Category One tracts for the PRMP. 

The PRMP map also shows the location and general configuration 

of all category One tracts. 

Responses to letter 42 

42 
1 and 2. See the responses to comments 1 and 2 of letter 8, 

respectively. 
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TECK RESOURCES INC. 

Response to letter 43 

Thank you for your letter. 

MI Bill Bollomly 
R.MP Team Ludu 
“. s. fkpmmnt of lm.rior 
Buma of Land Management 
2.m South Townsend Avenue 
Monaou. Colorado 81401 
U.S.A. 

Dar Mr. Bo~omly: 

Mickl P. Filion. P. hg. 
Diccm. Environmental Affairs 
Tcck Corporatim 

Responses to letter 44 

1, 2, and 3. See the responses to comments 1 and 2 of letter 8, and 

comment 2 of letter 12, respectively. 
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Responses to l,etter 45 

4!5 1 through 5. See the responses to comments 1, 2, and 3 of letter 
8, and comments 5 and 1 of letter 11, respectively. 

Responses to letter 46 

1. The comment refers to Chapter 2, which describes the existing 
situation as of the time of publication of the DRMP; the existing 
situation may not be optimum for a given species. BLM recognizes, 
however, that bighorn sheep herds of less than 100 animals are 
probably not viable in the long term, and whenever possible in a 

unit we would manage for 100 or more animals. 

Our goals are to initiate a habitat manipulation project to remedy 

the concern of monotypic habitat. Plans include a burning and 
logging program in the Devils Hole/Rock Creek area to open up 
dense timber stands in order to improve migration routes, and give 

’ sheep an opportunity to move to other habitat types. 

The migration corridors and winter and summer ranges are well 

known and identified in most areas, but information regarding 
lambing grounds is limited. We are continually inventorying for 
these areas. Inventory efforts are on-going to eliminate data gaps. 

2. The Preferred Alternative contains provisions that would limit the 

distance between areas grazed by domestic sheep and bighorn 
sheep to 4-5 miles for herds in unit E-10, but in the areas south 
and west of Lake City and in the Lower Lake Fork Canyon, the 
grazing areas would continue to be intermingled. 

3. Our information regarding the referenced economic benefits is 

based on all our available data. It is also difficult to describe the 
economic benefits from the aesthetic values these animals provide. 

The small number of sheep is the limiting factor and not hunters, 
as stated in the DRMP. The demand for an opportunity to hunt 

sheep is far greater than available permits. 
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ny major concerns are thrfe: 
1, There is an obvious lack .a* recoqnit‘o” Ol the &ii.lere 
threat posed by domfstlc sheep on bighorn ranges. There 1s 
no ~omitlrcnt to reducing this threat, o= to avoiding it In 
the future. 

al. 198b)‘recQnnend. 125. I” the-Gunniso” RA, there 1s no 
commitncnt to maintaining populations o* viable sire. 

,. There is a “arrow v1ev Of what. co”stit”tce s quality 
year-round bighorn range, “ith up to 6,X seasonnl ranges an* 
assodated migration corridors. Instead, there Is enpIlas1a 
only on lambing a=fa5 and vinter ranges. This “a==~” “ieW 
implies a continue3 comitment to the cu==e”t.limited 
numbers of sheep in the Iu. 

p. z-25. co”ce=“s IO= bighorn sheep should include: 
1. populations of ~100 wild sheep are probably “ot viable in 
the long term. 
2. 1f sore herds are sedentary and do not have acce85 to a 
variety of vegetation types. this should be a co”ct?=“. 
mrds in limited, ~io110ton0~s habitat do not respond weI1 to 
variation in Yeathe=, o= to human harassment. 

.3. 1t should be a co”cc=n that all seasonal ranges. 
including lambing areas and migration corridors, are not 
knovn for each herd. WC can’t manape or protect habitat if 
we don’t kno” xherf It is. 
4. The degree of separation of wild sheep from existing 
grazing a=~-as of donfstic sheep should be stated fo= each 
blghom herd. ~ccomendcd distances between wild and 
dbmstic sheep, should be cited from the literature: Do not 
“hide” the th=eat of domestic sheep. 
5. the potential economic benefits to local communities from 
sheep h”“tl”g o= sheep “atching a== probably understated. 
These benefits are KS due to the relatively small “umber Of 
sheep &JJ, as stated, but are due to the small numbers 
of sheep. 

p. a-8. it is not clear if the cmmitment to locate seasonal 
ranges of bighorns applies to all 4 herds currfntly in the Iu. 
I” addition to seasonal ranges, migration corridors should be 
identified. “Inventories” to be ‘conducted” is vague. The only 
way to efficiently and effectively lokate seasonal ranges and 
niqration corridors is with a year-round radio telemetry study on 

1 each herd. 

51 
6 I 
7 1 
81 
91 

1C 

ll 

46 
It is not clear here if any of thcsf biqhor” herds are- 

threatened by nearby domstic sheep. (some clarification exists 

in the appendix. It appesre that do.estic sheep a== pr~scnt on 
at least 3 of the , wild sheep ranges). The expense of studying 
the “ild sheep cay well be ., W.stef”l “d~splacrment activity. 
““less there is a comitmcnt to Separate Wild and dOmfstiC 
sheep - pr~sumhly by rcaoving domestic sheep. o= by declaring 
sooe a,1ctments as permanant Cattle-o”~y a11otu‘ents. 

p. 3-17. 
1. The goal cl 500 bighorns should include that each 
separate herd should be at least 100 animnle, a viable 
pop”latIo” sire. 
1. In”e”torice eo identily SUitable transplant sites ior 
blghorna should not bo limIted to identifying lambing afeab 
and winter ranges. S”m~er ranges, m,nera1 licks, rutting 
ranges and rsiqration ccrridore sre a1.y important for 
establishing a “on-sedentary, viable herd. Note that many 
transplants have bee” failures, p=es”nably in part due to 
inadequate se1ec:tion Of transplant sites. 

p. 3-51. ~omnents k-e. p. 3-17 apply here also. I” addition, a 

goal of 50 bighorns probably is not a viable population, 
especially if the sheep are to be in 2 01 more hc=ds. (This Is 

nc.t clear.) As I read it, this alternative may imply loss D= 
elimination or one or more existinq herds. Which one(s) isfare) 
*Xp*“dabl*l 

p. 3-71. It is unclear what factors night influence the “carrying 
capacity of the habitat” for bIghorns. Will bighorn ranges be. 
grazed by any livestock in this option? 

The above cements regarding limitations 01 inventories to 
identify Suitable transplant sites: regardinq goals *or 
population sizes; a”* especially regarding a commitment to 
isolating wild shfop from domestic sheep; also apply here. 

It is not clear what is meant by *m”ito=i”g studies” within 
bighorn ranges. 

p. 3-101. see abo”e COlEe”ts tegaP.iing: 
1. a need for ~omorehenslve analysis in choosing bighorn 
transplant sites; 
2. a need to clarify the goal of 500 wild sheep by decla=Ing 
s goal of at least 100 sheep per isolated herd; 
3. a noed to identity all components of the year-round range 
of existing herds, not just lambing a=eas and winter ranges, 
“sing radio telemetry; 
1. e needed-commitment to keep wild sheep isolated Iron 
domestic sheep. 

Mso, I don’t know what ‘monitori” studIfs. a=f (again); but why 
are they applied tr, pronghorn and not to bighorn in this option? 

pp. H 6-7. ,‘hc “u;;bc=s of bighorns present in ACECS 9 o= IO, and 
11 do not agree with the “mbbc=s give” 0” p. 2-25. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

The ELM is committed to do the best we can with the limited 

funds available to learn more about sheep movements and to 

continually update information on seasonal ranges. The magnitude 

of the inventories would depend on our funding and available 

manpower. ELM’s goal is to eliminate data gaps regarding 

seasonal sheep ranges, but that goal is contingent on funding and 

staffing levels. 

Please see the response to comment 1 of this letter. 

Future inventories to identify suitable transplant sites would 

analyze all the components mentioned in your letter, as well as 

evaluating the effects to other resources. 

In Alternative C, there is a likelihood that bighorn sheep in the 

Lower Lake Fork Canyon and the area south and west of Lake City 

would be at risk, and could disappear from this area within the life 

of the plan. Bighorn sheep herds in this location have been 

struggling for years trying to maintain a foothold, but recent 

CDOW figures for the past 4-5 years have shown a steady decline. 

The primary reason for this decline is believed to be the interaction 

of bighorn sheep with domestic sheep. Alternative C differs from 

the Preferred Alternative and the PRMP, however. 

In Alternative D in the DRMP, (which the comment specific& 

references), no domestic livestock grazing would be authorized in 

most of the Dillon Pinnacles area and some of the area south and 

west of Lake City. Cattle only would be authorized in part of the 

area south and west of Lake City, within the Cebolla Creek area, 

and within the Cochetopa Creek area. Cattle or sheep would be 

authorized within the Lower Lake Fork Canyon area. Please refer 

to the prescriptions for Management Units D-2, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 

15, and 17 for more complete details on livestock grazing within 

bighorn sheep areas in Alternative D. 

Monitoring studies proposed in bighorn ranges would include 

utilization by bighorn sheep and domestic livestock to evaluate the 

degree of completion, trend, use patterns, effects of land or 
vegetative treatments, and population levels. 

The PRMP includes the recommendation to conduct monitoring 

studies in bighorn sheep ranges, as well as in pronghorn ranges. 

Thank you for pointing the discrepancy out to us. A change has 
been made to table H-2, which is reprinted in the PRMP. 

We recognize that domestic sheep grazing overlapping with 

bighorn sheep presents a disease threat to bighorn sheep. The 
concern is addressed on page 3-121, Management Unit E-10, in 

the DRMP. 
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Responses to letter 47 

1. Columbian sharp-tailed grouse were not mentioned in the DRMP 

because the historical information we have is very limited regarding 

where this bird occurred on public lands. The PRMP includes 

language that would give ELM the option to consider and evaluate 

the introduction of sharp-tail grouse and Merrian’s turkey. 

2. The livestock grazing recommendations for the referenced 

vegetative type in the Preferred Alternative would be acceptable in 

a multiple use framework. Restrictions in some areas would be 

recommended. Please see the PRMP, units 1, 4, 5, and 15, for 

specific grazing recommendations. 

The bighorn sheep herd in the area south and west of Lake City 

has had difficulty in maintaining stable numbers. Please refer to the 

response to comment 5 of letter 46. 

3. Please refer to the response to comment 2 of letter 46, and most 

of the other responses to letter 46, regarding bighorn sheep. 

4. The ELM plans to enhance the bighorn sheep range in the Cebolla 

Creek area. See page 3-121, DRMP, for general recommendations. 

A timber sale is planned to open up migration corridors, followed 

by a burning program. We will be working closely with CDOW 

during the development of this plan and future plans. There are no 

plans at this time to begin habitat enhancement projects for 

bighorn sheep along the lower Lake Fork. The STANDARD 

MANAGEMENT section, Chapter Four, PRMP, for bighorn sheep 

habitat management has been modified to allow for treatments if 

feasible and desirable. 
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47 
5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

The guidelines on page A-2 of the DRMP, and in Appendix A in the 

PRfvlP. are good compromises between treating all sagebrush and 

minimal treatments. There are places in the Resource Area where 

the grass and forb understory is so poor that the only way to 

improve this condition is through vegetative treatments, and 

sometimes in combination with improved grazing systems. 

In the judgemant of ELM, the l/4 miles buffer around active leks 

would be adequate to provide protection and to reduce impacts 

during the mating season throughout saga grouse ereas. 

The appendix on page A-2 of the DRfvlP contains the guidelines 

found in the Memorandum of Understanding for the management 

of sage grouse. 

One of the objectives of riparian management in the Preferred 

Alternative of the DRMP is to improve the riparianlmeadow areas 

that have been identified as important to sage grouse (please refer 

to Management Units E-l 1 and E-14). When feasible, in-channel 

structures or other projects to accelerate riperian area improvement 

would be used where the benefits would justify the costs. Water 

developments would be constructed as part of improving grazing 

management and could also be constructed as a part of sage 

grouse habitat enhancement. 

Use on willows is minimal over the entire area; however in those 

areas where domestic sheep are concentrated, use can be heavy 

to severe. Since ptarmigan populations in the resource area are 

low, it’s difficult to determine the effect that domestic sheep 

grezing has on the species. Much of the sheep use takes place 

above the tree line on forbs and grasses. 

The Preferred Alternative recommends two right-of-way corridors, 

and proponents would be encouraged to locate future lines inside 

these. Some lines could be located outside of these corridors, 

however. In every case, the BLM would require necessary 

mitigation for impacts to wildlife in any authorization granted. 

10. Please refer to the proposed OHV designations in the Preferred 

Alternative in the DRMP, especially Maps F-9, F-10, and F-l 1 in 

Appendix F. The OHV designations in the PRMP are identical to 

these. 
\ 

11. Please see the response to comment 23 of letter 38. 

12. See the response to comment 14 of letter 35. 
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angeland Consulting 48 

Responses to letter 48 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Actual big game herd numbers on private land cannot be 

extrapolated from the tables in Appendix A of the DRMP, as the 

tables are projections or goals, and may or may not reflect actual 

numbers of big game in a Game Management Unit (GMU) at any 

given time, either on private or public land. 

Please refer to the response to comments 11, 15. 16, and 20 of 

letter 38, regarding carrying capacities, big game utilization, and 

the relationship between CDOW and BLM regarding requests for 

reductions in big game population numbers. Also, please refer to 

the response to comment 13 of letter 50 for information regarding 

the manner in which elk population estimates are calculated during 

the year. Since 1983 the CDOW has been trying to hold elk 

numbers down to their long range herd goal of 9,000. Please also 

refer to the Wildlife Management section of STANDARD 

WlANAGEMENT in Chapter Four of this PRMP, for information on 

big game utilization of habitat. 

Disposal of public lands is a viable management tool in some 

cases, and tracts or areas for dispose1 must be identified in land 

use plans. Strict, established criteria in the Federal Land Policy and 

Management Act (FLPMA) would have to be met, however, in 
each instance. Acquisition of privately owned lands is a viable 

management tool that is sometimes used to enhance management 

of a particular resource or aree; this tool is not restricted to 

recreational purposes, however. 

The Preferred Alternative in the DRMP, and the PRMP, is a 

combination of actions and recommendations from all the 

alternatives considered. 
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48 

h.?“.., m . .“*t.l”.d Yi.ld C..,. .“d thrr. to c.bt.1” tb3.t 

h.?“.., w .” .“““.l b..l.. Th,. 1. P’“P.’ m.‘,.p.‘“.“t. 
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Responses to letter 49 

H’lldcrncr, hdy Group 
CaInpus Box ?Ol 
huldcr. co 80309 

49 

Bill Bollomly. RM? Tam Leader 
BWCl” Of Land Ma”*gemcnl 
2805 South Townsend Ave. 
hkmrow CO 81461 

Dear Mr. Bottomly. 

Thank you for including my comments on the draR Resource Management 
Plan in your efforts LO address concctions of ovcrsigh~s or deticicncies in 
the draft. I am writing you on behalf 01 the University of Colorado’s 
Wilderness Study Group. an environmcnlrlly oriented organization 
involved in restarch on Colorado public lands. 

Gvnnison Resource Area needs IO manage its lands with more emphasis on 
rccrcalional and ecological valuer b@xuse of tbc special places found 
there. The lands there arc gcnenlly more valuable IV rhc public as 
rccrealional and ecological prcrrrwr. and to keep them safe lron~ threats 
rquircs positive action in this RMP. 

As the trend towards rccrcrtion has increased in recent years and will 
probably continue 10 do so. so has wblic concern for ecoloeical values 
~ncrcsrd along with tbc need to manage lbc recreation. As I can easily 
tell for myself writing you from Crested Butlc loday. mow&n biking is 
definitely on lc list of very popular summer rccrcation options .which 
impact BLM lands. along uilh hiking. and the popular fishing and boating 
sctiviticr of summer. All of lhcsc rctivities share some common 
chanctcrislics: they dcpcnd on various ecological and wildlife values 
being protected from damage. rely on preservation of the area’s 
remarkable scenic bcruly. and require BLM msnagemcnt. Although your 
cuncnt draft does include Areas of Criricrl Environmental Concern lor 
some of the most imporlanl resources. I do not fccl that the currem draft 

1. through 4. See the responses to comments 4 of letter 12, 2 and 
1 of letter 8, and 1 of letter 11, respectively. 
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19 :, 
plan is up IO rhc Ic\cI of p;owclion Ihc region’s re,ourxs nrcd ccdusc 
lhrrc arc other rcsowccs which should be added as ACtCs. and arc nol in 

the draft. 

For a beginning. building more fool trails in all approprialc areas should 

1 

help 10 rclicvc prs\sure on olhcruiw Loo hcn\ily uud arcas: 8bc more lhe 

mileage of trails. the more dirFrscd Ihc impaca ol trail rccrcalioo on Ihc 

lands. 

Additionally. the riprrian areas us, of Gunniron seed protextioo not for 

recreation opponunilies. but because wimer deer and clt herds need a 

brat from heavy catlle grazing compclidon, that has also bon Ihe 

riparian areas. They should bc managed II an ACEC. vile emphasis on 

prwecting Ihe winter range for the animals (which is very difficull 10 find 

given Ihc nalural and historical human developmcnl of Ihe lower 

elewion, slrearn bollom uc~s.) Having Ihe extra winter range area is 

complimcnlary m Ihe draft’s winlcr range ACEC near Blue Mesa. 

The Cebolla Crcct area, because ol the presence of bighorn sheep there. 
should 

2 
be managed as an ACEC. lite lhc East Gunnison area. 10 protect Ihe 

herd’s welfare. The entire Alpine Triangle should be covered as an ACEC. 

prcscrwd for ils wildlife and also for the many visilors who enjoy the 

alpine region. It is rare lhat the BLM in my pan of lhr nalion should 

manage such a high elevation area. which is pzobrbly the most haulilul 

recrca~jonal area [he RIM ovcrwcs anywhere. I know lhal the 
Slumgullion Slide is valued as a “wxlbook cxamplc” of geological process 

because I have studied il in geography clasxs. Dcrignaling !hc entire area 

as an ACEC would surely simpl!fy managcmcn~ of Ihc indibidual rcwurces 

lnkc the Slide, and would dovetail nicely with Ihe u’ild and Scenic Corridor 

of Ihc Lake Fort Gunnisoo should Ihe agency recommcnda!ion k changed 
in Ihe draft. 

I 

In order 10 prcrcrvc il from damming nod more dcveloproent. bolh for Ihe 

wildlife and the recreationins. the Lake Fork River should be 

3 
rccommcndcd lo Congrcrr lor Wdd and Scenic designation. By its mere 

prercncc in lhe Alpine Triangle. I feel lhal iI easily meets Ihe requirement 
for II least one ouwandingly remarkable chsracwislic. with scv.craI. 

I 

In general. the dirrction that I hope Ihe Cunnison Rerourcc Arcas talcs in 

lhir RMP is away irom lbt BLM’s “uaditional” role as an administrator for 

mining and grazing developments. I feel. and I lhint Ihal many ol the 

4 public feel. lha proleclion of ecological and recreational values should be 
clcva~ed over par! levels. I do no1 feel lhal lhis precludes responsible 

mainwnancc and limiwd expansion of mining and/or grazing activaies. To 

bc sc&lly and morally rcrpons8blc. such acti\8lics most be 

Darin Green. 
Wilderness Study Group 
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,.o. Box IY 

nay 20, 1991 

nr. Ah” L. Kesterke, District Manager 
mntrase District 
Bureau Of ran* nanagsmont 
2505 south Tomsend Avenue 
HO”tr06e, co BllOl 

The Gunnison C0unt.y Sto~kgr~wer’~ Association (hereafter “GCSA”l 
hereby submits its written comments on the DRHPIDEIS for the Gunnim 
ReSO”rCe **ea. AS you are aware, the GSCA w.,s founded in 1891 and 

for nearly a century has been an active representative of the 
li”e.tock industry in the Gunnison “atershed. GCSA, by and through 
its membership, represPnt6 private individuals, families, 
part&ships, corporations and other entities which own o= use lands. 
water rights, livestock. grazing permits and leases in the a=ea 
covered by the plan. As presently proposed, the Reso”rce Ma”age?r.ent 

plan or portions of it may deny o= alter certain of these members the 
“68 of these “ar1o”s prWertie6. A6 s”ch, the GCSA reWcBe”ts 

50 
a lnmbershlp that 16 or may be affected by approval of the Pr(rP.x‘,d 
Resource Ma”agcKe”t Plan. Should it becma necessary, CC% has 
6tandlng to prote6t a~~ro”sl of this RHP under (3 CFR 1610.5-2 
11990,. 

These comments ware prepared after extensive review of the 
DR,,P,DElS by a select com”lttae With>” the WsA, rh,ch come”t6 Were 
then revlewd by the Board of Directors of the GCSA p=io= to 
submission to the BL”. The BL” Area Hanager made available a number 
of additronal detailed supporting materials through the cmperarion 
of tha RHP Team Leader. 
appreciated. 

Their assistance in that regard is 

I 

The Stockgrowers a=e very concerned about the “Planning Issueso 
that were developed and a=o awarently d=i”ing the scope of the 
DW. Those “Planning Issues and Criteria” listed on pg. l-6 in 
rable 1-2 seem to focus a great deal of the R”P on forage-related 

1 icsue6. specifxally. Issue 2 states: 

As background. this plann>ng issue nerds to be analyzed aga,,,st 
Sectxon 402 of the Federal Land Policy and Hanagement Act of 1976. 43 
u.s.c. 1751(c) L (d). and the decisions of the federal courts I” 
p. ..- --a - 

I 
gLi_lnc. Y. Horton 388 P. supp 829 --.-a 

I “. :.I -. 
448 P. SUPP. 802 (D.D.C. 1978). The 

;a. twofold: 1) the req”ireme?nt fo.- the 
klo~cenf of epcclf,: ba61,, Graz,“g El% and, 2) the statiltory 
requirements that the BLH have in place, in curent and constantly 
updated UP6 or through current terms and condltlons in permits and 
leases; provIsions which would potect the range resource. 

The Gunn~son Basin Grazing EIS was completed in 1980. For the 
rrcord. GCSA and the local Ilvestock Industry are very dcs,rous of 
having each local allotment under the jurisdiction of the RLM 
operating under AH’s that are current and properly developed in full. 
rom~llance ult.h Section 8 of the Public Pangelands Im~rwenent Act of 
,978 (P.L. 95-514; 92 stat 1803,. The recent HO” on Sectlo” 8 
executed by the ‘XI. CYGA. the State Director and the Colorado 
Caoniss~oner of Agriculture stands as a tool to assist in that 
ProccIs. 

Responses to letter 50 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

The Issues the DRMP and PRMP address were arrived at during the 

early scoping process (see page l-5 of the DRfvlP). Newsletters, 

news releases, and open houses were utilized in soliciting public 

input on the issues, which were initially drawn up by the planning 

team. Issues 1.2, and 3 directly focus on how to manage 

vegetation in the Planning Area. issue 4 indirectly addresses 

vegetation, as pointed out in the response to comment 40 of letter 

3%. 

Please refer to the response to comment 9 of letter 35, and to 

page 3-3 of the DRWlP for discussions of budget needs to 

implement the referenced actions. The increase mentioned on page 

3-3 of the DRMP would apply to the PRMP as well. Regarding the 

comment on Allotment Management Plans, please also refer to the 

discussion under the italicized subheading, “Activity Plans and 

GrezingAgreements”, under Livestock Grazing Management in the 

STANDARD MANAGEMENT section of Chapter Four in the PRMP. 

Please refer to the entire discussion of Livestock Grazing 

Wlanagement in the STANDARD WlANAGEMENTsection of Chapter 

Four, in the PRMP, for information regarding the updating, 

evaluating, and modification of Allotment Management Plans 
(AMPS). 

The implementation plan for the approved RMP will be prepared 

shortly after the State Director signs the Record of Decision that 

will be published with the RMP. Schedules or target dates the for 

implementing decisions in the RMP, including writing AMPS, will be 

contained in the subject implementation plan. 

Please refer to page 2-5, Chapter Two, of this PRMP for a 

discussion of the relationship of this PRMP and the April, 1980, 

Draft and the September, 1980, Final Gunnison Basin Livestock 

Grazing Environmental Impact Statement. 

Please refer to the discussion in Chapter Two of the PRMP 

mentioned in the response immediately above, regarding 

implementation of range treatments and projects, and the 
discussion in the italicized subheading “Range lmprovemenfs”, 

page 4-10, in Chapter Four of the PRMP. 

The livestock grazing management section of the prescription for 
Wlanagement Unit E-l 1 (containing sage grouse high production 

areas) in the DRMP hes been modified in the PRMP, and clarifies 

the application of guidelines in Appendix A for sage grouse 

management relative to range treatments. In unit 11 range 

treatments and projects that meet sage grouse habitat 

management objectives and that are designed to improve livestock 

forage, would be permitted and encouraged. If range treatments or 

projects result in increased forage, once watershed objectives are 

met the excess forage would be allocated for livestock according 

to 43CFR 4100. The necessity to modify or revisit existing activity 

plans, MOUs, and other in-place management documents could 

also arise. Refer to Appendix A for reorganized and reworded sage 

grouse habitat management guidelines. Also, please refer to page 

2-5, Chapter Two, of this PRMP for a discussion of the relationship 

of this PRMP and the April, 1980, Draft end the September, 1980, 

Final Gunnison Basin Livestock Grazing Environmental Impact 

Statement. 

Please refer to the responses to comments 3, 4, 5, and 6 of this 

letter. 

Please see the response to the similar comment 49 of letter 38. 

The BLM believes that the issues as stated in the DRMP, and the 

comprehensive nature of the Draft and Proposed RMPs, as 

dictated by the Supplemental Program Guidance (BLNI Manual 

1620), edequately address the importance of the livestock industry 

to the local economy within the planning area. 
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I 
Regrrtahly, despite this express stat”toly dlrectl 

Congress and despite the best intentions from both the BLM and the 
industry, according to the DRW, (pg. Z-28) only 28 of the 116 
grs7Ang allotments in the b.¶S,” have an AMP. Other intormnt~o” 
indicates substantially less than the 28 allotments reported in the 
DRNP actually have 8 c”rrent W. The inference from me “Planning 

2 fsrue” listed above is that either: 1) forags conditions are not 
improving or being maintained because allotments are not covered by 
existing or current M!PS; or 2) the Ilvestwk operators are somehow 
at fault for the absence of currant AMPS and the resulting decline in 

forage condition. II 18 not even clear from the DRWP which AMPS may 
be regarded as current, but after approval of this propased R”P, a.11 
APaPs would technically be outdated in scae fashion or another. 

This is a situation which needs to be addressed. Dnf~rtunatelY, 
the DRllP 1s woefully insdeguate on this iss”e, stating only that: 

3 

I 

. . ..‘~c?anges and possible adjustments could remain in effect until 
eo”dltl”“s are improved or until new or revised AMP0 or CRMPS are 
developed and implemented. Existing Mps would be revised and new 
AMPS or CF.NAPS would be develoPed &t~~hCCAt_f22ff_dh%“t I-2 
RB!P~h*l3.QECPCCvear.” EW pg. 3-105,(emphas,s added). 

I 

Very simply, by failing to keep the NfPs c”rrent and 
implemented, range improvement Progress is slowed and permittees are 
being denied the “pportunity to have their “activity plan” for 
grazing, their MI, developed fully within the protections afforded 

4 
them by Section 8 of PRIA and the mechanism 6et “p by the HOU 
ment,oned above. Under the express langunge of the DRHP, cbangcs in 
current aanagrm~nt on most allotments could remdln in effect 
indefinItely, as only 20 A,,Ps at a maximum would be rev,sed or 
developed ,” a decade! The DRHP s6y6 Ilttle, if anythlng about a 
schedule for im~lnmmtatian of those AMPS. 

The DRMP states unequivically that “all grazing allotments have 
u6e (AUHs) lxce”Fed in accordance ulth the decisions Issued from the 
Gunnison Basin Livestock Grazing environmentsl Impact Statement 
(issued June 1981).” The 1980 Gunnison Basin Grazing EfS was 

.developed after a full opportunity for Public participation in 
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act as a 
consepucnce of the NRDC lawsuits cited abave. Commirtments were made 
by the BLn to ths l~vastock industry, environmental interests, and 
the general public about planned activities and program6 related to 
the range resource xn the Gunnison basin. 

The 1980 Gunnison Bssin Livestock Grazing ET8 HT’IPprlng Rest 
(which along wlrh a complementary pall Rest schedule was the adopted 

preferred alternative) authorized basin wide 11.512 AWS for 
livestock and 31.200 NM6 for wildlife. Potentially allocatable hUHs 
for the long term (2005) were to be 91,207 AUMS for both livestock 
and vlldlife by ma”agpme”t only and 111,728 AU% by implementing 
management and vegetation treatments. Obviously, there would be, 
significant economic benefit to the local community as a result of a” 
increase Of totsl AOMS from 78.712 to 111,728. 

50 
Range imyrovamrnrs, a major, itemized component of th approved 

alternatives 1~ the 1980 Grazing BIS for full implementation over 
eight years were as follows: 

-6S;OOO acres bj prescribed burning 
-14.500 acres by mechanical treatment 

facilities to be co”6t.xcte.d included: 
-19, miles Of “BY *enc.. 
-215 DBV cattle gnurdl 
-59 new stocl;uatsr rsssrvoir. 
-63 new vertical or horizontal wells 
-183 new springs 
-39 miles of water pipelines 
-aesorted stock tanks, and trail improvements 

I 
In terms of stocking levels, the Df”4P indicates that only in 

1980, the-first year the Grazing EIS was implemented did the Aws 
actually used by the local livestock industry basinwide exceed the 
EIS authorization (15,031 AUMs) and in all subsequent years has bee” 
aub6ta”tially below &ti the avallable A”,48 (active preference) 
actually authorized by the BLM staff and the EIS authorization. w, 
BRtlP. Appendix Table B-2,. 

I 
Despite a very.through review of the DRMP, we could find no 

evidence there Or I” the 6”PPorti”g materials subseguently prov,ded 
fhaf,indicated that those range ~mPr”v~me”ts co”telr,plated by the 1980 
Grazing EIS have bee” fully or partially acconpllshed. Nor were any 
speclf~cs bet forth about what range improvement projects or 
activities were contemplated in the future owr the life of the RnP. 

c 
This is a major dbfect in the DRHP that must be corrected. ” 

What we did find was very troublini for it speaks volumes about 
the scope, direction, and focus behind the above “Planning Issue”. 
From,the perspective of the livestock industry. it is clear that key 
portions of the 1980 Crazing EIS as to range improvements have not 
baen compiled with and the DRHP is fatally and legally incomplete in 
addressing that issue. In that regard. specific attention of the 
Area and District staff reviewing those comments is called to the 
Wanagament Situation Analysis Reso”rce tie.3 Profile for Livestock 
Management prepared by Bud Cribley on January 16, 1989. 
reported: 

Mr. Cribley 

“The Rangeland Program Sunmary (RPS) for the Gunnxson Basin 
Grazing E1S specified management that would occur to resolve 
identified problems. Wnnagemcnt got.16 “era to develop 6.9 new AHPS, 
revise 28 existing MPs, and to develop range improvements (fences, 
waters, vegetation treatnents 
implement management. 

, etc.) on certain allotments to 
Estimated cost for the proposed range 

improvements was 3.5 mullion 1981 dollars. To date we have ““Iv 1 
MIPS and are currently receiving approximately 1l5.000 to $26,660~ 
dollars/year in range improvement funds. The RPS set s time frame Of 
8 years to prepare kMPs and implement management on all allotments 

10. 

11 

12. 
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I 

The BLM acknowledges that livestock grazing is an important 

component in the overall management scenario on public lands and 

provides important contributions to the social and economic fabric 

in the Planning Area. The continuation of this industry is important 

to ranchers and ELM livestock permittees, BLM, the general public, 

and the local economy. We believe that it is important to both 

livestock operators .and BLM to have a healthy range with 

improved forage conditions,ligor, and distribution. These are some 

of the goals and objectives of this PRMP. 

The goals in the referenced resolution and the language in BLM’s 

Issue 4 do appear to be consistent. Please also see the opening 

paragraph in letter 81 from The Gunnison County Board of County 

Commissioners, in which the issues are mentioned. 

Please refer to numbered item 4 on page 4-8, and to the last 

paragraph in the left-hand column on page 4-9 in the PRMP for 

language regarding adjustments in grazing preference. 

Big game herd goals for BLM-managed lands, for both the interim 

and the long term, are presented in the DRMP (see Appendix A, 

page A-l) and in the PRMP, in expanded tables in Appendix A. 

These goals relate to the carrying capacity of the habitat in the 

interim and for the long term. Please refer to the response to 

comments 11, 15, 16, and 20 of letter 38, regarding habitat 

carrying capacities and the relationship between CDOW and BLM 

regarding requests for reductions in population numbers. Please 

slso refer to the reworded Wildlife Habitat Management section of 

STANDARD MANAGEMENT, in Chapter Four of the PRMP for 

language regarding carrying capacities. 

Recommendations were made in the DRMP to hold big game 

populations within habitat carrying capacity on public lands (please 

see Table A-3, page A-l, in the DRMP). As a result of our 

monitoring studies, our primary concerns are with the long range 

herd goals for deer. In Table A-3, page A-l, in the DRMP, BLM 

recommends lower interim herd goals for deer until shrub 

production end vigor increases. 

In 1983, this resource area initiated an intensive monitoring effort 

to evaluate decisions that were made at the completion of the 

1980 Management Framework Plan and the Grazing Environmental 

Impact Statement. In. 1985, .this monitoring effort was further 

refined. The BLM used aerial observations, CDOW information, 

1980 wildlife AUM figures, and 9 years of monitoring results. As 

a result, over 20 individual files which represent segments of the 

winter range were established to intensively monitor elk and deer 

use in these areas. These files contain information about utilization, 

trend, form class, and distribution for uplands and riparian 

vegetation communities. Including the deta would have greatly 

increased the size of the referenced documents, and would have 

served little purpose. .Theee files are available for review in the 

Gunnison Resource Area office, 

This information, was used as the basis to recommend elk and deer 

carrying capacities on public lands (pleasesee Tables in Appendix 

A of the DRMP, or Tables in Appendix A in the PRMP): The BLM 

has a concern at this time regarding whether winter-ranges on 

public lands can support that portion of CDOW’s long range herd 

goals for deer without further impacting habitat conditions on 

winter ranges. Although utilization on winter areas has been within 

proper levels for the most part, there are areas where we have 

:oncerns about the condition and quality of some of these shrub 

stands, such as in the Cimmaron area, the canyon along Cebolla 

Creek, and areas along Cochetopa Canyon. This condition appears 

to have occurred sometime in the past, perhaps during the sixties 

when deer populations were extremely high. For these reasons, 

3LM would prefer to see deer numbers on public lands lowered by 

about 30% in the interim in several areas, in order to ellow habitat 
:onditions and vigor to be improved. By following interim herd goal 

,ecommendations in table A-3 in the DRMP, and in Table A-4 in the 
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‘on. Of tie rang. impro”ec4s~t opt,ans that was identified in th. 
Gunnlson Basin Crarinp IIS was “egetatl”. treatments. Thya Ye*. 
over 97,000 acres of sagebrush =.“9elsnde that rer. id.“t!I,.d for 
treatment. This rcpressnts ov.= 301 fof tb. =.ng.land s”lt.bl. fo= 
grazing in the PA.. 

“A.5 Y. ha”. Sta=t.d to conduct t=..tm.“t., cO”C.=“S ?=a being 
er~resssd as to what tb. impacts of this much t=.atm.“t “111 ha”. on 
vildlif. habiLat...S~a of th. most important rildlifa habitat exist. 
on sits. that have tb. best poto”ti.1 for Ve9etatiV. t=..tm.nts:- 

H. eonclud.d: "It 1s inlportant that Yegetatl”. tr.atm.“ts 
rsmain . viabl. mansgenent option fo= manspin liv.stock 9=.zin9 snd 
not be restricted to the point that those treatments not be 
b.n.fici.1 to overall =.so”=c. aanagnant.” MSk/MP, W. 7. 

“1s Ccum.“ts *r. especially inportant 9iv.n that C0”Ore.s bae 
pre”lo”sly in ?LPlU announced and cbc1ar.d: 

(12) the p”blic land b. managed in a man”.= vhich,=ecwnir.r th. 
Nations need for docestle sources of l lneraln, food; tmber and fib.1 
frcm the public land..” ,, O.S.C. 1701 (11). 

In furtbrrsnc. of that polic,, C~n(l=... b.e f”=tb.= IDun+ .nO 
required: 

M I” the face Of th16 clear C”ngr*~slo”~l Policy and di=act,on 
enco”ragl”9 rang. lwrO”.m.“ts and the exPr.66 goals and t.arg.t. Of 
the G”nn,so” Basin !xurt-!xs9*3td aca=in9 IIS, Other “.U CO”61ral”ts 
.31e being placed on further vegetative t=**tm.nts .v.n prior to 
adoption of th. DRW. Ih. “0” 0” The Cunnison Basin S.9. G=OUS. 
Habztst ~ana9e~nt Guidalin.. b.tw..“.th. BWI, lo=.st S.N~C., and 
th. cm providss 9”id.linss that =.st=ict O= di.cour.9. Iand 
trsatlnents on pot.nti.lly “*St .c=..~.B of land r,thin th. ~l.nnin9 
wea. This dalusnt wt. as . limitation upon and is In 0ir.e 
conflict with prtionc of tha rang. iaprovemnt 0rcqr.m of thm 

G”nnlSOIl Basin Grazin9 918. “0r.ov.r. th. DW Prdarrd Alt.mativ. 
states that--ld.ntified saw 9=0”ee br+-rearlag hab‘faf and ..stin9 
.I..., and vint.= habitat would b. .aintained O= im~rov.0. Sa9sbrusb 
and riparian v.petstion would be msna9.d to ~cbi.ve . hamast 90.1 of 
1,000 9rou.. annualll.” TO the .=tmat this cont*a~latas’li~lt,.9 
previously schedu1.d Ve9stativ. traatrent., thin aanagsm.,,t props., 
is in conflict with th. Grarin9 SlS aad potentislly viol.t.s 15 
U.I.C. 1751(b)(l). 

In the Standard Wa”.9e!a.“t PTOpor.0 for both ““.9etatim,’ (0, 
5-103) and ‘lAwStock Grazin9 Manapewnt” (p. 3-105) “nd.= tb. 
~refsrred Altsmativ~, the DR)(P s.tm a very bi9b .tan,,a=d of 
mnagemmt for tb. livestock indust,-,. St=at.91.8 for livestock 
grarinp management %a”ld I”Cl”d. an.3 =sp”i=. changes in turn-out 
dates, season Of “=e. duration and fre9”.=.cY Of 9rarin9 “8. and would 
be .cccap,i.h.d With 9rszin9 systen p=.rc=iption, rhlch invlov. 
deferment. rest or totstion. War livestock fscl1iti.s and la.., 
treatments would ba deve1op.d if “eedsd to achiwe AMP o= CWAP O= 
other objectiv.6: 

In SWary then. OUT review of the 09~ and the supportin 
info=m.tiw iw3ic.t.s: 

1, Ba~ln-rid., liv.stcck 9=azin9 l.“.lD a=. currently b.loY 
b&h the levels required by the RPS Cunnison Basin SIS and th. Activ. 
Authorized 0s.. 

21 UPS bava not bean dsV.loped on schedule by the B,,,, snd in 
fact, are significantly behind schadul.. 

3) Th. tOtO P=O9rm Of =aW. ilp=O”.n.“t Co”t.mP1at.d by tb. 
Grszln9 STS, a si9”ifiC.M and major sl..m.“t of that dmment, has 
not been implemented to the detrimeht of tb. rang. =.SDYIC., vildlif. 
habitat, and the local livsatock ind”stw. 

4) Additional actions have been taken in tb. =am~ of other 
resources (0.9. tb. a.9. 9rou.e “001 that wt.=.tially ha.. .99=.v.t.., 
the prob1.m. 

5) me Rw intends a major cbsn9. ia th. polky.a”d .Pp=o.cb 
for ran9. imp=ov.m.nt specifically and livsstock man.9.m.nt 9snerally 
and has failed to *Ye” s”~rflc.11, .dd=.sa tb. .bo”. iss”.s. 

These ..=. major issu.6 that tba RnP m”st develop in a”cb 9=eat.= 
det.il and da.1 uitb, r.solvin9 tb. issues and providing mid.=,c. f”= 

PRMP, the habitat quality of these areas would be expected to 

increase, and with the addition of some projects it is anticipated 

that the habitat carrying capacity would eventually support CDOW 

long range herd goals, and at the same time sustain the improved 

habitat conditions. The numbers of animals in Table A-3 in the 

DRMP represent those that would, in the recommended interim, be 

expected to occur throughout the entire Planning Area. Please see 

the Appendix A in the PRMP for expanded tables. 

13. The following information is provided to display how elk numbers 

are estimated for lands in the Planning Area in GMUs 54, 55, 66, 

67, 551, and small parts of 64 and 65. The information is based 

on data from the CDOW. Yearly populations are based on a 

biological year which starts in the spring after calving and ends 

before new calves are born the next calving season. In table 2-16, 

on page 2-23 of the DRMP, the numbers present are post-hunt 

figures only and do not include winter mortality. If winter mortality 

is included, the number of animals going into the biological year 

would be less. The number of elk at the end of the biological year 

ere the population figures that ere used by CDOW and others to 
determine yearly population numbers. 

Using the data from CDOW, estimates for elk populations for the 

Planning Area during the biological year for 1990 appears below. 

1990 BIOLOGICAL YEAR - ELK 

1 

Post-Calving 

Season 

Numbers 

2 3 

Pre- Post- 

Harvest Harvest 

4 

Pre-Calving 

Season 

Numbers 

15,857 15,314 10,167 9,128 

Column 1 includes the estimated number of elk surviving through 

the winter plus new calves born that year. 

Column 2 is the estimate of the numbers of elk that live until the 

beginning of hunting season(s). 

Column 3 represents post-hunt estimates. 

Column 4 is the estimated number of elk that survived the winter, 

and before new calves are born. The number in this column 

represents the estimate of the population of elk for management 

purposes by BLM. 

Providing post-hunt figures in the DRMP for the period indicated in 

the comment would not add significantly to the analysis conducted 

in the document. The figures are available from the CDOW or BLM 

on request. Significant environmental consequences anticipated 

from wildlife habitat management in each alternative are addressed 

in Chapter Four of the DRMP. 

14. Please see the responses to comment 12 and 13 of this letter. A 

rewrite of the wildlife habitat management component of the 

Resource Area Profile portion of the Management Situation 

Analysis is not warranted at this time, as the amount of new 

information pertinent to the resource would not be substantial. The 

BLM’s Supplemental Program Guidance was followed in the 

preparation of the wildlife habitat capacities that have been 

determined. Other authorized uses were also considered to the 

extent necessary in the determination of all resource information 

in the DRMP and MSA. 
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the public and the remurc* ufzers. A ReGource Hnnagemrnr Plan 16 
1eue4 to establish in a v=itte” *o=m the allowable =esou=ce uses 
and specifically: “the genera, management practices needed to 
achieve the above item.;- ,, CPR 1601.0-5(k) (2) 6 (4, (1990,. Ihat 
language would certainly include the vegetative t=eatme”ts.and range 
improvement program. what the DRWP co?tenplates is a major reversal 
of a prior policy promoting =a”ge improvement and vegetative 
troatmnts. The proposed love1 of range improvements under the RHP 
is simply not stated In any detsll. A complete rationale for the 
subtle but major change in policy is not provided. At “0 point is 
the failure of the BLW to develop MS in a mo=e timely fashion, 
(more than I to 2 a year, let alone that contemplated In the grazing 
EIS, addressed by the RMP. What levels of sagebrush treatment arm 
going to be sustained and implemented on a basinwide basis under the 

1 RHP? What levels of msn,mver and funding a=e available for these 
efforts? what is the p=oposed implementation schedule? What will be 
tha effect presently and over the long tern of “on-compliance with 
the Grazing US? 

The DRWP paints a distorted picture of declining range 
conditions and the need fo= further management conditions to be 
plamd on the livestock industry locally yet ignores the serious and 
continuing decline in range treatment efforts. The co”seque”ces of 
the inadequacies of the DRHP on this issue a=e seriously detrimental, 
both to the livestock industry and the long tenn.vegeratlve habitat 
in the Gunniso” Basin. 

“1” view of the importance of recreation and tou=~sm for local 
economies, uhat ~feps can be take” to rmprovo recr~atio” dive=sl!y 
and oppo=tunitIes, ubile preserving the =esou=ces necessary for 
desirable =ec=eat~o” settings?” m?# pg. l-6. 

I 
Pursuant to the authority contained in 43 CFR 1610.1-1 (1990). 

vhlch authority allows for changes in planning c=lte=~a hased on 
public suggehtxo”s. the GCSA =eguests that Plnnnlng Issue 4 be 
changed and the EPW revised to reflect planning baaed in part on the 
fo~loving plaz”l”g criteria: 

I This change is requested because, it simply requires the FMP be 
develooed based on the actual realities of the current socio-economic 

I 
situat;& of the local economy in the Gunniso” Basin and berause it 
is much more consistent with the officially adopted Land 068 
Resolution of Gunniaon County. ““de= 13 CFR 1610.3-2 (19901, WPS 
must be “consistent with offically approved 01 adopted =rSOU=ce 

Gurlnison County has adopted a Land “se Resolatlo” under the 
authority granted it by the state of Colorado for a number of 
distinct p=pxes, including: 

I “(5) lo ancourage and otrengthe” the established industries of 
agricultura, mining, tourism and education.* Q!rnn~.~~pst~Wd~ 
“se Resolute, 2nd Ed., “ag 8, IPB, as amended “a,’ 16, 1989, Pg. 1. 

I In furtherencs of that pcllcy, Sectlo” 2-10211) of the LUR 
a”“o”nce8 as follovs: 

“0ect,on 2-102. ECO”O”,C LAm “SE POLICIES. The following *=e 
the economic land use policies of Cunnison County: 

9 

I 

(1) TO encourage and c.t=e”gthe” the existing industries of 
agriculture, tourism, recreation. mining and education; to promote 
greater diversity in the County eco”omy to broaden emPlowent 
opportunities and reduce seasonal mplopmt fluctuation j?.amanner 
tiat x, 11 not endms~ror &t~c~~o~~-~e~.tig sX~I;~UE.. 
i”d&&&.@.~,” (enphasrs added). 

‘I 
Planning 3ssue Rx= simply ia not consistent on if6 face with 

this basic policy of the local government as is required by 43 CFR 
16lO.,-2(a)(1990). It clearly does not address the lm~act 0” local 
crouomies as is expressly required by 13 CFR 1601.0-8 (1990) because 
it 1g:mres the a9r,c”,t”=al >“d”st=y. As f.he rewss~ntative of the 
Pxlstrng agrrculture lndubtry In GUnnlSOn county. GCSh rewest6 that 
Planning Issue I be revised a6 stated above and ap~~oprlate =~v1610”6 
in the DRHP be made based o” the “ew planning crlterla. 

III. Yrl.l&JE.ISSI!E$ 

A. Elk .P~tioM 

The DRHP, under WIldlife ~abitnt management, includes the 
following statement for standard mnagement in some form under “early 
all the proposed alternatives: 

“The Habitat Management Plan (H&V) fo= the planning area would 
be revised and lmplsmented consistent with BLM’s PIsh and Wildllfa 
Plan for Colorado-Program for the Decade....Objectives of the revised 

10 
NW would include, but would not be.limited to, methods to manage 
public lands “to help meet cUOU long range herd goals.” 98X?. pg. 
3-103.3-104. 

In fact, at several points in the DRHP reference is made to a 
goal bc,ng “to help meet CDOW long-range herd goals”, ~e~.C&, 
pgs. 3-118, 3-123. I-5. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

\ 
t 
r 
s 
t 
E 
t 
il 

f 
t 

I 
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The BLM would continue to work closely with CDOW at all levels 
regarding herd goals and carrying capacities on public land. 

The boundaries of Management Units for the alternatives in the 
DRMP are shown on Maps 1 through 4 in an envelope in the back 

of the DRMP, at a scale of 1:200.000 (1’ = 3.15 miles). Regarding 
Management Unit E-7, a unit recommended for ACEC designation 

in Alternative E, specific input from the public was solicited 
regarding.the nomination of the ACECs the BLM would screen for 
further analysis. See Appendix H for a discussion of the ACEC 
process and the nominated ACECs. The BLM, during the go-day 
public input period for making comments on the DRMP, did solicit 
input on all elements of ttie DRMP. including all unit boundaries. 
Earlier input from the phblic was solicited at scoping meetings and 

through newsletters. 

We realize that the majority of elk and deer winter ranges on BLM 

managed lands are also important spring and early summer 
livestock grazing ranges. This recognition has been included in the 

descriptions of Management Units 7 and 12 in the PRMP. 

Our winter range maps are based on information collected by 
individuals in our office over several years of monitoring, and 

information from the CDOW and the Forest Service. These maps 
depict areas that elk and deer depend on during the winter months. 
The maps are not based on land ownership, and do include private, 
state, and Forest Service lands, since the animals migrate back and 
forth ac!oss the Planning Area. Many of the resource data maps 
BLM uses in RMP preparation tasksinclude these same or different 

mixed ownerships. These maps are not meant to imply that BLM 
authorizes the use of private lands for ani purpose, or that BLM 
exercises any authority for the use or grazing of wildlife on private 

lands. The BLM will continue to establish and manage capacities 
for BLM managed lands only. 

Please see the response to comment 18 of this letter. By law, the 
BLM must consider adjacent property in the development of RMPs. 

The BLM proposes no management actions for private lands in the 
Planning Area. Maps showing all habitat types considered and 

Jtilized in the DRMP and PRMP are available for review in BLM’s 
3unnison office. 

The required mitigation for sagebrush treatments in the DRMP has 
leen changed such that these measures in the PRMP are guidelines 
:hat would be considered whenever possible as land ‘and 

vegetation treatments are planned and implemented. The lands 
.hat the measures would apply to has also been changed. Please 

efer to Appendix A in the PRMP for the changed guidelines. The 
guidelines would not necessarily limit opportunities;but could alter 

raditional ways that land or vegetative treatments have been 
accomplished on public lands in the Planning Area. Instead .of 
reating large blocks of sagebrush for one resource, plans would 
nclude possible methods to benefit other resources, such as saae 

lrouse. Also, plans may limit the amount of sagebrush that can be 
reated in one area. 

‘he guidelines would affect the decisions in the referenced 
locument just as the PRMP would be effected. Please refer to 
lage 2-5, Chapter Two, of this PRMP for a discussion of the 
elationship of this PRMP and ihe April, 1980, Draft and the 

September, 1980, Final Gunnison Basin Livestock Grazing 
Invironmental Impact Statements. 
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nutho~ized in the Cunn,ron Resource Area. i.e., 62,390 AWs. These 
AUHs have been legally authorized under the authority of the Taylor 
Grazing Act of ,934. 43 u.s.c. 315, et. seq.. and reaffirmed under 
provisions of FLPvu, 0 u.6.c. 1701 et. seq., yet many are currently 

10 
being held in sur,pancion. ‘The contrast on this issue is at the heart 
of ” “umber Of res”“rce rnanagament 1661186 in the Gunnison Basin ““d 
while ye recognize that the DRnP includes “recommendations” for short 
term reductions in certain big game populations, the GCSA objects 
most strongly to the overall theme of the DR,,P in this area. 

‘rhe Gunnison County atockgrowerl. Association believes tbst it 
is time to critically ra-exanins the working relationship of the BLM, 
the CWU. the OSFS, and the private land ownership entites as regards 
the habitat capacity for terrestia, wildlife in the Gunnison Basin. 
GCSA believes that the current long term goa of the CWY in terms 
of elk numbers in local DAUs are too high with increasing controversy 
and significant resource damage on both public and private land as a 
consequenca. Elk nambers over much of the Planning Area have risen 
dramatically over the past few years and despite nearly five months 
of hunting during recent years, ulth resultant impacts to both public 
and private land frm the increased recreational activity, the 

I 

post-hunt numbers remain well above the CDOW long-range goa,s. As 
the major representative of the private land ownership basa in the 
Planning Area, the CCSA believes that as part of this RHP process, 
the big game population goals in the Gunnison Resource Area must be 
determined bawd on the habitat capacity of the critical winter rar!ge 
areas. This effort must take place af this stage of the 
ma”ageme”t,~lann,ng PTOC~SS d”r,ng the development of the RHP, as the 

ll 
RHP VI11 guide rind drive all *uL~segurnt activity plans. 

The ELM, as the manager of the public land. has a broad 
respoosibllity to the public to nalntaln or improve the habitat for 
vlldlife. Ue belleve part of that rerpnnsibllity is insuring that 
population levels for v~ldlife, just like stocking rates for domestic 
,ivestock. are consistent with the available crltiral habitat. This 

I simply wa; not done in the DRHP and is required under the MA’s own 
authorities. As such the DRnP is legally InsufficIent and 
incomplete. 

Under 13 CFR ,60,.0-5(k,(,990), a Resource “anagement Plan mea”6 
a land use plan as described by PLPM. It “generally establishes in a 
wr~ttrn document: 

(2) Allowable resource uses (either singly or in combination) 
and related ?pv_cls-Qf orodurt~.gn~.o:~ to be maintained;” 13 CFR 
,60,.0-5(k)(2j1,990)(~mphasis added). 

In develping the RIIP, the District or urea Manager is requared 
to analyze the inventory data collected on significant issues and 
decisions with the greatest potential impact. 13 CFR 1610.1-3 (19901. 
They are required to.“determine the ability of the resource area to 
respond to identified issues and opportunities.’ 43 CFR 1610.1-1 
1,990). A factor to be considered is: 

“Id) The estrmated sustained levels of the various goods, 

50 
services and uses that may be attained under PrififIng blologicn, and 
physical conditions....” 13 CFR 1610.4-4I*)(1990). 

rlnally the regulations provide a firm requirement that “the 
District or Area Manager shall estimate and display the physical. 
biological, economic, and social effects of implementing each 
alternative considered in detail. *  43 CPR 1610.1-6 (1990). 

The BLM Manual also provides that the first goal of overall 
habitat management is to “Ensure Q&%$.!rdnJa?Jla.!j.gw and a natural 
abundance and diversity of wildlife resources on public lands...” B& 
!!!&“A, Part 6500.12 A., 6/17/88. 

The BWI Manual further states “it is BLM policy to manage 
habitat with emphasis on ecosystems to ensure self-sustaining 
populations, BLnnanual 6500.06, 6/17/88. and to ‘prepare and 
maintain on a continuing basis, an inventory of the wildlife and flsb 
resources, plant communities, and threatened, endangered, and 
candidate (special status) species on the public lands. Pm! H”“““, 
6500.06 LA.,,6,,7,88. 

Based on this significant regulatory authority concerning 
wildlife populations and the planning process. GCSA has carefully and 
crltically reviewed a,, the underlying data supporting the DRHP/EIS 
as well as tha mm itself for evidence that the population levels 
were recommended based on a careful and detaIled roviev of the 
capacity and capabIlIty of the winter habitat to support those 
population goals:’ That review included the HSIIRAP for 
MIldlife-Intro. and the ISRIRAP for Ylldllfe, Elk/Deer prepared 
l/13/89 by Mr. Joe Capodlce. bdditlonally, we ba”e revlowed the 
c”rrent WP exec”ted June 7, ,962 by the the” Area and Dlstr,cf BLH 
Hd”dgers and rhr then Peg,ona, Hanager of the CWY. Ye have also 
reviewed “A Fish and M,d,ifo Plan for Colorado-Program for fhe 
Decade, referenced I” the DRHP. Th”t document is amb,qu>ous and 
avoids the issue, contenplating that big game habitats uill be 
managed “in accordance vlth population levels stated 1” resource 

None of these docmfnts addresses specifically and in detail. 
the habitat capabxlity of the various crltlcal winter ranges in the 
Gunnlson Planning Ared to maintain the various projected or desired 
big game pop”,at,ons. Vh>,e the HSA/RAP of Mr. Capodlce generally 
discuses trend, ut~,~zat~on I” certain vegetative types, the 
analysis is at a background level only m the most general terms. 
Under the regulations, BLH is legally required in both the MCP. and 
the RMP to develop and consxdar “critical threshold levels” in the 
foxmulstion of planned alternntives. See. 13 CFR 1610.4-4(i)(1990). 
For the Gunnison Resource Area, the c.pac,ty of the “inter b,g game 
habxtaf 16 such a cr,t,ca, threshold level. 

The consequences of this inadequacy wIthin the DEW are 

THE DRMP AND BLM RESPONSES 

!l. 

!2. 

!3. 

!4. 

The 1982 HMP would be revised to accommodate the decisions in 

the approved RMP. The HMP objective for sage grouse are to 
maintain habitat on 200,000 acres of public land to support 
minimum population of 24,000 sage grouse, and maintain nesting 
cover for sage grouse on over 200,000 acres of public land by 

providing a minimum of 20% canopy closure of sagebrush or 50% 
of the land area with slopes less than 12% within two miles of 
identified leks. If necessary, this and other objectives in the HMP 
would be revised as a result of the Approved RMP. 

Site specific areas have not yet been identified for proposed range 
treatments. Selection of sites would be based on factors such as 
livestock use, sagebrush cover, lek locations, and potential for 

improvements. Treatments would also consider or include grazing 
systems that would achieve better understory conditions, including 

non-traditional grazing processes, such as intensive grazing for 
short periods of time. 

According to C. Braun, a recognized sage grouse expert, existing 

hunting seasons in the Gunnison valley do not have an effect on 
overall grouse populations, because up to 50% of the small game 
bird population will die by the end of the year regardless of 

whether or not they are hunted. Hunting seasons ere based on 
taking a portion of this 50%. 

Based on sage grouse harvest data, trends in harvest have 
remained fairly consistent over the past 10 years, with a 1 O-l 5%. 

variability. Historically, sage grouse harvests were much higher 
than 500 birds. Long-time residents of the valley talk about grouse 

being harvested in wagon-loads. 

The BLM has no information on the effects of predator impacts to 
grouse within the valley; however up to 50% of the birds have 
been taken by predators in other locations. 

The size of Management Unit E-l 1 is based on the need for 
management of sage grouse habitat in the unit, and overall 
biodiversity of the Planning Area. Economic dependence or 
contributions are only one of the many factors used to decide the 

management for a particular area in the RMP process. Existing 
conditions, needs, and manageability are other factors, but these 
are not all-inclusive. Granted, it is difficult to determine the exact 

degree of local dependence on grouse, but individuals come from 

as far away as Denver, Colorado Springs, Canon City, Pueblo, 
Alamosa, Montrose and Grand Junction to hunt Gunnison grouse. 

Research shows that the sage grouse in the Planning area are 
unique compared to other western grouse, and as a result of 
habitat alteration or eradication, the Gunnison valley habitat and 
population could be considered to be very important to the viability 

of the species. 

The DRMP does not recommend the introduction or reintroduction 

of species, but rather authorizes the inventory and consideration 

of such actions for certain species at a possible later date. As such 
proposals are made, they could be authorized according to the 
referenced language. Factors and questions identified in- the 
comment, in addition to many others, would be considered in the 
environmental analysis, which would be subject to public review 
before decisions are made to actually implement proposals. 

Please refer to the prescription for Management Unit 2 in the PRMP 
for information on introducing moose into the referenced area. 

Please refer to numbered item 4 on page 4-8, and to the last 
paragraph in the left-hand column on page 4-9 in the PRMP for 
language regarding adjustments in grazing preference. 
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significant. P~rst, th. plnnnad population levels in the 
6”bpACt. At best they AI. an .auc*t*a guess. At Yor6., an AIbltrAry 
sn4 capricious 4ctsrmination by m*n*pement. Secondly. th* failure to 
*aa***. h*blt*t Copaclty pot*“tl*lly con*t,tutss A” Abdication Of the 
bra.4 ms”a9am.nt authority of th. BLM av.r the public lands in favor 
of the GtAt. “Ildlif. *‘).ncy. Third. the mm 1eavall “nresol”s4 mA”Y 
critic** is*u.s S”Ch As: A, th. .dYAl .ff.d 0” prior *on 
allocations Ior livestock sn4 “ildlif.; or b) uh.th.r th. BL” baa 
4.t.min.4 that c”rr*“t populations .r. “rsasonabl.” vltbi” tb. 
framework of tb. “G” of WI,,,, .xecut.d bstv..” th. BLI( an4 tb. 
cm. 

The ccm***xity Of th. I‘S”. Of big pa.,* popu1stion levels 19 
i”dicat.4 P.rb.p. b..t by simply cmparing pr.vio”s stat.4 9o.l~ a”4 
ob,sctiv.s .“4 c”rr.“t mtu.1 “umber.. ,b. 1944 Dunnison Basin 
Gr~ri”g EIS “as d.“.lc~.d b.s.4 on elk mmbers At 8,500 h.84. Th. 
1982 “abitat Ma”a9emenr PI.. Y.. 4.vrlop.4 s”4 ban.4 on 9.200 ha.4. 
The DRM asks for ‘short ten” reductions basin ~$4. to . . YntArim’ 
1.v.l of 8,800 bad. Tbo CKW lon9-ran9. 90.1, “hich is r.f.r.nC.4 
at several Dointm in the DA”P AS A g-1 of tb. 9111, is 9,000 he*4 Of 
*lb baai” “id.. Th. sctu*l vst bunt populations indicat. *  et.*dy 
incr.*s. in pop”l*tion~. *“On thrcl”9h significant post-s.*son ecu 
hunt. ha”. b..” autborir.4 by tb. CD,” .“4 .“cow.9.4 by local 
interest... The actual mmbms sine. 1980 he.“. b.en r.port.4 to US by 
th* Bl.M I” .“pporti”g mat**1*1.. In not one year over tb. l**t 
a.c*a* .r. thos. levels *t or below th. 9,000 Il.*4 CDGV 9c.d. 1.t 

I3 

alone the 1.~~1. c”“t.mPl*t.d by sny of th. afor.m.ntion.4 GWI 
4ocum.nte. Those .ctual post bunt population number. rhoul4 b. 
re9roduc.4 I” tb. DRnP a”4 th. cona.~.“c.s of that increas., 
inclu4ir.G an *“*lysia of fora9. consm~ti”” by big gm. on BL” lands, 
fully 4iscloe.4 in th. DR”P. 

I 

As A ~one.qu.ace of thaw ~onc.rns, th. Stockgrowers hereby r.9”e.t 
that *s *  condition of *PPro”*l of tb. G”P th*t the BLM 4s”aloP *“4 

14 
d.t.mi”.. “ithin th. c.,“t.*t of . n.r WGl,rUP o” vildlif. wh*t tb. 
sustainabl. hip 9*m. b*bit*t cspacity is cm BLM lsnds vitbi” th. 
Planning Am. giving au. co”.id.rstio” to other existing authorized 
“s.s. including liv.stock grazing at pr.f.r.nc. level.. Th.” . . . 
furth*r con4ltion of *pprov*l of the AMP *dditio”*lly require lnot 

I 

just r.comm”4) that populstio”c of .1k *“4 4.~ b. bro”9ht into 
ca.p*i**ce rlth tha state4 long term poa1s of tha CEO” withlo 11 
monthm of *PPrw*l “I th. Rwp usi” Vh*t.v.r *v*il*bl. *utb”rity th. 

15 
‘X0” my have to achieve such g-1‘. Purtbsr, AS A condition of 
*~~ro”*l of th. R”P, if th. n.” “GA/RAP dsteminm thst *” *44itiO”*l 
40w”w*r4 ad,ust..“t to the *ho”. r.f.r.nc.4 mstsinabl. bi9 9.m. 
habit.t camcity I. “.c.s.ary, th.t mch bo required to be achieved 
within 14 months after ml9 *pprO”*l. 

B. ~sB,*naEU - -. 

Th. GCSA h** serious ressmations about th. co”c.pt. philosophy. 

16 
I 

a”4 process us.4 to.d.v.lop tb. bou”4aria. .“4 .a”a9ens”t framework 
for Management bits k-7 s.4 x-12 or simili*c ~ansgement ar**a 
contained in other l ltsmativ*s. Tb. particulsr 4.tsil.4 b”un4ari.s 
of these A~AAS A=. not well-4.fh.4 anyvher. in th. DR!W,DBIG. 

16 

I7 
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Specific input from tb. .djoi”i”g rrivnt. la”4ounern o” the.9 
bo”n4ari.n WA* not sought. Pre”>ous ~x~er1.n~. of our ns.be,chlP 
with sinailiar National Porest planning on this 1-6~. l akae GCSI very 
uary on this Issu.. Th. specific* of tb. *re* bou”4srie.. ProP06.4 
m.“.g...nt 9ui4.l,n.s, futur. fo,*9. *uthorir*tio”‘, *“4 h*bit*t 
capacity “..a to b. cl.*rly 4ev.loP.4 in *  co”.e”s”~ .a”“.= if th. 
A”P is to b. ultinatsly ~ucc.as~“l in r.*ol”i”9 them im?“... MOT. 
inportantly, th. q ans9.me”t *r.* pr”po**l. fsil to resopnir. th*t 

I 

much of this ares i. “critical I.“Q.- . . dist,n@sh.d fro. *.lk a”4 
4s.r crud*, Ilint** r*ng.-. *at is impo*t*nt to Alk an4 4e.r 
wint.rinl im ewus,ly laport.nt for spring *“a early S-AT livestock 
grazing rang.. fh. total babitst is important for . nmb.r of US.. 
a”4 A,, emphasis in thos. ~=.a‘ for big 9*m. winter r..n~., wh.n,th. 
vildlif. numbers ar. in .X’C.DS of long t.” goals vbos. cr.dibIlitY 
r-n I,- AAri0u.l~. cll*ll.“g.a, *.s”,ts in A a.f*cto .i”91. USA 
.anag.m.nt ..ph*si‘ which GCSA will not *UPport. 

-I- --- -- 
absmca of tb. .xpr.s.‘;&;.k l “tion.4 do”.. 

Th. D9,W should b. r.vis.4 to r.fl.ct the.. c0”c.m.. Proj.Ct.4 
vildlif. wi”t.r rang. *“4 h.r4 ,,oals should b. bas.4 on th. DriVata 
I*,,4 actually svsilsbl. *“4 *“thori*. for s”ch US.. &. CYrr.“tlY 
mana9.4, the Dk”P’s b.r4 r.collll.“dAtlo”S contain.4 I,, A,p~.“diX A 

I9 

I 

re1.far.x M existing burden on tb. r.riv.t. land. in th. ~ls”ni”f4 
A~AA to sustain elk h.r4. at wr.a.onabl. I.“.,.. ,“rtb.r th. DRHP 
.hould includ. th. detail.4 .*PPi”9, sn4 such mwi”G should b. 
*pp*0p*,*t.*y r*vi*.a. 

Groy6JLBn4-88pI Grous. Hsbitat 

mu Ok,41 proposes in th. Pr.f.rr.4 Alt.m*ti”. b. d..ign*tio” 
of approxi.at.,y 119 of tb. tot*1 Planninp Ar.* for u”*9*m.“t to 
improve a”4 l intain .*g.brush v.9.tativ. cowuniti.. in or4.r to 
o,,ti.iza sag. grouse populstlons. (Onits B-11 a”4 a-1‘). Irank1,, 
the membership of OCSA (many of whca p*rticip*t. in a”4 enjoy sa9. 
grow. huntl.,,) WAS al~r.~d it th. l COP. a”4 ,c*l. of th. 4esi9”atioO 
of theta mmspenent ALAS, beinp in .XC.SS of 40,000 *cr*s, much of 
it critic.1 spring .“a s-r liv..tcck rang.. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

The definitions of the terms “allocate” and “authorize” have been 

included in the Glossary of the PRMP, as they relate to resource 
management in the BLM. 

Allocate: To define allowable resource uses and related levels of 

production or use to be maintained. 

Authorize: To grant permission, usually of a discretionary nature, 
to engage in an allowable use. 

See the response to comment 41 of letter 38. In addition, please 
refer to page 4-5 in the PRMP for information regarding reduction 
of wildlife numbers. 

The last sentence at the top of the right-hand column, page 3- 
105, under Livestock Grazing Management, would include, by 

inference, range improvements within the context of livestock 
management practices and techniques that may be required to 
achieve the identified riparian area objectives. This language would 

permit,the development of range improvements as one technique 
to help achieve riparian zone management goals. See also the third 
sentence in the paragraph in Standard Management for Riparian 

Zones, page 3-103, for additional language regarding 
improvements. 

28. Please refer to the Standard Management for Livestock Grazing 
Management in the PRMP, pages 4-6 through 4-l 1, for language 
that has been modified to clarify how livestock grazing 
management, including managing for minimum stubble heights, 

would be implemented. Flexibility in the application of stubble 
heights that would be possible is also described. Allotment 

Management Plan preparation is also discussed in greater detail in 
the same section in the PRMP. 

29. 

Minimum stubble heights are recommended in order to achieve the 

resource conditions in the Standard Management section for 
Livestock Grazing Management, and in prescriptions for certain of 
the Management Units in the PRMP. In riparian arees, achieving 
these levels would help maintain plant vigor and production, 

provide for quality livestock forage and wildlife habitat, provide a 
minimum of plant residue to trap sediment during high flows, 
buffer or reduce the energy of high flows, reduce erosion, and 
protect streambanks. The implementation of stubble heights could 
occur within a variety of grazing systems, including non-traditional 
or rest or deferred rotation patterns. 

Please see the response to comment 28 of this letter. In addition, 
the requirement to maintain a minimum stubble height for a period 
of time is a term or condition that could be incorporated into a 

grazing lease or permit if felt to be appropriate by BLM. The 
Section 8 of the Public Rangelands Improvement Act (PRIA) 

mentioned in the comment consists of two statements that modify 
language in Sections 402(d) and (e) of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act (FLPMA). The language in Section 402(e) of 
FLPMA provides for the incorporation of terms and conditions into 

grazing leases and permits that are deemed appropriate by BLM. 
The incorporation of these appropriate terms and conditions would 
occur with the appropriate coordination occurring between all 
affected parties. Please refer to the revised Livestock Grazing 
Management section of Standard Management in Chapter Four of 
the PRMP for clarification regarding implementation of minimum 

stubble heights, and the how the recommendations would be 
incorporated into AMPS or grazing agreements. 

30 and 31. Please refer to pages 4-5 and 4-S in the PRMP for revised 

language clarifying how new available forage would be allocated 
for wildlife and livestock grazing management purposes. Also, on 
page 4-S in the PRMP, forage allocation procedures in 43 CFR 

4100 (specifically, see 43 CFR 4110.3) would include considering 
using new available forage to increase active use (AUMs). 
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Ihe DNJW is 1rKuBp1.t. and leaves se”.ral is*“.* ““resol”.d in 
this area. For esamplo, what will be tb. “et eff.ct on land 
tr.dtm.“t 0&.,mrt”“iti9Ii aS a CO”S.q”.“C. Of th. r.~trict,o”e asd 
conditions propossd in Awendis A? Row do them rastrictions ..~b 
with the range imprwwent programs o* the Ounnison Basin Grazinp 
EIS? HO” do they a1t.r or am.nd th. 1982 W? “hat and wher., *it. 
specific to tb. ground, .I. tb. land troatnent~ proposed to incrsss. 
understory “eq.tstio” in Onits 1-11, 891. DR”P pq. 4-61. Nhat 
changes in present hunting manage~~ant would *acilit.t. a fastsr 
r.rpons. in rage grouse pop”htlo”s? Where in the mm 16 there a 
discussion of tb. trmd. in harv..t other-than “*bout 500 birds .r. 
take” annually-. m, pg. Z-26. Yhst is the effect of natural 
predators OS th* sa9. PrOUs. pop”latio”*l 

Pinally, the DRNT and the )(sA,RAP lea”. opsn tha .qu.stio” of tb. 
relativ. sconmic importance of the sage prows to the ccanunity and 
:a11 into qusstions th. scala of tb. ar.as d.si9”at.d for sag. grous. 
mnagement. In the WA/RAP Wildlife-Sage 0ro~6*, nr. Joe capdice. 
in dsscribing any knom dapendency lecononic or otbervis.) o” th. 
jag. gra”r. r.so”=c. rewrted: 

“It is difficult to detemi”. how much 1w.l busi”.ss.s depend 
,n ChlS portion Of Ch. entirs huntin* 6..60”.~ ~&&pJNCP-*F, 
ranuary 13, 1989, pg.,. 

Against this I.ctu.1 st.t.a.“t, tha District and Ar.. ns”a9.r 
lere legally re9uir.d . . th. basis for formulatin r.aso”abl. 
tlternstives in the NHP to co”sid.r: 

“(c) Neso”rc. d..a”d for.ca.ts and analyses rslavanr to tb. 
‘.SO”IE. .,..a;- 43 WN 1610.1-1 (c)(1990), and 

“(‘1) Degree of local dawndenc. on r..o~rc.. from public land.“. 
,l CYR 1618.,-4 (91(19901. 

In the face of “r. Cawdic.‘. stat.mr,t. the GCSh seriously 
~hsllsn~as wh.th.r th. Preferred Alternative caoall.. -4th th. 
egulatiry r.quir.m.nts . . to th. demand for the h.g. grous. r.sourc. 

Nod the relsti”. degree of loc.1 dependence on tb. 8.g. orous. wher, 

ignlficant r&ieion in this .I-.. to .ddr... them issue.. 

I 

Vh. unit would bs .“al”st.d and coneidsrsd for F.. 
introductions! which could ba authorized by tb. Distrlet Mansper 
fo*mving env~romentsl an.1y.i.“. D.&E, p*. 2-113.111. 

The forage allocation methods, considerations, and procedures 

referenced above in this response (specifically in the paragraph 

immediately before the subheading “fences” on page 4-9 in the 

PRMP) are very similar to current procedures. Any incentives that 

have existed in the past to continue rangeland improvements 

would not be diminished as a result of implementing the 

recommendations in this PRMP. 

32. Specifics regarding how and when range readiness would be 

utilized have been modified and expanded upon in the Livestock 

Grazing Management section of STANDARD MANAGEMENTin the 

PRMP. See item 4. under Monitoring and Range Readiness, pages 

4-10 and 4-l 1, in the PRMP. 

33. See the response to comments 46 and 47 of letter 38. In addition, 

no ranking order of resources was developed or followed in the 

development of Alternative E or the PRMP. By nature, the Preferred 

Alternative (Alternative E) is a mix of various management unit 

prescriptions and resource uses that were analyzed in Alternatives 

A. B, C, and D. Alternative E was developed over time, considering 

these other alternatives, the impacts that would occur as a result 

of implementing the other alternatives, and as much other 

information as could be assembled. The impression could be 

conveyed that, because of the size of some units in Alternative E 

or the PRMP, a ranking order was developed and followed, but that 

was not the case. Alternative E does emphasize the enhancement 

of riparian areas, wildlife habitat, and recreation values in a general 

multiple use environment. 

34. The subject impacts have been reworded in the PRMP to indicate 

that a decrease in Planning Area income and employment could 

result if AUMs are decreased. 

35. The referenced language in the subject MOU between the BLM and 

two state agencies regarding the South Beaver Creek area could be 

construed to mean that BLM had, in 1988, predetermined that the 

area in the MOU would be designated as an ACEC. The MOU 

explained that BLM would, through the now on-going RMP 

process, propose the area for designation as an ACEC (page 1 of 

the MOU). The area was recommended and considered in the RMP 

process according to applicable guidelines .and regulations. A full 
range of reasonable alternatives, including two “no designation” 

alternatives and three alternatives with various sizes and 

management scenarios for the proposed ACEC were analyzed in 

the DRfvlP. If designated as an ACEC, the area would be managed 

according to the prescription for unit 8 in the PRMP, which 

incorporates much of the management addressed in the MOU.’ 

36 and 37. The boundaries for the South Beaver Creek ACEC were 

based on geographical features, slope, habitat sites that are similar 

to existing occupied locations, and manageability. 

The known populations of skiff Milkvetch cover only 185 total 

acres but the plants are concentrated in many small areas over a 

much larger area. Our goal in establishing the South Beaver Creek 

ACEC is to protect areas of known populations and similar 

potential habitat for this U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service category 2 

plant. Management of other resource values such as grazing, 

recreation and minerals would be carried out in such a manner as 

to minimize potential impacts to the species and habitat (see the 

response to comment 8 of letter 38). The ACEC management plan 

to be prepared would include the management actions listed in the 

prescription for Management Unit 8 in the PRMP. Some of these 

actions are listed below. 
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expressly made subject to a very stsnuous list of conditions that 
a~~arenfly do not aw1y to the Wildlife component. Obviously, a,, 
e1ass.m of orarina herbivores ,nDact .,nd influence the “eoet.ti”e and 

I riprim ~a~ourcs~and equal respbnsibility for grazing cokitions 
should be placad on both tba livestock and wildlife-se9mntm. 

4) rho requirement of a 2 112 inch minimum stubble he,pht 
maintained throughout tbs grazing season. (notably absent Is a 
siniliar rswirsmnt for bi9 9s~ use.) 

These comments ha”e already discussed in detail concerns about 
the absence of a datslled plan for ra”9e i”pro”e.ants in the DRHP. 
,be “stubble hei9ht” 9rofx,~aI in it0 “ariatiO”ns also represents a 
Bi9nificar.t departure from prior BLM policy. It also indicates a 
lack of confident. by BUI 9lsnnsrs in tha Allotmant “ma9ement 
Plannin9 process and reflects what “a bsliave to ba a mana9ement 
decision by BL” to dwart frc. rapu1r.d and expect.d NW developeat 
and revisiona. 

mana9amsnt a9enci.s wara plannin9 riihout regard to Iegitirdte 
concerns and input from parties clearly sffmcted by and interested is 
the development of .anapemsot ~rincf~les for the range reso”rce. 

Tbarsfore, SC81 objects and will challange, if necessary, 
~ro”isic.na of the D9,‘T which lay out -stubble height” .,nimua 
requirements of any haipht aa a rile of pensrsl applicability in this 
resource area. That req~iramsnt is obviously not specifically 
tailored to the individual ran9e conditions axistin on a 9,“s” 
allotnsnt in the resource arm. “or doe,, it tsk. into account 
various patterns of US- such as re8t or deferred rotation 9razi.9 
#hich result in haary usa of short duration follwsd by significant 

1. No additional forage allocations for wildlife or livestock in the 

unit. 

2. No authorization for domestic sheep grazing. 

3. Limiting motorized recreation to designated roads 

4. Controlled surface use stipulations on oil 81 gas leases. 

In other words, other resources and uses, including recreation, 

would continue to be managed in such a way as to ensure the 

survival and enhancement of the Skiff Milkvetch. The only 

differences in management of resources in units D-l and E-8 would 

be that the management of visual resources and rights-of-way 
would be less restricted in unit E-8. 

The planning team analyzed the other alternatives with related 

impacts and identified an alternative that, in their judgement, best 

resolved the concerns and issues and provided at least the 

minimum determinations as required by law. 

38. Unit E-10 is important bighorn sheep habitat. The referenced 

livestock grazing recommendation would not be changed in the 

PRMP. Competition with domestic sheep for forage and space, 

along with livestock associated parasites and diseases, has been 

implicated as the principal cause of bighorn decline since the late 

1800s. Research by Goodson (1982). Spraker (19901, and 

Ondeska (1988). regarding co-use of ranges shows that there is 

considerable risk to bighorn sheep from displacement of the wild 

sheep from valuable range, interbreeding, and disease, when 

intermingling occurs. Co-use of ranges by domestic and bighorn 

sheep has been consistently linked with declines, die-offs and 

extinction of bighorn populations form historical to recent times. 

Therefore, in this unit, ELM has determined that domestic sheep 

grazing would not be authorized. 

39. In the judgement of BLM, the subject project is still contributing to 

soil erosion prevention and other objectives. The BLM would gladly 

tour the project with interested parties to discuss the project 

objectives. 

40. When the Record of Decision and Approved RMP are published, 

the BLM will prepare the implementation plan. The implementation 

plan would establish the general sequence of actions that would 

occur in order to execute each planned decision. The decisions that 

will be contained in the Approved RMP and Record of Decision 

would be implemented at the rate and in the proper sequence that 

funding will permit. Bureau priorities will be considered at all levels 

in determining the funding allocated to implementing these 

.decisions. 

41. Please see the response to comment 9 of letter 35. 
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nom importantly, through the *rubble height req”iremo”t, the 
prop0s.d RHP i‘ attemptin to sdapt s specific an* material 
of tha range management practices directly applicable to all 

portion 

psrm!ttees and lessees in the resource arm. Ir, so doing, sff.ct.d 
p~~~~~toes, lasssas, landmers, the District Waring advisory 

snd the State are bein deprived of their statutory rights 
have m;t.ri.l portions of their grazin9 practices developed in A,,PS 

to 

only after close and considered consultation. coopsration, and 
cwrdinatloa. They are further b.in9 d.nied their rights to ha”. 
AMPS developed that am rpecifically tailored to the range conditions 
of their allotments. Cm9ress clearly intended that material 
portions of grazing activity would ba developed in a cwpsrstiw 
fashion and the DRWP on tb. -stubble hei9ht” issue deprives thee. 
within tb. protection of Soetion 8 of tba Public Lands In9ravewnt 
Act of 1978 their ri9hts afforded thorn by that statut.. 

ex~resa allocation of 11e” fOra9* or additional forsgs to “atmshed, 
then to livestock or wildlife. Ondmr Altarnative C, new or 
additions, svailabh forage would be sllocsled to Iivestcck then to 
~rotet and aa”a9e watershed reso”rc.. Under Altar”ati”e 9, such new 
or additional available fora9e would be sllocatad solely to ~rotecr 
and enhance watershed reso”rc.8. Under Lltornati”. 9. such fora9e 
would ba allocatsd in priority order I) wstsrshed resources, 2) 
uxldlife habitat, .nd 3) liwstoct 9rsrin9. It is not clear exsct1y 
how the additilonal forsgm mipht be allocated between livestock or 
wildlife depending up.,” .a”a9me”t area or DrOjmct sw”sor, or both. 
Nor is it cl0.v her such a” .lk.catlon can legally occur “ithout 
considering thm suspended ALMS discussed &cm.. 

xl Perhaps a lar9er problem is on. of incentive for permitter to 
continu* range improvement*. If thara is no ass”ra”ce that new 
forage will be fairly alhcatsd, then parmittees, who are potentially 
the largest, best SOUIC~ of immediate ranpa Imporvement in 
cooperation with thm BM, have little or no incentiw to 
faarticipate. “any permittess hsw take,, sipnificant rsductionn in 
grazing authorizations war the past several decades “ith ass”ra,,ces 
mde time and again that when range conditions improved. past 
reductions would bs restored. Given thm elk pofmI.ti.. numbsrs and 
actual authorized livestock usa basin-wide, a cmdible arpnaent can 
be constructad that de-f.cto, any new fora9. “0~ bin9 created is 
slready being a~kxxte4 md con‘mmd by rildlif.. 

‘XS& remmsts that tbs 9Ln damlop. 9rior to ap9ro”al of this 
MY’. the a,mcifics of hw “mw fma9. will be allocated in th. 
Planning Area snd bcw additional reductions in forage will ba 

31 
allocatsd over tba life of the Rw. such specifics should include, 
in addition to considerations alrsady in tba DRIIP: tha source of 
funding for any ran98 imprwemant projects, the prior history of 
mmsgeamt and ia9roveme”ts on the .llotment , the levels and number, 

SB of suspended A”,46 avallnble, whether increase or decraa,e 1” 
rlldllfe numbers have occured on the allotment since the I980 grazing 
EIS, specific standards for determining that prior allocations have 
been met. This issus is an obvious and serious problem with the RMP 
tbst needs to be addressed and resolved. 

yhosa BL” permittees involved on the GCSI select cca.ittee 
expressed stron9 reservations about the use of the ranga readiness 
criteria listed in Appendix 9. GCSA therefor.. will ob,ect to what 
SPP~ST. to b. th. full adoption of tb. “DS, Rs9k.n 2 crlterl. 
instead Of the development of hdspendant Criteria by the B”4 
specific to this Planning Area. Whila there an certain aIlc.tment. 
that contain both ~“4 and “SF’S lands. in 9s”srr.l it was the co”cs”s”s 
that the utilization of the USPS criteria should “aa im~rowr. 

Bl,” lands in the Gunnison Basin am at a larer slevation 
generally in tha Plannin9 Area than .ost USPS lands. Readiness 
should be based on histories of use and prior ~nitorlnp on an 
individualimd allotment basis. and should cmsider the ty,= of 
management occuring on an allotmsnt by allotment basis. The DRMP 
doss-not provida for this. 

During the rsviev of tha DRMP, OcsA has noted that Altamstivea 
B.C. and D all contsln a relative rankin table indicating the 
relative order of resources. Rowever, for the Prsfarrsd Alternative, 
Mtsmative s, no such ranking order of resources 1)~ developed. 
Obviously. some mlativm ranking ha8 occured in the allocations of 
tha various lsnd and systen reso”rc.s covered by the DRI(P. The act 
of dssignstlng “nit boundariss 0” s .scro or .,cro scab, the 
devslomsent of msnagemmt prcscri~tio”.. and the overridi”9 le9al and 
policy guidancs all implicitaly rewire some inherent relativs 
rankin of the various reso”rces. So does ‘the opinion of tha 
pre.parw*“, &q, pEKp.99. 3-100. Becauss of ths concerns already 
outlined in these cmmmts, WsA would like to sea consistency in the 
document and a relative ranking priority of thm msourcas used in 
developin the Preferred Alternative 9 included in the DMW. 
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-.7x* ia opposed to the designation of Wanapement Units 
i”eorporsting the 6O”Lb Bell”** Creek ACE. The grou”ds for tbi* 
Opp06it10” are both rubatanti”e .“d procedural. 

A. p.rocad”ral co”a.mg: 

GcsA is also is possee*ion. 88 s”pPlement*l r~terials f”=tbe* 
pr0”id.d by the ml ot Ch. south Beaver Emak PIOwmd R*scarCb 
“atural Area ~ooperativ. ~gr.amsnt. That document “as axecute 
Aug”st 29, ,966 b, th. District Hans9er of the BWI, the Director Of 
the Colorado Di”,‘iO” Of P.rk* an.3 outdoor *ecr*ation. and th* Chair 
of the colorado ~.t~ral Areas Council with the a,vro”aI of the 
colorado Attorney General’s Office (attached hereto and incorworated 
by rsferenc*). 

Spcifically, that mid-1966 docment states that the BLM 
intended at that tim. to p=opos., throupb tbe developnent of tbi6 PM 
Cb#lC the propsrt, in that .3ocw.*t ,appc. 680 aa.*) be desimated 
a** managied as an ACBC. Purtbsr, the .gr.e.b”t require* 
prospectively that %on BWI designation of the Proprty as an Irea 
of Critical ~nviromental concern’ the Board would list ths Pfoperty 
as a designated “atural Arm of th., Colorado “atural Areas System and 
provide the BLn with a e*=tif*cata of designation and a sign* copy 
of the Articles of Desiqnation. BLJI agrss* to managmsnt Of the 

pioperty ,n co”so”a”ce “iCb federal la” and Ch@ O”“niS0” ReSOYrC. 
I(d”age.e”t Ph” (Wbkb b*sn’C bee” spprovsd) it. a.e”*e”ts an* 
revisions. BIJI further agreed, amon other things, to: 

1. l t.k* a.cessary sction to protect the plant.” 

z. wo a*terotions, chemical .pr‘.ying, or Other procedurar that 
will or lay ham or deetroy individuals of the *“dangerad specaes. 
L*trsgslus “icrocymb”., Will be parmitt**.” 

3. ‘tha BLM will q miter and control grazing of dmestic 
asita¶1a 0” Cb. property...: 

6. ‘If off-road vehicles a=~ ca”sin9 sdvarsa impacts to the 
plants the area shall be closad out outlined in tba ORV re9ulation 
(1341.2 Special lules*. 

6. “This agrsemsnt shall remain in affect Iron the axecutioll 
date tbrc”gb the cmp1etion Of the Gunnison R..O”rC. clanagsme”t 
man;..-. 

This pra-existing contractual Committment by the 9.W I# to tba 
express intentions to designate this ama severely ““dennines tha 
integrity of the rhola ~=ocens used te detomina both this particular 
designation and tb. MP. Indeed thm Area “anager has subsewent,, 
Indicated -that for A1temativ.s 8, C, b, and 1. ma,,a9ement c,f tb. 
skiff milkvetch specien would OCCUT sccordln9 to the referenced w)o.” 
LPtrar. MaY 17, 1991. 

I Obviously. any nwber of 9ro”ps of =eso”=cn “se=6 of tha public 
lands would like simlliar contractual committments as to axp=esa 
mnagcmant to be incorporated into the IMP prior to the be9innin9 of 
th. formal RnP process. Tb. South Bea”.= Creek ACE should b. 
daleted to =amo”e this taint. 

land 
The Area “aa9e= has reported that there a=e IBS ac=as of p”b,,c 

contsinfn9 tnw Colonies of skiff q ilkvetch in the Plsnniap 
arem in the So”tb Bea”e= Creek a=.a. btter of tola, “a, I,, 
1991). Against this the DRnP D=ODOB~S 1,565 ac=es aa an ACBC in the 
Preferred Llts=ne.tive bawd w thin Plant rpecien and up to 9,,62 
ac=ell “lade= Ilt*=native b. 

The ac=ea9e invo1v.d. frankly saems vwy excessiv. to p=otwt 
th. 185 tot,,1 a~=.=. HOW and vby wera these particular boundari.s 
determined? ROY am tbw tailorad to provide the desired prc,tsct*ms 
and still 8e-e other multiple “se values? Yhat impacts will thin 
designation, on this scale, have on =-creation activities in so”tb 
Bea”** Creek7 Nllat, m, l xCl”sive of the abow =afs=anc.d 
MOO, did ths A=4a “a”a9*= “se to dataraine that the choice in 
Altsroativer 8 makes UP the best mix of resources and resource usms 
in a multiple “se franvork, 

- . “II. WAGEXWT VWIT I 10. XXCLUB QkGMUIG 

The DR,,P at w. 3-121 contains a etataaant to the effect that 
daatic sbew 9razi.9 would not be authorized in the m,t to help 
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38 

I 

prevent diseas‘ **16s*l”g from domestic 5hesp to b,gh”r” sheep. A 
portion of our memberShip hs. lndlcated th.t they may desire to run 
domestic sheep in advance of csLtls in fh. ..rly spring in that .r.. 
to -,rar‘ do”,, Isrkspur prmr to .ntry of the catt,.. Therefore. GC.Q 
requerts that this rsstrictlon b. r.mo”.d to alla, mSnSg.mSSt 
flexibility in the f”t”r.. Other stew besid.. tb. tot.1 eliminaiton 
of grazing of domestic sheep Sr. .v.il.bl. to pr.“.nt th. spresd of 
disease and the ORnP doss not .ddrss. th.m. 

39 

I 

0c.A requests that th. It,@ provid. for th. BL” to r.-.“.Iu.t. 
thi. project and it. continuad f.S.ibility prior to continuing it 
further. Y. ,,a”. ~o”cer”. *bout wbSth.r th. gro,.ct is meeting it. 
goals and it is creating en undue hardship on tb. grszlng p.rmitt..s 
*““ol”a*. 9‘ YO”l.¶ r‘comn*“d that the Are. Ma”**‘* sch‘dul‘ 6 tin. 
to take i”tsr‘6t.d p**t1.. on 6 to”* of this *ro,ect to provide 6 
first hand r.“i.w of the f.asibility of tb. project. 

II. BLn PUWDlWO FOR MC” ALTBRBATIW Awl TH9 pWNWIn0 Pm: 

A R‘sourc‘ “an‘g‘m‘nt Plan gsn‘r‘l~y ..t.bli.h.. in . witt.. 
*a”ment: 

-13) RSSOU~CB condition go.1. snd obj.ctlv.. to be-.tt.in.d; 

.(I, Progr.. co”str‘int‘ and g‘nsr‘l aa”‘g‘Re”r PrsCtiC‘s needed 
to achieve th. .bo”. it.m.;. 

40 I 
41 I 

‘(6) b”pport actio”...“ necs‘sar~ to ‘chi‘“‘ th. Sba”.;. 

“(7) Gs~sral inpl.m.nt.tica .aqu~nc.‘. when c.rryiSg out . 
plsnned ‘ction is dependent upon prior .cccaplishm.nt of .noth.r 
p.h”“d ‘Ction;’ 86.. 43 CPA 1601.0-5(k) (1990). 

In th. fsc. of the.. r.q”ir.m.nt‘, the DRnP contsin. th. 
following two *t.t.m.nt* on pg. 3-3: *...it is not practicsl to 
develop land use decisions and sI1DCstiQns based on wh.t funds might 
or might Dot b‘ ‘“‘ilabl.,~ ‘ad “A 15 P‘=cB”~ incr““ over th. b... 
budget (in c..l dollsr.) for th. lif. of th. glsn would b. Ss..,.d to 
i&‘ment soy of the ‘lt‘rnati”...” 

These *t*t*m*nt* *impply point up s ssriaus dsfidoney in the 
mm. ob”io”sly. in th‘ face of the SbO”‘ r‘g”l‘tions. the funding 
for each ‘It‘rnsti”‘ i‘ ‘ pr0qr.m con‘tr‘int for Yhst‘“*r pl‘n is 
**opted. 9b.t sr. th. gen‘ral im~l.m.nt.tio” ..9uSnc.. thst will b. 
edopted given . .hortf.ll of fuoding? Hc4 *Tactic.1 and l‘gsl is 
thi‘ plan if it is h‘sd 0‘ 6 k@&wl ‘hortfsll Of funding to implsmsnt 
m ‘lt‘m‘ti”., 

Additio..lly, it i. “.ry lit‘lg that the DR”P do.. not ccq.ly 
with )(BPA m this issu.. Tb.r. i. So pos.ibl. way for us.rs.md.r 
the plan or interested publics to ccmm.“t meaningfully 0. th. various 
slternaiives when there is not 6 casparison of th. “.riou. 

I 
K) 

slternat,ve’s cosfs or benefits DIO”II.I by the DRI(P,E,s. Each 

41 A1tsrn.stlve summary section should gl”. sm. indication (beyond tb. 
15, ~ro,sctlo” sbo”., of the r.,ati”‘ costs of that .lt.rn.,ti”. o”.r 
th. life of th. plan. Without it, th. DMP/EIS i. insufficient. 

GCSA has h.d an opportunity to r.“i.r th. collaent. on th. drsft 
W to the BL.” by “r. Xenneth Ocb., 0.51. Bra.. Ranch .nd by Iv. Iosi 
Lutvsk of th. G.t.“i.v Ranch St PovdSrhorn. Y. Sr. gensrslly 
supporti”. of fh. co”c.rS., canm.nt. and input. cont.in.d in tho.. 
,ett.*. on the DW. 

3: AL!c!l~f COlMENT9 

GeSA will support th. following .p.cifis .~.m.nt. of th. RnP: 

A. Th. gropo..d ..an.g.mnt of 320 .&es in Yi1dc.t Creek dr.1n.g. to 
help ~rotsct th. “‘t.r .“g~ly of tb. Towa of Cr‘.t.d B”tt.. 

9. Th. designation of th. Amrican Basin ACEC (Hm.g...nt Unit B-4). 

c. Th. as6i9nation of the 96achua Peek Am of.n.g.m.nt unit E-51, 
ulth th. c‘“..t th.t gr..i”g of daestic sb..~ b. ..pr...ly ‘lla.., 
to continua within the KIC. 

9. The designation of the S1mg”llion 9‘rtbflc.w W‘tionsl “stural 
landmark ACBe (nanageaant Onit I-6). 

Y. The designation of th. Dillion Pi...cl.. ACBC, provided hovsver, 
th.t th. acreag. l‘vel of 190.cr.S grop~s‘d hy Alt.m‘ti”‘ D b. 
uti~irsd, and rirb the furth.r .tipul.tion tb.t any .cgui.ition of 
non-federal land for inclusion into tbs. wxc r‘s”lt in ‘ -no “at 
loss” of non-f.dcr.l land i. Gunni.0. County tb*r*by **wiring . . 
0ffs.tti.g r.lingui.hm.nt of fedsrsl lsnd. in 0unni.w Countr. 

0. Ib. suitability d.t.rmin.tion. in tb. IaL. Pork of th. Gmnism 
Wild Snd Scenic River Study R.pxt that found So s.gm.nt of th. L.L. 
Pork to be SuitSbl. for Wild and Scenic .t.tu.. Y. SYDW~~ thi. 
dstersinstioa se th. .r.. is sdsgvataly pr0t.ct.d by tk .xi.ting 
q .“.9..o”t. 
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Ye c.“not 8u~p0rt key ‘mviaions of th. Preferred Alternativ. 
that p,ac. furth.r r..trictlon. on th. liv..tock industry ,6,x,. 
sbandoning ..r.nti.l .l.m.nt. of th. 1980 Grazing SIS. V. b.1i.y. 
th. var,oue pc.opul.tion go.1. for big gam. cont.in.d in SL”‘. DW 
d~cment. points up the es.‘, for detanination. based on habit.t 
capsclty which ha. not b..n do”.. rho.. h.bit.t c.p.city 
determination. for big gem er. . ~critic.1 thrsshold” deteninatio,, 
Iegally reguired in th. for...tion of th. W. 

The m.n”.r of c.l.ction of th. South S..“.r Cr..k ACEc 1. 
seriously tainted with a pro-determination in advance of the fowl 
prc,c..~.c for th. ACSC d..igr&ion or the Rw having begun. 

Much uMition.1 work n..d. to b. don. to r.copniz. .nd d.v.1.p 
th. ‘w,~s.lS fat M.nrg.m.nt Dolt. I-l .nd E-12 for those ,vopo..I. 
to hw. my chant. for l cceasful iw1.a.nt.ti.n. WSk will not 
*uppOrt the E-7 des1grmtic.n et a* SC..lD it is “BY being propos.4. 

7%. costs of the v.ri.7~. elternsti”.. .nd . r.l.tiv. ranking of 
*860”rC*~ and r..ourC. “B.‘ for the Pr.f.rr.d Alternative arm notabl, 
absent *ITa th. D9nPlEIS. 

Spscifically on tk.. crag. allc.c.tio” I..“.., Y. “OUld v.,lcc!m* 
the ~pp.xt~“ity to a..t f”rth.r with th. SL” ..,,.g.m.nt in an .ffort 
t,, resolve what are rsrious differences. I” cd.* to b. “tilinately 
succasaful the guid.lin.. proposed on pg.. k-104 and 3-105 nsed to bs 
credibl., fair, ,nd ~“pport.6 by th. variw. inwlvsd .ntitl.e: M‘N 
IS PRSSEWT’LI PROPOSED 16 IO7 SOPPQ~~ 
J.tQUJX AND SBBDS POWHSR SPPORT 01 THE PART OF ALL cOWCBRNID. 

cc: s”nnlson count, Commissio”.rs~ 
Se” Rtghthorsa Campbell- 
sob “oar* . 
cy Jareison~ 
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Responses to letter 51 

YOSi L”blIIk 
Garevieu Ranch 

P.O. soa 801 
G”““iSc.” co 81230 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Thank you for the suggestions in the comment. Also, please see 

the response to comment 9 of letter 35. 

The rationale for the boundaries of the Alpine Triangle SRMA are 

based on the extent of recreation use. The entire area has popular 

recreation attractions that are used by a variety of groups mainly 

centered out of Lake City but also coming from other parts of the 

stete end the country. The amount of use of these resources 

necessitates more intensive recreation management which is the 

main purpose of SRMAs. The Recreation Area Management Plan 

for the SRMA recognizes similarities throughout the erea by 

esteblishing general management guidelines and objectives. At the 

same time, management actions are prescribed to meet the needs 

of a given aree, such es the lower Lake Fork Area. 

Pleese see the response to comment 25 of letter 38. 

There ere no mechanisms available to charge the state of Colorado 

for wildlife use on public lend. The state manages wildlife for all 

the people of Coloredo and a portion of the income generated from 

license fees goes into protecting end improving wildlife habitat. 

The BLM charges guides and outfitters fees in order to ensure a 

fair return to the public when private businesses earn financial gain 

from the use of public lend or public resources. In addition, the 

operation of these businesses on public lands are monitored to 

ensure complience with applicable permit conditions end terms. In 

the Gunnison Resource Area this-program annually generates, on 

average, over $10,000 in fees end costs approximately $3,000 to 

administer, making it very cost effective. The fees generated from 

recreation permits are returned directly to this Resource Area to 

support recreation management activities such as the maintenance 

of trails, roads and other facilities. 

Please refer to the response to comments 11, 15, 16, end 20 of 

letter 38, regarding carrying capacities and the relationship 

between CODW and BLM regarding requests for reductions in 

population numbers. Also, please refer to the response to comment 

13 of letter 50 for information regarding the manner in which elk 

population estimates are calculated during the year. 

Long range herd goels for deer in GfvlU 66167 have been 6,800 

since 1985. According to information in our files, this is over a 

thousand deer less that originally proposed for this eree in 1978. 

BLM is not eware of any CDOW plans to menage for 3,800 elk in 

these units. As of 1990, elk populations for those units are 

approximately 2,739. 

Indian Creek wes listed as fishery stream because it has been 

identified as a stream that has a potential for supporting a fishery. 

The flow in Indian Creek during spring, summer and fall of 1990 

(the third year of a significant drought) was sufficient to maintain 

e fishery. While it is true that pest logging hes had adverse impacts 

on Indian Creek, those impacts ere lessening as the logged erees 

are revegetating. Menagement aimed at improvement of the Indian 

Creek riparian area is expected to reduce sedimentation end 

increase the duration and amount of stream flow. 

A BLM timber sale is on-going in the arsa of the West Fork of 

lndien Creek. When completed, the sale will result in the harvest 

of 715 MBF of lodgepole pine, Engleman spruce, and Douglas fir. 

The BLM would continue to monitor the sale. 

I 

7. I” a,ter”at,“e 0 there 1s “0 fl”a”c1e.l .“.lYs1* Of 
forcsr ma”ageme”t “5. grer,ng s,lotments. lo” Plan t,o 
harYe*t a lot, Of r,wJer ss I” D-2, (3.91, and ellmlnate 
CaZtle for 5 years from the cut area. ThlS 1s totally 

-.” :I?* Ob,eCtl”e Of altcrnat~ve 0 an.3 there IS 
8 end 9. Pleese refer to the revised language in the Livestock Grazing 

Management section of STANDARD MANAGEMENT in Chapter 

“t,,?LatlC” O” “Dlands 1s recuiea to 20-301 Four of the PRMPfor clerificetion on implementing stubble heights. 
Forage allocation adjustment procedures are also addressed in this 

section of Chapter Four of the PRMP. 
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10 and 11. The lower portion of Indian Creek has been deleted from 

unit 15. Please see the folded map of the PRMP inside this 

document for the portion of Indian Creek that is now included in 

unit 15, which would be subject to a 4” stubble height during the 

period of grazing use. Please also see the response to the comment 

directly above this one. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

The first timber sale by ELM in the Indian Creek drainage was in 

1967. Adequate stocking exists in all the units except for an 11 

acre unit which will be reforested as funds allow. Only 2% of the 

drainage been logged. Forest management is a recognized resource 

management within ELM. Any future logging occurring in Indian 

Creek would be conducted only after the preparation of a timber 

sale plan and an EA that would address all required mitigation, 

including that necessary for water and soil resources. Public review 

of any potential sales would occur. 

When the conditions on the subject Allotment are evaluated during 

categoriiation review, and if they have changed enough to warrant 

a change, the change would be made then. 

Almost 4,000 acres of suitable commercial forest lands exist in 

Management Unit E-l in the Preferred Alternative. Access would 

be for administrative purposes only and not for public access. No 

significant impacts were identified from’ acquiring such access on 

soil and water resources, riparian zones, terrestrial wildlife and 

habitat, fishery resources, or. livestock grazing management. 

Positive impacts were identified as a result of increased access 

facilitating management of previously inaccessible lands and 

resources. 

The section you refer to on page 4-57 discusses impacts. The 
impacts mentioned in the section are those that would occur to 

soils end water resources as a result of acquiring access into the 

12 erees in the various Management Units in Alternative E. 

The concerns on page 4-63 address e specific type of habitat 

(thermal and hiding cover) rather than habitat in general. When 

timber types are cut, existing habitat is altered and new ones 

created benefiting some wildlife and impacting others. The BLM is 

not aware of any proposal by CDOW to dramatically increase elk 

numbers. Existing elk numbers are within 10% of their long range 

herd goal. 

In the long term, the recommendations effecting the riparian areas 

in unit E-2 in the DRMP would result in improved conditions in 

these riparian areas, which could mean more eventual forage for 

livestock and wildlife. 

Please see the response to comment 12 of this letter. 
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Responses to letter 52 

1 through 5. See the responses comments and to 1 2 of letter 8, 4 
and 2 of letter 12. and 3 of letter 8, respectively. 

52 
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Response to letter 53 
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Responses to letter 54 

1. The BLfvl desires to cooperate with CDOW at all levels to arrive at 
a workable solution to improving wildlife forage and habitat 
conditions on the public land winter renges, such that a 
proportionant share of the long-range deer and elk herd goals 
could be supported while sustaining these improved conditions. A 

short-term increase in license numbers for a year or two may not 
be the best way to bring about these improvements, and would 
perhaps not result in long-term improvements in wildlife forage and 

habitat conditions. These types of changes, rather than occurring 
immediately, happen over time. As stated in the DRMP and in 
several of these responses, public land winter ranges support elk 

long range herd goals at this time, but habitat conditions can only 
marginally support deer lqng range goals. Table A-3 in the DRMP 
identifies herd goal numbers that, if achieved for some interim 
period, would begin to improve some of these areas, in the 

judgement of BLM. As the table indicates, most of our concerns 
are centered around deer numbers, since they tend to stay on the 

winter range longer. 

Crucial winter ranges on public lands are those locations that deer 
and or elk use on an average winter, although the numbers can 
vary depending on snow conditions, as opposed to being based on 
those severe winters the valley gets approximately once every ten 

years. These are locations where deer could be found during any 
winter, whether severe or light. In the judgement of BLM, using 
transition range carrying capacities could lead to establishing herd 
gcals that are higher than winter ranges can carry. 

This recommendation was not included in the DRMP, and to 

consider it at this time would necessitate sending a newly analyzed 

DRMP out for review. The BLM would, after the approval of this 
RMP, consider the request and cooperate in the environmental 
documentation and plan amendment process before reaching any 

decision. 

Please see the response to comment 5 of letter 47. 

The Objective of the proposed riparian management along fishery 
streams is to improve or maintain the stream habitat to acceptable 
condition . This is expected to result in reduced streambank 

erosion 81 damage, reduced sedimentation and turbidity and 
maintenance or improvement to the morphology of stream 
channels to provide the optimum fish habitat for a given stream 

channel type. 

6 and 7. Please see the Livestock Grazing Management section in 

STANDARD MANAGEMENT, Chapter Four,- for informetion 
regarding lands unavailable or unsuitable for grazing. The BLM 
would determine, based on the overall management goals and 

objectives for a unit, how lands would be managed if no longer 
utilized for domestic livestock grazing. 

8. 

9. 

10. 
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Please see the response to comment 1, letter 47. In addition, any 

proposals for reintroductions or introductions would have to be 
consistent with overall management unit objectives. 

At this time the Powderhorn Primitive Area is a Wilderness Study 
Area and has been recommended to Congress for wilderness. If 
designated as wilderness, ELM would not consider the introduction 
of moose into the area. Moose could be considered for introduction 
in the unit, if consistent with unit objectives, if Congress acts upon 

and does not designate the area as wilderness. 

The management of fish and wildlife resources on all public land, 
including Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs). would be conducted in 

cooperation with the CDOW, and would follow the Bureau’s 
Interim Management Policy for Lands Under Wilderness Review 
(IMP). 
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11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

As our manpower and funding capability increase, so would the 
potential to increase patrols on public lands. 

Please refer to the Livestock Grazing Management paragraph in the 
prescription for unit 10 in the PRMP. Domestic sheep grazing 
would not be authorized. Please also refer to Appendix A, PRMP, 
for grazing allotments where livestock use has been, or is proposed 
to be changed to cattle only in the area of unit 10, in order, to 

prevent diseases being transferred to bighorn sheep. 

The BLM agrees that wet meadows and open water are important 

to sage grouse management and viability. The construction of 
water developments would be authorized in the DRMP as part of 
habitat improvement (please refer to page 3-104, Sage Grouse 
Habitat, of the DRMP). Water projects would be an important part 
of sage grouse habitat improvement. 

According to winter surveys over the nine years preceding 1991, 
and herd model information, CDOW herd objectives in GMU 55 

have been exceeded. Efforts to improve the range would probably 
include recommendations to reduce population numbers. 

The term “public lands” is defined in the Glossary. For 

convenience, the section of the PRMP entitled “SUMMARY OF THE 
PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN” contains the 

definition also. Many non-private lands are not available for public 
use, and therefore would not qualify as “public lands”. 

The referenced map is included as Map 3-l in Chapter Three of the 

PRMP, with the noted changes that reflect additional pronghorn 
antelope habitat. The BLM plans to monitor the antelope north of 
U. S. Highway 50 for a longer period before including that area on 
our map of pronghorn antelope range. 

Consideration for the reintroduction of bighorn sheep is covered in 
language in the DRMP on page 3-104. When proposals are made 

to the BLM, analysis and evaluation would be conducted before 
decisions are made. The Preferred Alternative in the PRMP contains 
recommendations to not authorize domestic sheep grazing north of 
U. S. Highway 50 in unit E-7, which corresponds to the area of 
concern in the comment. 
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Responses to letter 55 

1 through 5. See the responses to comments 3 of letter 8, 4 and 2 

of 12, and 2 and 1 of letter 8, respectively. 

Responses to letter 56 

1 through 3. See the 

8, respectively. 

responses to comments 2, 3, and 1, of letter 

THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY 

June 11, 1991 

. 
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-. 

The society urges you to cons‘der these COmme”ts and ,“cl”de 
our recomendations 08 part of the fine1 RWP,ElS. 

Responses to letter 57 

1 through 4. See the responses to comments 4 of letter 12, and’l, 

2, and 3 of letter 8, respectively. 
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Responses to letter 58 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Rather than escalating leasable minerals development, the various 

alternatives in the DRMP present circumstances in which oil and 

gas leasing would be precluded or stipulated on varying acreages 

in order to meet the different management objectives within each 

alternative. Using the acre figures on page S-2 in the DRMP, there 

would be a 10% increase in the area open to oil and gas leasing: 
there are no leases in the Planning Area, and the potential for the 

occurrence of oil and gas resources in the Planning Area is low or 

none. Stipulations recommended in the DRMP Preferred 

Alternative, and the PRMP would provide adequate protection for 

resources in the event of development. 

The supporting analysis for the determination of insignificance is 

located in the description of the affected environment on pages 2- 

8 and 2-9. The geologic evidence and the history of exploration 

indicate the possibility of oil and gas development in this area is 

almost non-existent and therefore not significant. 

The water sources that would be filed on for water rights have not 

been specifically identified. However, the comment is correctin the 

assumption that most, if not all, of the subject waters would be 

primary water sources such as springs and seeps that if 

consumptively used, would have a negligible impact on water in 

the Gunnison River flowing through the Black Canyon of the 

Gunnison National Monument. 

The BLM would continue to cooperate with and share information 

with the referenced agencies regarding management of these 

species on public lands. If a central clearinghouse is desired for the 

purposes mentioned in the comment, the USF&WS would be the 

logical initiator for such an agreement. 

Although bighorn sheep from the 1986 transplant in the Gunnison 

Gorge have migrated to Morrow Point, there aren’t enough public 

lands in that area to justify a research effort by BLM alone. Most 

of our efforts would be aimed at locations that contain established 

populations that use large areas of public lands. The BLM would 

cooperate to the degree necessary for such research. 

See the Management Unit prescription for units 4 through 9 in 

Chapter Four of the PRMP for the management that is - 

recommended in the various ACECs. Most of the actions 

recommended in the comment are included in these prescriptions. 

The NPS would be so advised, as would other adjacent land 

owners or managers. 

The evaluation mentioned in the comment has been modified by 

the National Park Service to find the 0.8 miles of the stream inside 

the Curecanti NRA not eligible for inclusion into the system. 

Please see AttachGent 2 in Appendix I of the PRMPfor information 

on other streams in the Planning Area that were evaluated. 

This was an oversight. A change for page 2-32 of the DRMP is 

included in the PRMP in the section of Chapter Two titled 

“CHANGES TO THE TEXT OF THE DRMP”. 

There are no mineral leases in the Planning Area other than one 

coal lease (see page 2-8 in the DRMP). Unpatented and patented 

mining claim information is available in the BLM offices in Denver, 

Montrose, and Gunnison. 

10. Thank you for the comment. The PRMP notes that NPS lands are 

withdrawn from mineral entry and location and that leasing of 

these lands is not permitted. 
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11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

DRMP AND BLM RESPONSES 

Please see the response to comment 10 of your letter. 

No portion of any stream in the Planning Area is recommended or 
proposed for designation into the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 
Significant protection and intensive management exists for the 
eligible Segment A of The Lake Fork of The Gunnison River. 
Approximately 330 acres are within an existing protective 

withdrawal. Please refer to the section on Suitability Determination 
in Appendix I of the PRMP for more information on protection of 
the segment. 

The land mentioned in the comment is located in unit E-9, a 
recommended ACEC (Dillon Pinnacles). The legal description for 

the tract is T. 4 W., R. 49 N., Sec. 2: SW 114 SW l/4, as shown 
on BLM Master Title Plat. The intent of the recommendation is to 
set the stage for eventual relinquishment of the tract by the Bureau 
of Reclamation from the current withdrawal for the Curecanti Unit, 

in order to avoid any potential inundation. The tract is within a 
recommended ACEC, appears not to be necessary for operation of 
the reservoir, and possesses important scenic values. 

The alternatives described in this document do not “open” lands 
to saleable minerals. Within each alternative, because of different 
proposals to manage other resources, certain areas are proposed 
where disposal of salable mineral resources would be precluded. 
Unless otherwise precluded, the disposal of mineral materials 
would be permitted throughout the Planning Area. Impacts from 

mineral material disposal, Planning Area-wide, are not anticipated 
to be significant. 

Without a definite scenario, quantifying potential water quality 
impacts would be impossible. If locatable mineral development 
were to be proposed, every attempt would be made to work with 

the proponent or claimant to reduce impacts as much as possible. 
Stipulations and mitigating measures would be required in surface- 
disturbing plans for mineral material disposal to protect water 

quality. Water quality monitoring would be required. 

We assume the comment is referring to the Lake Fork potential 
ACEC (No. 7 in Teble H-6, Appendix H of the PRMP). The area 
was considered during development of the various alternatives in 

the DRMP, but was not recommended for designation as an ACEC 
in the PRMP (or in some alternatives in the DRMP). In the 
judgement of BLM, the resources are adequately managed and 

protected by the recommendations in the prescription for units 1 
and 15. 

A list of tables and maps has been included in the Table of 
Contents in the PRMP. Maps showing mineral potential are 

available at BLM’s Gunnison office. The map on page l-l is 

intended to serve as an overview map. The alternative maps also 

show most of the areas mentioned in the DRMP. 
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E. D. Howard & Sons 
I- HEREFORD.9 

,758 County Red 21. Fv*dcrhom. Colorado 81243 
(303) 641OPO5 

59 

nr. Al?.” I.. Kesterka, District nanager 
no”trOse Dlstrlct 
Bureau o* Land Management 
1505 south To”“sf”d *venue 
Hontrose, Colorado 81401 

nr. Earl-y A. TOIIEfSO”, Area nansger 
G”r.n,so” Basin ReSo”rCe Ares 
Bureau Of Ian.3 na”ageEcnt 
216 liol-th Colorado Street 
Gumisan, Colorado 81230 

L’e have ravleued and are submitting our written comnonts an 
the Draft P.nP,EIS Ior the cunnison ResoYrCe Area for your 
conslderatlcn. E. D. “award ‘ sons I - kanch are third and fourth 
generation cattle ranchers YhlCh operate almost fxcluslvely within 
the area covered b” the Draft RHP/EIS. Ye run cattle 1” coelmn 

drafted but apparently never finalized. 

I 

The preferred alternative of the Draft WP,EIS proposes a 

1 
m,or change in .anagem&t po,lcy to the detriment of livestock 
producers. ~casons for this change in policy-should be addressed. 
Under,the existing xanager.ent practices reliance was placed on the 
Gunnison Basin LivestockGrazing ExS and Allotment Managenent Plans 
(Am’s). 

4 
I 

5 
I 

68 

7. 
I 

Juno 13, 1991 
Page I 59 

The Gunnlson Basin LIvestock Crazing EIS included plans for 
range improvement which would increase available AWS 
siq”illcanrly. WhllO actva> Ilvrstock “se has nren bclor level= 
antlclpated by this EIS, the proposed vegctatlan treatment and 
faclllty constructlen itemized in the EIS has not bee” Implemented. 
These Issues should be recognized and reaso”s for the change in 
aanagfmont from that uhlch “as contemplated by the Gunnlson Basin 
Livestock Grszlng EIS sho”ld be addressed. Specifically, we are 
concfrn~d by the fact that management policy has been a”d can be 
changed before full implcmenrstlon of the exlstlng EIS. 

“e strongly support an AMP driven range nanagement plan. 
“nfortunately, most of the allotmenta in the plsnnlng area do not 
have .WPs or the AMP8 are not considered to be c”rre”t. The 
failure to develop or revise Ml’s should not be Impetus foe 
reversal or exlsflng management policy. The cha-nges and 
ad,ust~ents envisioned by the Draft P,,P,EIS cou,d place Ilvestock 
producers in a situation where their opportunity to develop or 
revise AMP’s to respond to and incorporate the management policies 
of the drsift RHP,E,S “ould be Placed on hold lndeflnltely. 
Therefore. a majai change in poll+ such as 1s proposed shouid 
lncludc some reasonable and deflnlte planning criteria for 
implementatlcn as veil as providing for adequate i.ethods and time 
fralies for livestock producers to develop and revise AMPS while 
ninlmizlng the potential negative impacts. 

We strongly oppose “hat appears to be the unquestioned 
acceptance of the Colorado Divlslon of Wildlife’s long range herd 
goals. Hovhfrf is there stated ., similar goal of reaching full 
active authorization of all livestock AUns under the Taylor Grazing 
Act Of 1934. Wildlife numbers should be based on sustainable 
critical winter habitat with due consideration given to exlstlnq 
a&horired uses including the above authorized livestock ALTIIs. 
Kuch of the critical winter habitat 16 also critical for early 
spring livestock grazing. In addition, private lands should not be 
considered as sustainable habitat without the consent or the o”“er. 
we, as private land holders in critical vlnter babltst areas, do 
not approve of our private lands being lnclvdcd as critical winter‘ 
habitat. The BLM should keep these factors in mind and develop a 
specific inventory of crltlcal winter habitat and sustainable 
populatlcns to vhlch the CDO” would be ~&a.j to comply. 

It- 1s unclear how the I-inch m,nlmua stubble height ln 
~roposcd mnagement areas El, and IF.15 is to be lnplfmented 1” the 
iuricnt rest-rotation system. The regulrenant ~1s not fc.s;~~~ 
without serious detrimental effects on livestock grarlng. 
r~cmlrcmfnt should either ‘be abandoned leavlna the rest rotation 
&rem In place as 1s or be exranded to include swxific detailed 
pians for &er and vegetation improvements that vduld mitigate the 
1055 o* a11 active and Inactive MJMs authoriled under the Taylor 

Responses to letter 59 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

See the responses to comments 3, 4, 5, and 6 of letter 50. 

See the response to comments 5 and 6 of letter 50. 

See the response to comments 3 and 4 of letter 50. 

Please refer to the response to comments 11, 15, 16, and 20 of 

letter 38, regarding wildlife numbers, carrying capacities, and the 
relationship between CDOW and ELM regarding requests for 
reductions in population numbers. Also, please refer to the 

response to comment 13 of letter 50 for information regarding the 
manner in which elk population estimates are calculated during the 
year. Since 1983 the CDOW has been trying to hold elk numbers 
down to their long range herd goal of 9,000. 

Recommendations were made in the DRMP to hold game 
populations within habitat carrying capacity on public lands (please 
see Table A-3, page A-l, in the DRMP). As a result of our 
monitoring studies, our primary concerns regarding management 

of wildlife habitat are with the long range herd goals for deer. In 
Table A-3, page A-l, in the DRMP, and in Table A-4, in Appendix 

A in the PRIMP, BLRA recommends lower interim herd goals for deer 
until shrub production and vigor increases. 

Please see the response to comment 18 of letter 50, and 19 of 
letter 35. 

Our inventories are specifically tied to crucial winter habitat on 
public lands. Please also see the response to comment 15 of letter 
SO. 

Please refer to the Standard Management for Livestock Grazing 
Management in the PRMP for language that has been modified and 
reworded to clarify recommendations, including minimum stubble 
heights. Any additional forage available for livestock as a result of 

range improvements or treatments would be allocated according 
to the management objectives and regulations cited in that section 

of the PRMP. Allocation of this forage could be considered as a 
means to avoid suspended use, or possibly to activate suspended 
use, after meeting the basic soil and watershed needs defined in 
the Montrose District Soil Erosion Monitoring Guidelines (see 

Appendix RI. 

Application of range readiness (refer to Appendix B, DRMP and 
PRWlP for criteria) has been clarified and expanded upon. Range 

readiness criteria would be used when earlier turnout dates than 
authorized are requested, and in extenuating circumstances, such 

as drought situations or serious wildfire. Please see the 
subheadings “Orezing Administration” and “Monitoring and Range 

Readiness” in the Livestock Grazing Management section of 

Standard Management in the PRMP for more information. 
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3%. pr.forr.d slternatlv. In not acccptsbl. In th. Pr...“t 
form .nd .s such we do not support th. draft RwP/EIS. 

“e b.ve rev1.w.d and .“dor..d th. co,m.“ts prov1d.d by th. 
sunni~on county Stockgr0Y.r. A*.oci.tion. 

EN:* 

Responses to letter 60 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

P-83 

In the DRMP, Page 3-105, the Livestock Grazing Management 

section contains a reference to utilizing grazing as a management 
tool to enhance riparian areas. Please refer to the statement, 

“Development of AMPS or CRMAPs would consider livestock 
grazing management as a tool to improve or maintain the 

conditions of the riparian system in the planning area.” The current 
management of livestock is resulting in impacts associated with 

overuse of portions of the rangeland, mosf notably riparian areas 
and previously treated areas. 

Please also refer to the response to comment 41 of letter 38 for a 
reply to the comment regarding riparian damage. 

Of the methods that are available to treat sagebrush, chemical 
control, under the proper usage, would be best in some 

circumstances, not only for the reasons stated in the comment, but 
it also permits better control on application. 

Studies in Colorado, Montana, Idaho, Nevada have been conducted 

that show impacts and changes in grouse distribution or 
populations following sagebrush removal. In the Gunnison Valley, 
the Tomichi Dome vegetation project is a good example of how 
treatments have effected grouse. 

Monitoring studies on public land winter range have demonstrated 
that shrubs appear to make up the bulk of winter forage for elk and 
deer. Grasses are used mostly in the spring, but to a much less 

degree. Sage grouse do not have a well developed gizzard, which 
prevents them from using grass seed like other birds, and as a 

result the species is heavily dependent on the leaves of sagebrush 
and the herbaceous vegetation in riparian areas. 

Please refer to the response to comment 34 of letter 38. 
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6. The ELM is also concerned about disturbance to sage grouse by 

human activity, and we hope to. inform the public of these 
concerns through interpretation and by educating the general 

public about the wildlife and habitat needs on public lands. The 

watchable wildlife area will be signed and patrolled to encourage 
people to remain in their vehicles in order to prevent additional 
disturbance to the birds. If for some reason this does not work, 
then facilities would be removed. 

7. Please see the revised end reworded Livestock Grazing 
Management section of STANDARD MANAGEMENT in Chapter 
Four, for information on minimum stubble heights, including how 
these recommended actions would be implemented. 

The proposed management for riparian areas in the Preferred 
Alternative in the DRWIP, and in the PRMP, is expected to, in the 

short term, increase the vigor, production and height of riparian 
grasses. In the mid-to-long term, an increase in grasses other than 
bluegrass would occur. Other grasses, both native and naturalized, 

such as brome, timothy and wheat grasses, produce significantly 
more forage than bluegrass, but require a somewhat higher stubble 
height to remain productive. 

8. Several studies document the problems that oocur to bighorn 
sheep ‘when domestic sheep are grazed in the same area. In 

addition to the studies referenced in the response to comment 38 
of letter 50, we also have several additional studies conducted 
from 1982 to 1991 that were published in The Journal of 

American Veterinary Medical Association, Journal of Wildlife 
Diseases, that show the problem when domestic livestock are 
intermingled with bighorn sheep. Beside disease related problems, 

other areas of concern when managing for bighorn and domestic 
livestock occur in the utilization of forage, wild sheep and habitat 
displacement, and interbreeding. 
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Mr. Bill Botomly 
RMP Team Leader 
Burra” of Land Mmgemmsl 

2502 s. T”wlsmd AVcnuc 
h~“nlr”w. co 81401 

1. 

61 

,860 L,nc”ln SIrsol. Bulls 404. oenvar, C”l”rsdo 80295 2. 303/86”4593 

Responses to letter 61 

,“nc 12. 1991 

3. 

Dar Mr. Bouomly: 

On b&If of Ihc Rocky Mountin Oil rC Gas Association (RMCGA) and its division. the 
Colorado Pc~rolcum Assaiation (CPA). fol!oving arc comments on the Gunnisoon Rcwrcc 
hhagcmm Plan @M(P) and Draft Ezv~rosmmtal Impact Slalcment (DISIS). RMOGA is a 

~ridc asuxnrion wsh hundreds ol membsrr uho acmun~ for more than 90% of the oil and gas 
cxp!“mti”n. prcdwlion and lrmrpm,ion OCli\i,ics in she Rorky M”““ti” WCS,. Af Wh. 

RMOGA is vilally inarrstrd in how the BLhl inlends to manage its lands in terms Of oil and 
gas ,eso”‘cer. 

RMOGA slmngly supporn the less rwlriclivc approach ~lward oil and gas leasing Ihe 

BLM pro~sct in lbc Preferred Allemative. In accordance wid! tbc &&!nctipmeram 
G&..ccmJ&& (SK), dx BLM is rcquimd to ulilizc lbc least rtstictive 

rlipularionr available to adqudtcly safcgvard other ,csourcc values which require protcstion. 

Through Ibis new planning analysis, the BLM determined lbal M 80% decrease in the UY of 
sawnal nipuladonr is appropriate in tbc planning area. but !hal new dcrignalion of no surface 

occupancy arc crscntill on 35,6M ac,n 10 prolccl impo,tanl wildlife, ycnic, and rocrc~donll 

valuer. hlorcmcr. RLM dclcrmincd lhal 44% more land in Ihe planning area (267.073 acres) 
should bc leaed wilb standud slipulations. Even lhoogh the planning area has very Me 
p~tcnlial for oil and gas ,c~)u,cc dcvclopmcm. we applaud BLM’r dwirion 10 mdc managcmcnl 
changer it bclievu xc necessary, even if lbcy may be unpopolx witi cenain rcgments of tie 

public. 

In general. tbc BLM did an cxccllenl job of puning together Ihe DEIS. It is easy Lo read 
and follow. Howvc,, lucre arc a lea clementi of the DEIS which we bclicve could be 

improved. 

hnc 12. 1991 

Mr. Rill Bonomly 
RMP Turn Leada 
nurcau of lard MmgcnKn1 

4 

It would be uvcmcIy bclpful if the BLM would include maps in tbe Final FJS duailing 
*here s&al sdpolalionr will be applied. We rulilc that uus subject !a special stipulations 

ax add,csscd in !bc Muugcmcot Unit discussions in Cbapcu 3; ocvcnb&ss. Mb induso-y ad 
rhe public in genera! would brave I bclrn ondcntanding of lbc plan if stipulation maps UC 

p,0vidCd. 

I 

Page 4-56 of the DEJS indicptu that seasoul o, M) su~acc occupancy sdpulaticmr would 

lcsun poundal impacts if development cauo. Seasonal slipulalions do not normally apply to 

2 pn-duction. In fact, Appendix K spcci6cs Uul sawnal limitations do no! apply 10 opntion 
and mainlcnvrc of producing wells. Morewcr. it is unclea 1~ lo how seasonal restrictions 

I 

would prcvcnr vcidcnlal fluid dirhargcs, such as produced wale, during drilling opntions, 

3 
from impacting soil and wac, NOY,CCI. Howcvu, it must be made clcu lhaf olhu mitigation 
measures and opcnling stirds ax cud to pm!H sensitive ,cwu,cc values during oil and gas 

cxplondon and production acthides. According lo Lhe Nxional Fnvironmcnti Policy Act 
(NFJ’A), miligrlion medsurcs should be addrcsvd in Chapwr 4 of !bc EIS. Environmental 

Conqucnces. More IF&C disclosure ol operating standards and guidelines along wth 4) ” addmonll mitigation meawes could be included in an appendix lo the Final EIS. 

I 

Chapvr 4 discurrcr Be impacu of xsowcc uys on specific ,csou,cc values. such as 

3 
ripatac areas, liverlock grazing, and yuic values. to nxmc a few. Yet. in few insldnccs am 
oil and gas rcsomces d~scusscd. We rccogniz that lildc 0, no impact is expected from oil and 

gat 1ctividcs; however, in UK interest of condueling adcquav NEPA analysis. it is im~nanf 
that impacts askated wish oil and gas ~swxc.s. along ails reasonable mitigation mcasuxs. 

be fully disclovd in Ibe US. 

I 

In keeping with Ihc requi,cmen,s outlined in the SPG. we bclicw Lc BLM should also 

5 
add an appendix to the Final EIS which inclodcs a discussion of the &our slaga of oil and gas 
acdvily, from leasing lo abandonment sod reclamation. We reammend lbaf the discussion 

continrd in Ihc roccnlly adopted Oil ti Gas Lrasing Amcndmcm prcpard lo, five ~sowcc 
axas il. Color& be incorpomwd into !hc Gunniron RMP. Full public disclosure of t)Qid oil 
md gas opcntioos will provide a foundation for public underrUnding of oil and gas acdvitics. 

6 

I 

7hc sive moah ruronal rer~rictim in critical mule deer wime, range seems to be 
excessive. We have found mlhing in the dcxumcnt to ropporl Ihe general assumption tbal oil 

and gzc activities we harmful LO mule da. Funhermorr. we M UIIP)VP~ of soy rienli6c 
studieswhich suppon such a ~oo~lusion. On the convary. deer herds would p,&ably be more 
advcrsdy impacted by pa, habiul aodlor scvc,c winter conditions than by oil and gac activilics. 

General location maps and a table showing where oil and gas 

stipulations would be applied are included in Appendix K in the 
PRMP. 

The referenced discussion on impacts in the DRMP has been 
changed to more accurately address oil and gas impacts to soils 
and water resources. Please refer to the change to page 4-56 of 

the text of the DRMP, in Chapter Three of the PRMP. The PRMP 
also reflects the changes, where applicable. 

See the discussion of environmental consequences in the PRMP. 

4 and 5. Neither the oil and gas development procedures nor the 

typical oil and gas operating guidelines are included in the appendix 
of the DRMP or PRMP. The reasonable and foreseeable 
development scenario of one or two wells possibly being 

developed over the life of the plan does not warrant the publication 
of this somewhat voluminous information. 

6. The seasonal stipulation referenced in the comment is not included 
in the PRMP, as a result of internal review. The winter ranges 
referenced occur on about 34,500 acres in unit E-7 in the Preferred 
Alternative, and are used by deer and approximately 3.000-4.000 
elk. Winters in the area of concern in the Planning Area can be 

very harsh because of the heavy snow and extremely cold 
temperatures. Most of the winter ranges on the subject public 
lands are confined, and consist of open sagebrush covered 
hillsides, with very little thermal or security cover. Under these 
kinds of conditions, game animals are vulnerable to the slightest 

change in their daily routine. The potential disturbance caused from 
road construction, vehicular traffic, and related activities during the 
winter would disrupt traditional big game use patterns for several 
miles around the drilling operation. Human disturbance upsets the 

energy conservation mechanism of the animals, and this excessive 
energy expenditure in winter could increase mortality and reduce 
the ability of does and cow elk to produce young in the spring. Elk 

and deer stay close to their food source and human disturbance 
could force them into areas without food, or into deeper snow, or 
onto private lands where off-site impacts could occur to forage 

there. 
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Responses to letter 62 

1. See the responses to comments 1 and 2 of letter 8, 4 and 2 of 

letter 12, and 3 of 8, respectively. 
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I IlGli 
CCXJNTRY 
CITIZENS 
ALLIANCE 

June l&l991 

CammenD on the ELM’s CUNNlSON RESOURCE AREA Draft 
ltesou~~t Mmogcmenl P&n and Envlronmeotal Impact Statement 

by tbe ~lgb Country Cltlzen.s’ Aulance 

PO aox ,066, cRFm”-E.coLOMoo81224. 303,3497104 

4 

.I 

5 
I 

6 

.I 

Responses to letter 63 

1. We agree that the wording that describes impacts to riparian zones 

from proposed OHV management in Ah D and Ah E is inconsistent 
regarding units of measure. In actuality, there are only a few 
differences between OHV designations in Alt D and Ah E. Pages 

S-14 and S-15 in the DRMP summarize the acreage in each OHV 
designation. The 71 miles of riparian areas referenced on page 4- 
59 of the DRMP that would be closed to motor vehicles is not a 

new designation. It is the amount of riparian zones contained 
within closed areas such as the Powderhorn Primitive Area. These 
closed areas are depicted on map F-9 in the DRMP. The riparian 

.corridors are not highlighted. The approximate acres of riparian 

areas affected by, limited and closed areas are included in the 
discussion of impacts to riparian areas from OHV designations in 
the PRMP, Chapter Five. 

2. Our monitoring of riparjan areas that are open to OHV use has 

identified very few instances where damage has occurred. If 
problems do arise in the future, on public lands administered by 
BLM, this agency has the authority to implement temporary and 

immediate ‘emergency closures. These, in turn, could justify 
permanent restrictions or elimination of OHV use. Permanent 
changes could only occur through a plan amendment, however. 

As analyzed in the impact analysis of Alternative A (Current 
Management) in Chapter Four of the DRMP, about 373,916 acres 
of public lands are now open to OHV use. The DRMP also analyzes 

the impacts of OHV designations in each of the other alternatives. 
Historic and current OHV designations in the Planning Area have 
not created significant impacts, and recommended designations in 

the PRMP are not expected to create significant impacts during the 
life of the plan (15-20 years) 

3. Please see the response to comment 2 of letter 12. In addition, the 

issue of open vs. limited designations is one we have wrestled 
with for a long time. Most of the resource area can remain open to 
motorized recreation because these areas generally receive light 
use, most people tend to stay on the roads, the ecosystems are 

not overly fragile, and topography tends to naturally restrict 
vehicular traffic. Limited designations, such as designated roads 

only, are applied to areas that get heavier use or places where the 
ecosystems are more fragile. 

The more thorough travel management plan referenced exists as 
Gunnison Basin Resource Area OHV Plan and was written in 1981 

and amended in 1984. Please note on page l-1 1 of the DRMP that 
this document is referenced as valid existing management. Our 
goal in the RMP is not to rewrite this OHV plan but fine tune it to 

accommodate management objectives of the Preferred Alternative 
and the PRMP. 

4 and 5. The Resource Area has, in the past, worked with various 
interest groups such as the Colorado Trail Foundation, the West 
Elk Road Club and the Colorado Mountain Club, whose volunteers 

have helped us build and maintain trails. We would continue to do 
so in the future. We would welcome the opportunity to work with 
any organized mountain bike or motorcycle club. It’s been our 
experience that most of our users travel some distance to use 

Gunnison Resource Area public lands. 

Many of our non-wilderness areas have networks of roads, two 
tracks and trails that are appropriate for use by mountain bikes. 

Most of these routes receive little vehicle use, cover a wide variety 
of terrain, and are generally underutilized by the recreating public. 
Because of staffing.and other constreints, we would rather inform 
the public of the many existing opportunities on public lands. 

Please also refer to the response to comment 4, latter 12. 
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8 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11 

12 

The proposed campground development at Slate River is being 

considered in the DRfvlP because, at this time, other higher 

priorities and fiscal realities dictate that emphasis be placed 

elsewhere. The BLM recognizes the popularity of these sites and 

the opportunity to improve management and reduce impacts. 

When ELM begins the examination of the land at the site-planning 

stages, we would consider the suggestions in the comment when 

determining what, if any, facilities and improvements would be 

proposed. 

See the response to comment 2 of letter 24 regarding 

reforestation. The Gunnison Resource Area receives payments in 

excess of the actual costs of timber sales that occur on BLM 

managed lands. These sales have been conducted in accordance 

with applicable laws, regulations, and approved land use plans. 

The BLM plans to pursue instream flows on streams containing 

fisheries using the legal framework established by the state of 

Colorado. Colorado Senate Bill 97 allows appropriation of water by 

the state of Colorado to protect the natural environment (i.e., 

fisheries). In 1986, Senate Bill 97 was amended to provide that the 

Colorado Water Conservation Board request instream’ flpw 

recommendations from agencies within the United States 

Departments of Agriculture and the Interior. 

The referenced text in the DRMP, Appendix I, page I-1 0, has been 

changed. Please refer to page I-10 in Appendix I of the PRMP. The 

intended meaning BLM is attempting to convey is that the scenic 

values in Segment A of the river would continue to be well 

protected with the existing management authorities, and therefore, 

this segment would not make a worthy addition to the National 

Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Rivers play an important role in 

any Rocky Mountain ecosystem. In our suitability analysis of 

segment A, we made two major points that still seem accurate. 

First, since scenery was the only “outstandingly remarkable” 
. 

feature that qualified this river for elrgrbrlrty we evaluated whether 

it was the river that formed the basis for scenic quality. We 

decided that it was the steep topography of mountains and valleys 

that contributed most to outstanding scenic values and while the 

river played a role in scenic quality it is still a minor role. Secondly, 
existing management provides protection for this river corridor, and 

Wild end Scenic status would be a redundant and unnecessary 

protection measure. Existing protection measures include the 

SRMA, WSA status for part of the corridor, the Alpine Loop 

National Back Country Byway designation, the Loop Road Scenic 

Withdrawal (which, among other things, withdraws the corridor 

from mineral entry). and the State of Colorado’s instream flow 

right. Please also see the response to comment 8 of letter 72. 

According to discussions with the CDOW, moose did occur in 

Colorado but were limited to the northern part of the state where 

they moved beck and forth between Wyoming and Colorado. 

Please refer to the response to comment 25 of letter 38. At this 

time the Powderhorn Primitive Area is a Wilderness Study Area and 

has been recommended to Congress for wilderness. If designated 

as wilderness, BLM would not consider the introduction of moose 

into the area. Moose could be considered for introduction in the 

event that Congress acts upon and does not designate the area as 

wilderness. 

Timber harvesting, if permitted in riparian areas, would be required 

to be carefully planned to consider both wildlife and riparian 

values. For example, if conifers were thinned adjacent to a riparian 

area to stimulate aspen growth, food and dam material would be 

available to beavers, an animal well known for its ability to help 

restore degraded riparian areas. The amount of suitable commercial 

timber expected to be harvested in riparian areas is minimal. 

The VRM Class objectives outlined in the Preferred Alternative, 

DRMP, are not a sure indicator that visual resources on those lands 

would degrade to that level. The importance of scenery to tourism 
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13. 

14. 

15. 

and of tourism to the local ecohomy is recognized by BLM. That 

is one reason we would, in the PRMP, and in the Preferred 

Alternative, DRMP, place about 2/3 of the resource area in V!?M 

Classes I, II, and Ill that place a high value on maintaining scenic 

quality. There are some lands in the resource aiea that are not 

adjacent to heavily used areas, that do not have outstanding 

scenic resources or have other resource uses which could result in 

major visual intrusions. In a full spectrum of multiple use 

management the diversity of needs in both preservation and 

development-oriented activities must be balanced. In this instance, 

Class I and II, which are on the preservation end. of the scale, 

cover 37.5% of the planning area. Class IV covers 38.5% of the 
area and Class Ill, which is in between the two comprises the 

remaining 23.2%. Given the visual resources in the Planning Area, 

this is an appropriate‘balance. Among the changes we propose to 

existing VRM Classes in the PRMP and the Preferred Alternative, 

DRMP, are upgrades from Class IV to Class Ill in areas of moderate 

visitor use at Hartman Rocks and High Mesa. Please refer to the 

management unit prescriptions in the PRMP for detailed VRM 

management that is proposed. 

The extent of use that occurs on public lands by the livestock 

industry is represented on pages 2-28 through 2-29 of the DRMP. 

These statistics represent to a degree the dependence of the 

industry on public lands. The information requested in the 

comment regarding economic contributions and prospects of the 

livestock industry are not available to BLM. The BLM could compile 

a history of livestock grazing, but this information would not 

greatly contribute to the RMP. Information regarding fees paid to 

BLM for livestock grazing are evailable at our Gunnison office. 

Also, regarding the reference in the comment on comparing 

economic contributions of various resources, please refer to the 

responses to comments 8 and 9 of letter 35, and comment 40 of 

letter 38. 

Please refer to the response to comment 19 of letter 35. 

Please refer to the response to comment 9 of letter 35, and to 

page 3-3 of the DRMP for discussions of budget needs to 

implement the referenced actions. The increase mentioned on page 

3-3 of the DRMP would apply to the PRMP as well. Please also 

refer to the discussion of activity plans under Livestock Grazing 

Management in the STANDARD MANAGEMENT section of Chapter 

Four in the PRMP. 

16. Please refer to page 2-5, Chapter Two, of this PRMP for a 

discussion of the relationship of this PRMP and the April, 1980, 

Draft and the September, 1980, Final Gunnison Basin Livestock 

Grazing Environmental Impact Statement. 

17. Please refer to uhe Standard Management for Livestock Grazing 

Management in the PRMP, pages 4-6 through 4-11, for language 

that has been modified to clarify how livestock grazing 

management, including managing for minimum stubble heights, 

would be implemented. Flexibility in the application of stubble 

heights that would be possible is also described. Allotment 

Management Plan preparation is also discussed in greater detail in 

the same section in the PRMP. 

Minimum stubble heights are recommended in order to achieve the 

resource conditions in the Standard Management section for 

Livestock Grazing Management, and in prescriptions for certain of 

the Management Units in the PRMP. In riparian areas, achieving 

these levels would help maintain plant vigor and production, 

provide for quality livestock forage and wildlife habitat, provide a 

minimum of plant residue to trap sediment during high flows, 

buffer or reduce the energy of high flows, reduce erosion, and 

protect streambanks. The implementation of stubble heights could 

occur within a variety of grazing systems, including non-traditional 

or rest or deferred rotation patterns. 
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18. Please see the response to comment 13 of letter 50 regarding elk 

numbers and forage utilization on public lands. The BLM is also 

concerned about the conflicts referenced in the comment. We met 

with the county stockgrowers’ association in July and December, 

1991, to discuss their concerns regarding the DRMP as it relates 

to the conflicts. In addition, the initial Habitat Partnership Program 

meeting with all the referenced entities in the comment was held 

in August, 1991. Resolving the local issues to the satisfaction of 

all parties will take creativity and cooperatioh, and we are 

committed to this end. Please see the responses to comments of 

letters 38, 50, and others regarding wildlife-livestock issues, and, 

in the PRMP, the modified Livestock Grazing Management and 

Wildlife Habitat Wlanagement portions of Standard Management. 

The BLM incorporated these changes in the text as a result of 

internal review, the comments we received, and es a result of our 

meeting with the stockgrowers’ association representatives. 

Recommended elk numbers of 9,000 throughout the Planning Area 

27 I 
appear to be within the total carrying capacity for the habitat. 

Deer numbers are excessive, in certain locations of the Planning 

Area on public lands, however. 

19. In the judgement of BLM, the recommendations in the PRMP 

provide a balance between multiple uses on public lands. Some of 

the actions are hard choices, which sometimes results in the RMP 

process and is commensurate with the responsibility BLM has to 

manage resources for the general public(s). The BLM would 

continue to manage habitat on public lands, with the aim being to 

provide a proper diversity of species and habitat. 

20. See the response to comment 2 of letter 8. 

21. The ACECs in each alternative, and the PRMP. were recommended 

for designation based on how they each contributed to meeting the 

objectives of the particular alternatives, whether special 

management attention was needed, and how each fit into the mix 

of uses BLM manages on public lands. See Table H-2, Appendix H, 

for the special values in each area considered and selected. 

22. The Acquisition Criteria in Appendix D-6 are not prioritized or 

ranked. 

23. The criteria for disposal of Category I lands through public sale are 

referenced on pages 3-13, 3-21, 3-53, 3-74, and 3-108 in the 

DRMP. The criteria are located in Section 203 of FLPMA, and are 

listed below. 

(1). such tract because of its location or other characteristics is 

difficult and uneconomic to manage as part of the public lends, 

and is not suitable for management by another Federal department 

or agency; or 

(2). such tract was acquired for a specific purpose and the tract is 

no longer required for that or any other Federal purpose; or 

(3). disposal of such tract will serve important public objectives, 

including but not limited to, expansion of communities and 
economic development, which cannot be achieved prudently or 

feasibly on land other than public land and which outweigh other 

public objectives and values, including, but not limited to, 

recreation and scenic values, which would be served by 

maintaining such tracts in Federal ownership. 

Each tract in the Appendix D that is listed for disposal in a 

particular alternative also has sufficient explanation that notes 

which of these criteria would be met, at this point. Closer 

examination of any specific tract might reveal that more criteria 

would be met, or that the public interest would not be served if the 

tract were disposed of. The tracts are available for consideration 

for disposal by exchange or other means. As is stated on the pages 

mentioned above in this response, the BLM is under no obligation 
to dispose of any of these lands by public sale or other means, but 
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they would be available to be considered for public sale or disposal 

by other means. 

Criteria for disposal of, and an explanation of Category II lands are 

also located on the same pages as above in this response. These 

lands are not available for consideration for disposal by public sale. 

Please contact BLM for the criteria for disposal of public lands for 

a specific purpose or under a specific authority, such as the 

Recreation and Public Purposes Act or for Indemnity Selections by 

the state. 

24. The Category I tracts that would be available for consideration for 

disposal by public sale are not excluded from being exchanged. 

The activity plan that would be prepared for these tracts would 

indicate disposal techniques, options, and priorities. All Category 

II lands are available for exchange. 

25. The mile-wide ‘widths for the rights-of-way corridors would provide 

the necessaryflexibility such that utilities located in these corridors 

would be constructed along the very least impscting location in the 

corridor, while still providing the necessary width to locate multiple 

facilities within the corridor. 

26. Please see the response to comment 2, 8, and 9 of letter 35. 

27. The Category I and II lands are defined.on the pages mentioned in 

the response to comment 23 of this letter. Consideration was 

given to providing an index in the PRMP. If the expertise and time 

had been available, an index would have been inserted. 

Responses to letter 64 

1. through 3. See the responses to comments 2 and 3 of letter 8, and 

2 of 12, respectively. 
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Responses to lenar 65 

Bill Boltomly Michael Robinson 

RMP Term Leader Director 

Bureau of Land Man.gemen, 

2505 South Townsend Avenue 
uontrorc. co 81401 

Sinapu 

1900 Allison Streel . 

Lakcwood. CO 80215 

June 15. 1991 

Dcsr Mr. Borromly. 65 
The following arc ,he commcn,s of Sinapo on the Gunnison 

Rcrourcc Area’s draf, resource managmen, plan and EIS (RMPIEIS). 

Plcarc incoiporae these commcnls inlo your planning pursuant to 
NEPA and a11 other relevant rlrluler. 

As an in,roduc,ioo. I should mention lba, Sinspu is a non- 

profit cilizen’s group devoted ID rcsloring and mainlrining free- 

ranging popula,ionr of Ihe Grey Wolf (Canir lupus) 10 Colorado (see 
enclosed ncwsle,,cr for more informalion). As such. we must lake 

an inwrcs, in managemen, of our public land1 10 ensure Iha, 

adequalc and healthy habitat for wolvcr is provided. 

WC request tha, ,hc BLM include in ,his RMPIEIS an analysis of 

wolf rcin,roduc,ion on BLM land, and the effects wolf reinvoduc,ion 
would have on aher valuer ,nd uses of ,hc land. as well .s the 

effects other uses would have on successful wolf reinlroduclion. 

Such analysis could bc appended 10 one of ,he erisling alwnalives. 

or a new ‘Allernative W‘ rcflec,ing this rclion could be drafted. 

S,a,u,orv authority for initiating such an analysis is implird in the 

Multiple-Use Snrilined Yield Ai, and olher a&,es. as rcflccled in 
your ttatcmen, on p.ge 3.103. lba, ‘Supplcmen,al releases and/or 

rcinlroduclion of T&E sp. and candidate or BLM sensitive species 

could be aulborized following preparation of a release or 

reinlroduclion plan and eovironmcn,al analysis. and consullr,ion 
wi,h tbe Unilcd Stales Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Colorado 

Division of Wildlife (CDOW). and o,hcr affecred paflier.’ Note tba, 

neither the Endangered Species AC, nor any o,hcr federal s,a,u,c 

prcvcnu the BLM from becoming ,hc lead agency on rcin,roduc,ion of 

an cndaneered soccies. renrrdlesr 01 opporilion from a s,a,c 
wildlife ;gency.‘Fur,her&re. nolhing’slmr, of a Section ‘J 

‘jeopardy’ opinion from ,he U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service provide: 

legal au,hori,y ,o pre.cmp, ,be BLM from reintroducing an 
endangered species. 

Wolves on ,bc resource area would provide Ibe following 

benefits: a managemen, tool to coowol ungulrlc populations a, 

approzimatcly aaural (pre.Earopcon invsslo&uE) numbers and 

65 
bchrvior; rnhrnrcmcn, of biological diversity: acrthclic plcarurc for 

users of the public lands who apprccialc increased oalural 

conditions; and an economic draw for surrounding communilics with 
rignific.“, dependence on ,ou,iw,, ,crenues. A,, tbcre bcncfiu 

should be examined in your analysis. 

In ,he absence of any subt,an,ial mention of wolf 

1 
reinwoducrion in ,he draf, RMPIEIS. WC must make ,he following 

obscrva,ions which should be incorporalcd into your final analysis 
of the issue. Firs,. wolves require large ungulate populations as 

prey baser. Second. wolve: require riparian areas with heallhy 

cover 8s travelways. Tbird. hii,orically ,hc greater, tbrea, ,o 

wolves has been ertcrminalion efforts by and on behalf of livesmck 
owners; ,herefare. belter grazing techniques. decreases in livestock 

ulilization. and vigorous prcvcnlive law enforcemen, arc alI likely 

,O enhance the success of wolf reintroduclion. (See David E. Brown. 
The Wolf in rhr Sourhrrsl: The Hating oJan Endongrrcd Sprrirr. 
University of Arizona Press. 1984.) 

I 

In regards 10 vngulale populalions. WC have concerns about ,be 

2 
s,a,cmcn, on page 3-104 that ‘Reduclions in CDOW’r elk and deer 
Jong.rrpgc herd goals would be recommended for an inlcrim period 

m ccrtam Game Management Units (GMUs) unril ,hc vigor and 

production of ,hc importan, forage shrubs on crucial winlcr ranges 

increase such ,ha, habita, would support long-range herd numbers.’ 

Planned rcduc,ions in elk and deer populmion goals should only occur 

af,er reduaions in ,hc number of domestic lives,ock. and with a 
clelr timelrblc abou, bow long such reductions would occur. 

3 

1 

Fur,bcrmore. af:cr inventories of crucial winter range and 

calving areas for elk. deer. pronghorn and bighorn rhccp have 
occurcd. no dcvclopmcn,s or aslions should lake place ,ha, may 

Jeopardize ,hc conlinucd u,iliza,ion of those areas by lhesc animals. 

This includes road cons,ruc,ioo or we. off road vehicle use. 
compeling lives,ock use. and olhcr dislurbances. If an area has no, 

ye, been properly invcnloricd for winter range or calving ground*. 

manrgcmcn, should ,rea, it as if i, was such an MCI. Relcrcncc on 
page 3-103 10 wildlife habitat management ‘consisten, wi,b BLM’s 

I 

Fish and Wifdfi/r P/an /or Colorado--Program /or rhr Decode.’ is 

improper and deceptive considering ,ha, ,his document is no, ye, 

available 10 Ibe public for review (letter of 4/11191 lrom W. 

4 Bolromly 10 M. Robinson). and lhereforc canno, be rubjec, 10 NEPA 
slandards. We reques, lha, either the BLM specify exact slandardr 

for wildlife babi,a, management in ,he RMP/EIS. or i, make the Fish 
and WildWe Plan for Colorado--Program Jar rhr Decndr. I NEPA- 
SIandud document, subject 10 a rrparatc EIS. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

The BLM is not considering a wolf reintroduction program in the 

DRMP or the PRMP. To do so would necessitate republishing and 
another distribution of the DRMP for internal and public review. If 
the appropriate agency or entity wanted to initiate an introduction 
program, and the area under consideration included public lands, 

the BLM would participate to the degree required in the analysis 
and evaluation process. A RMP amendment would be required 
before this request to use public lands for this purpose could be 
approved. 

Please refer to the response to comments 11, 15, 16, and 20 of 
letter 38, regarding carrying capacities and the relationship 

between CDOW and BLM regarding requests for reductions in 
population numbers. Please also refer to the Wildlife Habitat 
Management paragraphs in Standard Management of the PRMP for 

additional information regarding reductions in wildlife numbers. The 
majority of the resource area is used as winter range by elk and 

deer and our monitoring studies indicates very little overlap 
between game and livestock. Removing livestock would not 

automatically mean additional forage would be available for elk and 
deer. Elk tend to use public lands from mid-December to early 
April, feeding on shrubs and residue left on the grasses. In mid- 
April, as grasses start to green up and grow the majority of elk are 

gone from public land winter ranges, having moved onto higher 
altitude lands. Although deer do stay on public winter range until 
approximately May, the emount of forage that would be utilized by 
deer is minimal. 

Please see the description of the PRMP in Chapter Four for the 

mitigation and conditions that would be implemented in order to 
protect the referenced habitats. Maps of winter ranges or calving 
areas would be updated when inventories are conducted, rather 
than assuming these conditions exist throughout the Planning 

Area. 

A copy of the referenced document was provided to Mr. Robinson. 

Please see the response to comment 8 of letter 63. 

There currently is no state or federal law which allows for instream 
flow appropriations to specifically protect or maintain vegetation. 

Please see the response to comment 1 of this letter. The factors 
in the comment would be considered at the appropriate time. 

In the judgement of ELM, utilization of 40-60% of the current 

year’s growth of key species, as addressed in Alternative E in the 
DRMP, would maintain forage and wildlife cover under the need for 

multiple use considerations. The 2 l/2 inch minimum stubble 
height is generally intended to maintain the condition of riparian 

areas and to begin improvement of degraded areas. More rapid or 

further improvement would be accomplished through activity 
plans, such as Allotment Management Plans or coordinated 
resource management plans. 

Please see the response to comment 1 of this letter. In addition, 
riparian areas are vitally important ecosystems, and BLM is 
mandated to manage public lands, including riparian areas, for 
multiple uses. One of these uses is livestock grazing. 

Please refer to the Livestock Grazing Management section of 

STANDARD MANAGEMENT in Chapter Four of the PRMP for a 
discussion of stubble heights. Please also see the response to 
comment 1 of this letter. 
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3.105 lh,,t .inst,cam flow approprialions would be pursued on 113 
milts of fishery streams 10 cnsu,c a sufficient amounl of watt, for 

11. Please see the response to comment 1 of this letter. In addition, 
SLM’s Interim Management Policy For Lands Under Wilderness 

fisheries protrction.: We would like this extended to all riparirn 

areas within the planning arca where wale, rights have not been 

previously approprialcd. and WC would like the BLM to apply for 

instream lloas. subject to state and federal wale, law. on behalf of 
sufficient vegc~ation needed by furure wolf popularions for secure 

1,avel. 

Review (IMP) requires that no uses can occur in WSAs that impair 
wilderness values. Valid existing rights are recognized in WSAs, 
and some uses are grandfathered. The IMP must be taken into 

We do not believe 2.1/2 inch minimum stubble (page 3.105) is 
sufficient ror I~FU,C wolf trrvel corridors. II I wolf is likely to 

stand ovc, two rccr tall. Addilionally. consumplion of ‘40:60% of 

the cu,,cnt ye&s growth by weight of key forage species’ will not 

‘provide ror quality forage and wildlife COVC,~ (page 3-105) 
considering that sir to twelve inches is the normal indicator of 

rcgctrtivc range readiness (table B-4. appendix). Consumplion Of 

40-608 of the difference in height (roughly equivalent to difference 

in wsigb!) brlwccn lhc minimum stubble (2.5 inches) and the forage 

readiness indicator (6.12 inches) will not allow for the 
regeneration of berlthy riprrian zones. In order to allow for secure 

wolf lr~vclvrys. as well as healthy ulilirslion of riprrian zones by 

a host of other species. wc ,eauesl com~lelc and wrmanent removal 

of livestock from all areas riihin 30 feet of ripaiisn corridors. 
Should ibe BLM not choose this option. we request sufficicnl 

riparian stubble beighls to allowior secure iolf travelways. as 

well as effective utilization for other species. 

account, however, when any use is applied for in a WSA. If any 
part of any existing WSA is acted upon and not designated bv 
Congress, the lands would be managed according to the 
description of the PRMP in Chapter Four. 

We also rcauesi that ibe minimal slubblc height for all oon- 
riparian awns andinch forage species be the figures-in lablc B-4. If 

liveslock ulilinlioo thrcatcns those minimal stubble hcighls. the 

livestock should br relocated o, removed. If wildlife ulil~zalion 

lhrcatcos those standards. wolves should be the prime management 
tool lo reduce wildlife numbers 0, change their grazing habils. 

In order to provide undisturbed habitat for wolves and olber 
human-sensitive species. we rcqucsl no road const,uclion o, other 

induslrial disturbances in alI inventoried WSAs. as well as other. 

smaller rordless meas. whether or no1 Congress designrtcs them as 

Wilderness. 
Thank you for incorporating these comments and concerns into 

-. .._ . 
you, .nrlys~s rna acc,slon-maltng process. s,n*pu 1001s ,O,IYl,D 10 

conlinucd conslruclive involvemeor wilh #he BLM in managcmcnl of 
our public lands. 

sk.&dK 65 

Michael Robinson. 

Director 
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Responses to letter 66 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Historical domestic livestock use was not mentioned in the DRMP, 

along with historic use of most resources and values. The 
omissions do not, however, imply that BLM is not aware of the 
historic and current importance of these resources and uses. 

Please see the response to comment 41 of letter 36. Monitoring 
studies conducted. on many of our riparian areas over the last 9 

years shows .that game use along these areas make up 
approximately O-5%. 

The amount of acres treated is only one factor when evaluating the 
over all effects of land or vegetative treatments on grouse. Sage 
grouse require a variety of sagebrush structure during their life 

cycle, and even small treatments conducted in the wrong location 
could have a significant impact on grouse. Much depends on the 

size of the area treated in relation to suitable habitat available. For 
example studies have shown that treating only 31 percent of the 
total suitable habitat resulted in a 63 percent loss in male 

attendants on strutting grounds in some locations. 

Range treatments or projects would be excluded on approximately 
4,294 acres only, as noted in Table S-l, page S-l 2, in the fourth 
paragraph from the top under Alternative E (Preferred Alternative). 

These exclusions would affect all suitable public lands in units E-4, 
E-6, end E-9, and 827 suitable acres in unit E-7. See the response 

to comment 34 of letter 38 for information on range treatments or 
projects that would be restricted in the same alternative. 

See the response to comment 7 of letter 60. 

Please see the responses to comments 38 of letter 50, and 8 of 
letter 60. Records in the Gunnison BLM office show that 1,100 

sheep were trailed through Allotment (Si 12) in 1987. 

Please refer to the response to comment 1 of letter 20. In addition, 
grazing and recreation coexist on the majority of lands in the 
resource area. One area where a conflict exists is in American 

Basin. The midsummer wildflower displays in this area are one of 
the most outstanding attractions in the San Juan Mountains. The 
Preferred Alternative in the DRMP recommends the elimination of 
livestock grazing within the American Basin (Management Unit E-4) 

in order to maintain and protect scenic resources, specifically the 
wildflower displays. As a result of public comments received, and 
after considering other options, livestock grazing in American Basin 

would be permitted according to the prescription for unit 4 in 
Chapter Four of the PRMP. Visitor brochures would be published, 

and interpretive signs would be installed at American Basin that 
would include positive messages about grazing. Please refer to the 
management prescription for Management Unit 4. The PRMP 

contains modifications to language contained in the DRMP in order 
to recognize to a greater degree the importance of livestock 

grazing in the Planning Area. 
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Responses to letter 67 

colorado 
enviMnmental 
coalition 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

P-95 

The objectives of Alternative D do not include the consideration to 

necessarily recommend all potential ACECs for designation. The 10 

ACECs selected for that alternative met the objectives more’s0 

than did other potential ACECs. 

Thank you for the general comment. It was considered in the 

formulation of the PRMP. 

Please refer to the response to comment 2 of letter 8 for 

information regarding the potential ACECs mentioned in the 

comment.. 

See the response to comment 1 of letter 8 and to the responses to 

letter 72. 

See the response to comment 2 of letter 12. 

Please refer to the response to comment 4 of letter 12, and 

comments 4 and 5 of letter 63. 

The BLM manages only about 400 yards of land along Tomichi 

Creek. To develop and encourage public access along these lands 

could potentially cause more problems than benefits. The BLM in 

the past has explored the possibility of public fishing easements 

with little success. We will continue to be prepared for 

opportunities that may arise. 

See the response to comment 6 of letter 63. In addition, the level 

of development would be decided based on site development plans 

and available funding, but is anticipated to be pretty basic. We 

would consider your suggestions at the appropriate time. 
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9. Please see the responses to comment 3 of letter 8. 

10. Please see the Livestock Grazing Management section of 

STANDARD MANAGEMENT in Chapter Four, for areas where a 4” 
minimum stubble height would be required. This section has been 
extensively revised. 

11 and 12. Please see the responses to comments 5 and 6 of letter 

11, comment 19 of letter 35, and the description of the PRMP in 
Chapter Four. 

13 and 14. Little activity, if any. is anticipated regarding oil, gas, and 

geothermal leasing. The detail regarding this resource in Chapter 
Two, Effected Environment, DRMP, is compatible with the 

anticipated effects to, and from development of, this resource. 

Leasing of geothermal resources is discussed in the introduction to 
each alternative in the STANDARD MANAGEMENT sections. 
Exceptions to this are discussed in the management unit 

descriptions. Although no geothermal development is anticipated, 
if an application is received for a geothermal lease, the protective 
stipulations applicable to oil and gas leasing would apply. No plan 

amendment would be required. 

15 and 16. The stipulations included in the DRMP and PRMP, 

regarding oil and gas and geothermal leasing provide the protection 
warranted, considering the environmental consequences predicted 
from such leasing. 

17. General location maps and a table showing where oil and gas 
stipulations would be applied are included in Appendix K in the 

PRMP. 

. 
18. Refer to the changes to the text of the DRMP in Chapter Three of 

the PRMP for clarification of impacts to various resources from the 
reasonable and foreseeable development scenario of one or two 
wells. These changes have been included in the discussions of 

impacts to the various resources in Chapter Five in the PRMP. The 

overall Planning Area impacts upon any one resource, or 
cumulatively, are not expected to be significant as a result of the 
reasonable and foreseeable development scenario. During the 
consideration of any exploration permitting or Applications for 
Permit To Drill, site-specific situations would be examined and 

proper mitigation applied, according to stipulations, lease clauses, 
and BLM policy and regulations. 

19. Based on the reasonable and foreseeable development scenario of 
one or two wells over the life of the plan, the Planning Area-wide 

impacts to any resource, individually or cumulatively, would be 
insignificant. Oil and gas stipulations in the DRMP Preferred 

Alternative and PRMP (see Appendix K), in the judgement of BLM, 
offer the required degree of protection for resources and reduce 
the identified impacts to the point where the impacts are not 

significant. 

20. The most reasonable and foreseeable development scenario 
predicts that one or two oil wells could be drilled during the life of 
the plan. The impacts, Planning-Area wide, from this level of 
activity have been determined to be insignificant. BLM has, 

however, placed stipulations in areas where even one well and 
asspciated facilities could potentially cause undesirable effects to 

some values. Please see the maps and table in Appendix K of the 
PRMP for areas in which these stipulations would be applied. 
Please also see the discussion of environmental impacts in the 
PRMP for rationele in applying these stipulations. 
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P.&l. se”.” 
MT. Sill sottm1v 
Jun. ‘4. ,991 . 

L‘“dS in Lh‘ G”nn,so” R*60”rC. Am‘ tlmt .r. Incom~‘t,bl. *,tll 

15 
Of, and l7.r d*“.lbm.“t ‘“d Lh.refOr. dlO”ld be p1.c.d tn the 
dlscr.t~o”‘ry NO Leas. C‘ts~ory Includ.: ro‘dl.*‘ .r...: *.tlsnd*: 
r4r.r corridor. and .ccmpsn~ln9 rl9.rl.n .r..., Insl"d,"9 
pot.nti.1 Wild and scenic riv.r.; rese‘rch natural .r...: sruc,., 
w,ldl1f.h‘b,t.t. S"Cll “ bl9 g‘me *,nt.r rmg.; ,."d, .t ‘"d ‘ba". 
tlmberlln.. Incl~dln9 tundr.; p~pu1.r dl.rmr..d r.cr..tlon ,It..; 
bs"‘1op.d r.Cr.‘tlOn sit... W,t.h ‘ nlnlmum on. cl,,. b"ffW 20". 
‘round them; 6Eb"‘C by-uw.: h‘bit‘t ,or thr.‘t*n.d ‘"d ."d‘"g.r.d 
Pl‘"L and ‘nln‘l Cmunitl..; munlslC.l *‘t.rsh.d.; ‘"d s"lt"r‘, 
‘it.., *ftll et 1.a.t ‘ 1/z !dI.* b"ffW ‘round them. 

SPbClflC .r..* 0, CO"O.rn I" the plan"ln9 .r.. th‘t.hou,d be 
ClO..d to Oil .nd 9.. l.‘.l"9 ,nc,uCj..: ‘II wlldbrmss study 
AT.‘.. ths AlP4n. Trlansh SRMA. hrlc‘n S‘.lr, ACEC. CDCh.tOp. 
canyon SRIIA. oi,1on Plnn‘cl.. ACEE. w..t *nt.,op. @XC. L.L. Fork 
ACEC. Pcud.rhorn SRHA, Redcloud P..k ACEC. Slue9ulllon Slid. ACEC. 
‘"d SDYLh s.‘".r creek ACEC. 

16 
Th. or.ift R"P,EIS r.14.. f‘r tm h.‘"lly on the NO s"rf‘c. 

osc"P‘"cY ~w.0, .tiPul‘tlon ‘"d ti.tng 1~mlt‘t,.m‘ In *rem t,h‘.t 
Should w ClO..d to 1..sins inst.‘d. because tll.r. 1.. ,"nd.m.nta, 
conflict between Oil ‘Id 9‘S d.".loPme"t and .ath.r r.sourc... 
Tlmln9 limit*tlons and HSO stlpulstlon* *rb not adequate. 

tiilb the pr0t.cti.m of .urf.c. ~.BOYIC~. .my .99..r to b. 
Lh. .M on m$mr, *. . . ..rt the .w.ct Of NO t*.s. ".TS". NSO or 
tlmlnp limitation* 1. vbr~ dlwbrbnt on the 9r~un.j. frl the 
"fc‘n‘ty cd ‘ mrc.1 WIt.h .n NSO .tlcwl‘tio". ,n.du*try 9.t. m. 
m....9. that it's ok‘y to build r0.d.. drtll for 041 and 9.., .nd 
d.".lop the .r..--.. low ‘S Lh. ‘CLi"lLY ‘S *.ot Of, ?.!I. NSO 
p.rc.1. Ill tlm “lclnlty Of l P‘rC.1 *,tla a I40 Lb‘** ‘tipul‘tion. 
0” th. other h‘“d. I”dYStJY i‘ not “.‘rlV ‘. ‘Pt. to lihow ,nt.r.st 

I ”  d.“.lolm‘!“t b.c‘“s. th.Y *o”ld not be ‘bl. to D”L topmmr Lh. 

.ort 0, le... block w0.t pro,.st. r.quir. to jvstiry WI. .cc.-om,c. 
0, d.".lorJl"* ‘ PCOSpbCt. 
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Th. Dr.,t RMP,EIS does not conalder ml* critlc.1 difference 
btw..” th. *tip”latlon.. Y. be,,.“. the Dr.ft pl.0.. “Id”. 
r.,l.n.a 0” the NY) end tlmlng PLip”l.tlon.. Th. p.rc..l. *. h.“. 
.Y~~..t..d for NO L.a*lnp .ba”.. for ,n.t.nc.. rew1r. mare cmPl.t* 
~rot*ct‘on from de”*lormmt. I” ACEC. .“d SRIIA. where it*. be.” 
d.ter.ln.d thst 011 and 0.. developmnt 1. not In the publ4c'. bet 
,nt.r..t. .,I .cr..o. should be No L..... 

Ih. clra,t RYPlElS do.. not include m.D. *Ith .“fflcl.nt-4.t.~l 

Th. CEC ..C*rt. th.69 MC. or. .6Cecl*llF ‘mwrtant 
cdn.id.rln# th.t th. BLM h.. f.4l.d to .tt.ch th. a~pr0~rl.t. 
rt,pu\at‘on. to p.~C.,. *ur,ng r.c.nt 01, and pa. ,...* eel... 
WIthout d.tal1.d MP., th. c."bllc t.nd or..nlz.tlon. 11L. CEC) 
cennot *.t.rm,n. whether a. pr*p.r .t,p"l.tlo". or. 0tt.ch.d to 
,.lm. p.rS.1. 0ffW.d tar 8.1.. 

TM N.t.‘.J"., En”‘romnt.l Po,,cy Act (NEPA, r.wii.0 tlmt 
the Inpast. 0, . rea.r.1 .ctfon ttmt .I~"lfIc.nt,y .ff.ct‘ the 

61nce oil on* 130. Ieseln~ on the public land*. 0 federel 
actlo" that .Ignlfic.ntlY affect. Ch. hum." .n"lronm.nt. 1. 0" 
,rr.tri.".bl. ."d ,rrs".rslbl. commttm."t 0, reeour~.., .It.- 
.wcitk .n.,y*,c Met occur bdor. o,, on* 0.. le.*.. .r. 1.OU.d. 

The CO,.x.dO En"‘ronm."t., Coallt‘m .DCr.Cl.t.. the 
oPport""‘tY to r.ri.* tll. Dreft RNP/EIS and Dertlclpet. I" a,. 
d.c.(Sbn mehrne PTDC**.. We hope cur Involvement *iI1 facII1Lr1Le 
the cr*.tlon Of. F1n.l RMP/EIS *. 011 C.” be PlO”d Of and SUpPOrt: 
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Responses to letter 68 

Motorcycle Trail Riding Association 
P.O. Box 3033, Mon~rose. Colorado 81401 

&‘$‘$J 
. The ELM agrees that the needs and realities of the local residents 

are important. The public input process during RMP preparation is 
one example of this recognition that local residents’ opinions are 

important to the BLM. 

0 .T.R.A 

69 

Responses to letter 69 

1. Please see the response to comment 18 of letter 50 regarding big 
game winter range mapping, and comment 18 of letter 63 

The BLM recognizes the conflict of elk using private lends during 
critical times of the year. We are also aware that CDOW long range 
herd for GMUs include all lands in the GMUs, not just public, or FS, 

or state lands. The BLM is confident that, under the correct 
circumstences; the recently initiated Habitat Partnership Program 
will lead to resolutions of some of these conflicts in the Planning 
Area. 

2. Please see paragraphs 4, 5, and 6, in the response to comment 20 
of letter 50. 

3. Please refer to the Standard Management for Livestock Grazing 

Management in the PRMP, pages 4-6 through 4-l 1, for language 
that has been modified to clarify how livestock grazing 
management, including managing for minimum stubble heights, 

would be implemented. Flexibility in the application of stubble 
heights that would be possible is also described. Allotment 
Management Plan preparation is also discussed in greater detail in 
the same section in the PRMP. 
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3 

I 

4 
I 

5 
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6 

I 

TAYLOR PARK CATTLE POOL ASSOCUTION 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Minimum stubble heights are recommended in order to achieve the 

resource conditions in the Standard Management section for 
Livestock Grazing Management, and in prescriptions for certain of 

the Management Units in’the PRMP. In riparian areas, achieving 
these levels would help maintain plant vigor and production, 
provide for quality livestock forage and wildlife habitat, provide a 
minimum of plant residue to trap sediment during high flows, 
buffer or reduce the energy of high flows, reduce erosion, and 
protect streambanks. The implementation of stubble heights could 

occur within a variety of grazing systems, including non-traditional 
or rest or deferred rotation patterns. 

Please refer to numbered item 4 on page 4-8, and to the’last 
paragraph in the left-hand column on page 4-9 in.the PRMP for 
language regarding adjustments in grazing preference. Permittees 
would be involved in grazing management decisions reached by 

BLM through consultation, cooperation, and coordination. 

The RMP process, in most cases, is not Allotment-specific. 
Records show that objectives in the referenced Allotment are 

currently being met, and even some objectives addressed in this 
RMP have been met. 

Please refer to the response to comment 9 of letter 35, and to 
page 3-3 of the DRMP for discussions of budget needs to 

implement recommendations. The increase mentioned on page 3-3 
of the DRMP would apply to the PRMP as well. Please also refer to 

the discussion of activity plans under Livestock Grazing 
Management in the STANDARDMANAGEMENTsaction of Chepter 

Four in the PRMP. 

Also, please refer to page 2-5, Chapter Two, of this PRMP for e 
discussion of the relationship of this PRMP and the April,, 1980, 
Draft and the September, 1980, Final Gunnison Basin Livestock 
Grazing Environmental Impact Statement. 

Application of range readiness (refer to Appendix 8, DRMP and 
PRMP for criteria) has been clarified and expanded upon. Range 
readiness criteria would be used when earlier turnout detes than 

authorized are requested, and in extenuating circumstances, such 
as drought situations or serious wildfire. Please see the 

subheadings “Grazing Administration” and “Monitoring and Range 
Readiness” in the Livestock Grazing Management section of 

Standard Management in the PRMP for more information. 
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Responses to letter 70 

1. Please see the response to comment 6 of letter 69. 

2. Please refer to the response to comment 28 of letter 50. 

3. Please refer to pages 4-5 and 4-9 in the PRR/IP for revised language 

clarifying how new available forage would be allocated for wildlife 

and livestock grazing management purposes. Also, on page 4-9 in 

the PRMP, forage allocation procedures in 43 CFR 4100 

(specifically. see 43 CFR 41 10.3) would include considering using 

new available forage to increase active use (AUMs). 

The forage allocation methods, considerations, and procedures 

referenced above in this response (specifically in the paragraph 

immediately before the subheading “fences” on page 4-9 in the 

PRfvlP) are very-similar to current procedures. Any incentives that 

have existed in the past to continue rangeland improvements 

. would not be diminished as a result of implementing the 

4. 

5. 

6. 

recommendations in this PRMP. 

Also, please see the response to comment 50 of letter 38. The 

monitoring conducted by the BLM has shown that elk spend only 

a small proportion of their time in riparian areas as compared to 

cattle. The majority of use by elk in riparian areas occurred during 

the winter when banks are frozen and vegetation is dormant, as 

compared to livestock that utilize riparian areas during the spring 

and summer, when banks are muddy and plants are beginning 

growth. 

Please refer to page 2-5, Chapter Two, of this PRMP for a 

discussion of the relationship of this PRMP and the April, 1980, 

Draft and the September, 1980, Final Gunnison Basin Livestock 

Grazing Environmental Impact Statement. 

Please refer to the response to comment 18 of letter 50 for 

information regarding winter range mapping. 

Please also refer to the response to comments 11, 15, 16, and 20 

of letter 38, regarding carrying capacities and the relationship 
between CDOW end BLM regarding requests for reductions in 

population numbers. 

Also, please refer to the response to comment 13 of letter 50 for 

information regarding the manner in which elk population estimates 

are calculated during the year. Since 1983 the CDOW has been 

trying to hold elk numbers down to their long range herd goal of 

9,000. 

Recommendations were made in the DRMP to hold game 

populations within habitat carrying capacity on public lands (please 

see Table A-3, page A-l, in the DRMP). As a result of our 

monitoring studies, our primary concerns are with the long range 

herd goals for deer. In Table A-3, page A-l, in the DRMP BLM 

recommends lower interim herd goals for deer until shrub 

production and vigor increases. 

The BLM recognizes the conflict of elk using private lands during 

critical times of the year. We are elso aware that CDOW l,ong range 

herd for GMUs include all lands in the GMUs, not just public, or FS, 

or state lands. The BLM is confident that, under the correct 

circumstances, the recently initiated Habitat Partnership Program 

will lead to resolutions of some of these conflicts in the Planning 

Area. 

Including the information in the RMP mentioned in the comment 

would not contribute to making decisions or analyzing 

consequences. 
c 
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7. Please see the response to comment 8 of letter 38. The BLM is 

recommending the 4,565 acre Management Unit E-8, in the 

Preferred Alternative in the DRMP, for ACEC designation in the 

PRMP (see the prescription for Management Unit 8 in Chapter Four 

of the PRMP). 

Responses to letter 71 

1. Please see the response to comment 6 of letter 69. 

2. Please refer to the response to comment 28 of letter 50. 

3. Please refer to pages 4-5 and 4-9 in the PRMP for revised language 

clarifying how new available forage would be allocated for wildlife 

and livestock grazing management purposes. Also, on page 4-9 in 

the PRMP, forage allocation procedures in 43 CFR 4100 

(specifically, see 43 CFR 41 10.3) would include considering using 

new available forage to increase active use (AUMs). 

The forage allocation methods, considerations, and procedures 

referenced above in this response (specifically in the paragraph 

immediately before the subheading “fences” on page 4-9 inthe 

PRMP) are very similar to current procedures. Any incentives that 

have existed in the past to continue rangeland improvements 

would not be diminished as a result of implementing the 

recommendations in this PRMP. 

Also, please see the response to comment 50 of letter 38. The 

monitoring conducted by the BLM has shown that elk spend only 

a small proportion of their time in riparian areas as compared to 

cattle. The majority of use by elk in riparian areas occurred during 

the winter when banks are frozen and vegetation is dormant, es 

compared to livestock that utilize riparian areas during the spring 

end summer, when banks are muddy and plants are beginning 

growth. 

4. Please refer to the response to comment 18 of letter 50 for 

information regarding winter range mapping. 
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Americun T&m 
72 

Please also refer to the response to comments 11, 15, 16, and 20 
of letter 38, regarding carrying capacities and the relationship 
between CDOW and ELM regarding requests for reductions in 

population numbers. 

Also, please refer to the response to comment 13 of letter 50 for 
information regarding the manner in which elk population estimates 

are calculated during the year. Since 1983 the CDOW has been 
trying to hold elk numbers down to their long range herd goal of 
9,000. 

Recommendations were made in the DRMP to hold game 
populations within habitat carrying capacity on public lands for elk 

(please see Table A-3, page A-l, in the DRMP). As a result of our 
monitoring studies, our primary concerns are with the long range 
herd goals for deer. In Table A-3, page A-l, in the DRMP, BLM 
recommends lower interim herd goals for deer until shrub 

production and vigor increases. 

The BLM recognizes the conflict of elk using private lands during 

critical times of the year. We are also aware that CDOW long range 
herd for GMUs include all lends in the GMUs, not just public, or FS, 

or state lands. The BLM is confident that, under the correct 
circumstances, the recently initiated Habitat Partnership Program 

will lead to resolutions of some of these conflicts in the Planning 
Area. 

5. Please see the response to comment 6 of letter 70 

Responses to letter 72 

1. Please refer to page l-9 and Table l-6 on page 1-l 2 in the DRMP 

for a discussion of the review of other streams conducted by our 
interdisciplinary team in the Planning Area for Wild and Scenic 
potential. A complete list of these other streams has been added 
as Attachment 2 in Appendix I of the PRMP, along with rationale 

as to why they were determined not to be eligible segments. 
Regarding Cebolla and Tomichi Creeks, BLM found that both these 
streams lacked any outstandingly remarkable features. The BLM 
manages no land along the Taylor River, and no portion of the 
Taylor River is located in the planning erea. 

2. The BLM guidance requires that eligible segments be analyzed for 
potential impacts to outstandingly remarkably features in the event 

non-designation recommendations are made. Accordingly, the 
potential impacts to outstandingly remarkable features as a result 

of not recommending the eligible Segment A of The Lake Fork of 
The Gunnison River for Wild and Scenic designation are addressed 

in the DRMP on pages 4-10, 4-36, and 4-70, for Alternatives A 
(Continuation of Current Management), C, and E (Preferred 
Alternative), respectively. The impacts of the no-designation 
recommendation on these features ere also contained in Chapter 
Five of the PRMP. 

3. Please refer to the response to comment 1 of this letter. 

4. The CDOW opinion referred to in the comment pertains to the Lake 
Fork “from Lake City to Blue Mesa Reservoir” and is not 
specifically applicable to Segment A. Our reference to fisheries is 
based on our grouping all aquatic ecosystem concerns under the 

heading of fisheries. We were not solely referring to fishing 
success of recreationists. We specifically analyzed the significance 
of the cutthroat trout population in relation to the river’s values. 
The cutthroat trout is not a USF&WS listed species, but is a 
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*,*n L. Kesrerks 
June II, 1991 
Pdge 2 

comply WIrh est*blIshed req”Ire.e”ta.~ 72 

American rtlvers members IIve “E*r, “SO 4”d benefit *rot4 the 
reSO”r‘Ees Of the CunnIson RCSOYr’Ce Area (‘GIU.), 1”cl”dI”g It.. 
rivers end essOcIatsd landscapes. 

The COlor=do Environmental Cou”cII (‘CEC”, la (I not-q- 
profit conser”atIon organiratIon based I,, Denver, Colorado. 
missIon Of CEC Is to echIe”e the co”sar”atIon Of natursl 

RIe 

reso”rces end the prescrvatlon of environmental vslues, prlmarlly 
In Colorado, thrcush coordinating cffortr of the envlronsentel 
community. =EC presently bee more the” 1,500 1ndIvId”al members 
and 37 menhr groups whose tote1 membershIp exceeds 50,oo 
Individuals. CEC’s professIonal steff and members vork on e 
variety of P”blIc lands Issues In CoIoredo, Including the 
protection Of free-flovlng rlvcrs. 

CEC Rivers members live near, “se and benefit from the 
resources Of the G”nnI~on Rceource wea (“GRR.), Including Its 
rivers and associated landscapes. 

section 5(d) of the UiId and Scenic Rivers Act, 16 U.S.C. 
SectIon 1271 Geg., requires 411 federal agencies to consider 
potential national wild, scenic and recreational river erfes in 
411 planning *or the use 4”d dc”eIopoenC Of vat& 4”d related 
land resO”rces. 16 U.S.‘?. section 1276(d). The planning 
responsibility Imposed by section 5(d) plainly requires the Bu( 
to 455~55 the values of potential wild and Scenic Rivers during 
the prepar=t1on o* reso”rce management plans pursuant to the 
FLPM. nec0gn1r1ng that rospo”sIbIIIty, BLW Manual sectlo” 
1623.1M.26 identifies wild and ecenlc river recommendations es e 
possible determination to be made In such plans. 

Section 5(d) of the UiId and Scenic Rivers Act, 16 U.S.C. 
SectIon 1271 Geg., requires all federal agfncies to consider 
potentiel natiOna wild, scenic and recreational river erfes in 
411 planning *or the use 4”d dc”eIopoenC Of vat& 4”d related 
land resO”rces. I6 U.S.‘?. section 1276(d). The planning 
responsibility Imposed by section 5(d) plainly requires the Bu( 
to as5css the values of porentlal wild and scenic Rivers durina 
the preperatlon of ,-esource management plans pursuant to the- . 
FLPM. Recognizing that rosponsIbIlity, BLW Manual Section 
1623.1M.26 identifies wild and ecenlc river recommendations es e 
possible determination to be made In such plans. 

To provide further guidance Ior fulfilling Bw’s plannlng 
responsibilltie. for potenUr1 Wild and scenic rivers 
agency’s Washington office on July 23, 1987 cIrculatei k”c- 
rim Memorandum No. 87-615. containing dreft guidelines for 
1drntifyIng. evaluating, and protecting potential Wild and scenic 

’ Since that date, the Directer has renanded for further 
planning one oi the other Rnps which American Rivers had 
Protested; One Protest remalns pending. 

2 
CEC’s office is located at 777 Grant Street. suite 606. 

Denver, Coloredo 8020,. 

rivers on BUI lands. ~hst guidance was promulgated by the 
director I,, tlnsl fern 1” xnstruction ~e.orend”m NO. 87-170 end 
the ettached .Wide.&&kG%~n~ti~ 
snd (the ‘G”IdelInesg), Issued September 8, 
1988 and renewed annually. I,, addition, the DIrector included e 

Wild and Scenic River Act Pie” Re”Ie” pW.Ted”~eS .?.Umery. 
(“Procedures Summary’) ulth hle June 4, 1990 Memorsndum to State 

Directors concern‘ng the resol”tIon of existing MeriC=n RIVere’ 
proteste thet clarIfIed certeln slemsnts of the study procese. 

“odor the dlroctions established In Ihe Guidelines, planning 
for potential wild and scenic rivers on BIA lends followe e 
relatively etraightforvard, three-etep procedure. Eech BM 
reso”rce managemenr plan is to: 

11) evaI”ate the digLnU&,! of potent101 ulld end scenk 

rivers within Its planning area Ior inclusion In the 
NatIonal Ylld and Scenic Rivers System In accordance 
with the criteria set forth I” Section l(b) Of the Wild 
and Scenic livers Act (i.e., whether the river Is Irea- 

flowing and poseeeses one 0.. more -0”tStendIngly 

(2) determine the appropriate &&stiti (“wild.” 
*scenic,” or *recreational”) for rivers found to be 
eligible; 
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species of special concern to the state. This population is not 

native to the area but an experiment in reintroduction being carried 

out by the CDOW. At this point they are not certain that a portion 

of Segment A can support and maintain a viable population of this 

species. For these reasons we did not consider the aquatic 

ecosystem in general, or the cutthroat trout population specifically, 

as an outstandingly remarkable feature. The occurrence of Bald 

Eagles mainly occurs in Segment B of the river, which was found 

to be not eligible because it is not free flowing. 

5. In our segmentation of the Lake Fork, we chose Wager Gulch as 

the cutoff point for S,egment A because that is,the point where 

land ownership changed from predominately federal to 

predominately private. Also, the number of structures, diversions, 

disturbances and impacts increase substantially downstream from 

that point. Also, as is referenced in the comment, no 

outstandingly remarkable features were identified below Wager 

Gulch. After considering these factors, BLM is using the segment 

divisions contained in the DRMP. 

6. Upon reexamination of eligibility determinations, BLM continues to 

determine that Segments B and C, as defined in Attachment I of 

the DRMP and PRMP, are not eligible for inclusion into the National 

Scenic and Wild Rivers System (NWSRS). 

7. In our analysis of outstandingly remarkable resource values along 

streams in the Planning Area, BLM adhered closely to the 

evaluation criteria identified in the Act and BLM guidance. This 
included a consideration of scenic, recreational geological, fish and 

wildlife, historic, cultural and other similar values. Based on our 

judgement, the only segment that met the eligibility requirements 

is Segment A of the Lake Fork. 

We agree that the Gunnison Resource Area has a rich diversity of 

resource values, but these rich resources are present on many 

lands in the southern Rocky Mountains, thus reducing the potential 

for these values to be even regionally significa’nt. The ELM is 

aware of the resources referenced in the comment, and these were 

considered in our eligibility analysis. The analysis factors for ACEC 

identification, and those for Wild and Scenic River eligibility 
determination are applied to lands and waters for very different 

purposes. These are two very different and unique designations 

that require examination of different analysis factors and 

application of different management guidelines. The bighorn sheep 

habitat in the Cebolla Creek and Lake Fork areas was not 

determined to be an outstandingly remarkable feature when 

evaluated by the wild and scenic river criteria. 

8. 

essess the -bab of svch r1Wrs iO= inClUsiOn in 
the national rivers system, based upon the p”blIc 
values and “ses that would be enhanced Or foreclosed bY 
such protection, the degree of public, state and local 
Interest In desIgnatIo”, and practI~el,con~erns 
regarding costs end feasibility Of admlnIstratIon. 

Thank you for your in-depth analysis of the referenced suitability 

determination factor. The referenced text in Appendix I in the 

DRMP has been changed. We did not intend to communicate that 

the Segment A is not suitable because the scenery is not “river- 

dependent”. The conclusion we reached and were attempting to 

communicate, regarding this factor, is that other management 

tools are currently available to afford the required degree of 

protection for the values in Segment A, including the scenic 

values. Appendix I, page l-10, in the PRMP clarifies this language. 

GuIdelInes, Section “IX, et 9-11. 

“ntil e linsl decision Is reached by the agency and. for 
recommended rivers, by Congress, BIA Is to protect river resource 

values and characteristics thro”gh specific me”egeme”t P=e- 
scrIptIons esteblIshed In specific or programmatic interim msn- 
4gement plans. GuIdelInes, Section IV.=.. at p. 7; Section IX, 
*t p. 10. 

This recommendation of non-designation and suitability would not 

diminish in any fashion BLMs’ commitment to manage and protect 

the values in Segment A. 

1. 

A. ScDlre 

I 
The GRA planners Inexplicably restricted the scope Of their 

1 
eval”atIon of free-flowing streets within the resource area to 
the Ldke Pork of the cunnison River. -. Draft et Z-34. There 

9. 
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Thank you for the references on interim management of streams 

found eligible and suitable for designation into the NWSRS. We 

obtained a copy of the documents. Had the Preferred Alternative, 

or the PRMP, contained a “suitable” determination and a 

recommendation for designation regarding Segment A or any other 

stream, interim management for the segment or stream would 
have been included. Please refer to Appendix I in the DRMP or 

PRMP for existing management tools that would, provide for 

protection of values in Segment A. 
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No decisions are actually made in the DRMP. Decisions about the 

72 

management of resources in this area will be made in the Record 
--Jf Decision that accompanies the Approved RMP. 

I 

1‘ no ‘“gqe‘t*on that any other strestd on the resource ares “a‘ 
evaluated *or its potent,a* l ,  a nat‘onal “‘16 an* scenic river. 

Nor ia there any rationale provided for the planners’ apparent 

concl”“o” that the ‘Ah Par, 1‘ the only strea. which may 

qualify for Incl”“on in the national rivers syste. and the no 

other str.a,.in thm CRA my be .I‘q‘bl. Ior such d.?i‘gnat‘cn. 

me planning tea. .Y‘t Correct this P‘gnlf‘csnt p1snnIr.g Omission 
as it preparsn th* yina FaP. 

I Pot exampIe, tha D=e.it does Identify several other .;jo= 

1 
tributaries Of the G"nn‘son, ‘ncl"*‘ng Toclish‘ Creek, Tsykx 
River nd Cobolla Creek. Draft mw at 2-11. Each Of the‘s 
streams cr.2 0b”‘0”‘ c*nd,*.ta for ‘37 “Ce.F..nt Of patentird 

-‘i. 

eligibility for wild and scenic stat",. 

The Final Rw ‘ho",* IndUd. .3esc=IptIw accounts that 
explain the planner. rat‘onal~ that Other stre*.s ara not 
.I‘g‘bh. BUI-planncrs In othr reec"rCe areas ar. ‘ncl"*‘ng 
dsscr‘pt‘o". or ‘nel‘g‘bl* rivers. -, Draft Bishop *=oa row. 
American R‘Y.T‘ amI tile Colorado En"‘ro"me"tal Coal‘tion ('the 
con‘er"at,on groups.) haYe lo""d this to be an extremely 
Important clement of RIIps. YulcroY* BLJ4 plann‘nq IxamS ar. 
fulfilling the planning =esponsibilitiea Imposed by PLPUA and th6 
Wild an., scenic Rivers Act by conducting an sI‘g‘b‘l‘ty 
a“e“ment Of all etreans Which IlOW thro"gh-an ‘nd‘"id"~l - 
r‘c‘c"rce c.rea. The CPA planneTs should do no less. 

only thrO”gh i”ll dcc”mentat‘on oi the basis ior MA’. 
findings can the public ke .s."=ed that the agency haa I" fact 
given these streams the con“derst‘on nandated by *ecr,cn 5(d) 01 
the Wild an.3 Scenic Rivers Act, and that r,ve=s and st=eams "‘th 
potential as additions to the ~tional rivers system have not 
been rejected 0n.a l uperficial araminstion. 

The fundamentsl Iaportanw 01 SUCh doc"me"rat‘o" Is plainly 
~=xPrc“ed in the G"‘de,l‘ns‘: T‘l* RnP record or dec“‘on (ROD, 
serve. ‘S the reles‘b dcc"d.mt for river area,, or portIons o* 
=Iver a=eas,segmenta, dete=mined nonsuitable for USR river 
de‘ig"at‘c".. secr‘o" YIII.B.1. 

I 

mreo"cr, pursuant ti the "at‘onal Envircrmental Pol‘cy Act 

2 
("F.P*), the planning *c"z"me"ts 13Ust assess the potential 
en"‘ronme"tal ‘.pact* oi any decision not to recommend rivers *or 
‘ncl"“on I" the national rivers syste.. I" s3ufu, 
690 C.2d 753 (9th. cir. 1981). the ""‘ted states CO"ft Of Appeal 
IO= the ~‘nth ~‘rcu‘t held that the Pcrest service Is required to 
prepare a site-specific EIS when It decides I" its planning 
process to =e,esse potential r‘ldernass areas to= ncnw‘lde=nes‘ 
"‘es. BW deo,eIon* not to ICC-"* de‘Ig"atIon to= potential 
Wild and scenic r‘v*rs, 1‘kS dec“‘on~ re1easlng potential 

77 .- 
r‘lderness areas, IrretrIevsbly commit tha =eso"=ces of such 
rivers and their sajacent Is"*‘, and require “0‘k.r sits- 
soecIfIc cnvI=onmcntsI analvsim. Even where th.BUI establishes 
r&ative1y protective presc;iption. *or a river ares in its PJCP. 
such as an ACEC, the doc‘s‘cn not to rfCOn”nC”d Wild and scenic 
Ri”er ae“g”at‘cn expoeco th. rivar to a cmt‘nusd risk Of 
hydroelectric *ave1opmant that Gy *cgrwh or dc.troy Ihe river’s 
free-flcming Character, anA to mineral *e”slopme”t that my 
‘.pair its out.t~“d‘ng natural “al”... 

I Ihe conservation g.=O",x' conce=n vlth the depth of the 

I plmnere clig‘billty ;n.ljd~ ‘e not a mere scadi~lc co”C*=“. 

In addition to ‘dsnt‘~vin. clI"‘blc streams. the d.scrIotIon Of 

I 

o"t‘tand‘ngly remarkabl. vs1ue; Is a Cent4 compcnent br any 

3 
s"‘t.b,lIty study. The heart Of the ‘"ItabIlIty det.~Inat‘On IS 
a ccns‘dcrat‘on 01 the chsracte=IstIc‘ that make a river and it‘ 
corridor a wo=thy addition to th. natIonal rivers sy‘te.. 
Guldel‘nes, ‘ect‘o" "III.*.,. That analysis is crippled If the 
.IIgIbIlIty dete"InstIon Is Incomplets. Also, ‘t=eams not fW"d 
eligible a=a subject to aanagement actIv‘t,es which may ImpaIr O= 
*"en preclude theI= later Inclusion In the national =I".=. 
system. 

The conse="at‘on groups are concerned also that the planning 
team may have adopted a sc=ce", *‘the= formally o= Informally, 
that resulted in the sxclusicn of stream of rehtivdy small 
length o= "olumc. Congress provided an expansive defln‘tion Of 
-river- in Ihe Wild an* .gcenIc River‘ *ct. sfn 16 u..s.e. 
*1286(a) (-'River' =*a"‘ a r10u1ng body o* w&e= o= estuary o= . 
seCtIon, portion, or tributary thereof, Including rIver0, 
stres.., cre*k‘. N"‘, k‘~,‘, 1111‘. an.3 snsll ,ehS..). The 
wild and scenic rlvarm system sncompasss~ a wide =s,,ge of rIVs=~ 
an.3 str*ams, fro‘ A.la‘ka,. Vast *0ctp,*a Pdv*r nystem to tb.. 
North York Ovyhe. In oregon to L.,"IsIana's saline Bayou MY*=. 
The public lands planning astI"ItI.s 01 BM and the yO=amt 
Service are leading to the IdentIyIcatIon of literally h""d=odS 

'cl river‘ el‘g‘bh for the national wild an., ‘can‘0 r1v.r. 
system. 

L ldka Porkoi 

a T3xe ~onear"et‘o" qrc"~‘ ~"est‘on the b&s fo= th. 

I 
dctcn‘nst‘on that sca&y-‘s-the only o"t&sndIngly remarkable 

4 value possessed by this river. The Eo,oradc D‘"‘s‘on Cl W‘ldlilO 
believes the river to possess also o"tstandIr,gly re.srkaDla 
fishery and w‘l‘!IIfs values. D=ayt, ~p.ppcndix I at 1-U. There 
1s no d‘scuss‘on of the b.,.‘. for 8~1,s apparent concl".ion that 
the Division ci Yildliie ia In error. 

r- 
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5 I 
6 

7 

8 

3%. cons*rvst1on groups question also th. ywt1cu*.r 
..9m.nt.t1orl sppl1.d to th. Lak. ,OTk. A ,or. .pprapri.t. 
dIviPlon *or svsnt. A and B would bs Idk. 9." CrI.tobal, r.th.r 
that wagor Gulch. Tb. .ppsr.nt *.a*on *or tbls dI"IsIon point 1. 
th. d.t.rmInatIon tb.t th. ""m.ro"s *I".r.ion. to *ill streamsId* 
IrAc~S prec1w!e* a d.tamInatIcn that the stream Im fr..-l~ovInq. 
Id. at 1-e. Y. sugqcst the p1srdnq tea. reasses* thim 
conclusion .nd sonsidcr rhetbsr th. segment might qu.lIyy *or . 
r.cr.*tIon.l c~.ssItIsatIon. Y. .ppr.cist., o* ccurs., tb.t If 
*a-. &I. no outstandingly remarksbh value* praent I" thim 
‘egm*nt than It WO"fd not he .Ii9lbl., hovs"*r, a, I. dI*cu.s.d 
.Isavh.r. in th*Sa comment.. wa bsli.". that th. .HqIbIlity 
am1ymim COndUCted by the plannlnq tea. was Inadequats. 

'I. 

The Draft d‘rcusses .Sp.CI.l st.tus Plant an.3 An1m.l 9p.cI.s 
HabItat,. Id. .t I-18, llovever, thsrs IS no IndIutIon the tha 
.c01091c.1. flnheri.. and "IldlIl. "a,".. dIscussad therslrl ".I% 
cons1der.d .s v.,".r tb.t would q"ualIfy . stream and its corridor 
to= Incl"slon In th. m.tiona1 r1v.n .yetem. 

Mil. It Im impo.sIbl. in tb. .bs.nc. of docluentation to 
.va1ust. tha .d.quu'sy Cl th. staff'. r.vI*r Of 0t.h.T .tr*.ms on 
tha GSA, the co"E.rvstion grc.ups *I* it highly 1lk.1y the tb. 
*tat* f.1l.d to .".l"a. .I1 lx*o"rc. "al"*.. In th. *ir.t 
p1ac.. the cons.rv.tIon group* find it di*fIc"lt to b.11.". th.t 
th. GRA, with its rich snd diver.. r..o"rc. "slues. wxld not 
1"Cl"d. . SingI. stre.. tothor than th. sc.nIc v.1u.s In s.9m.nt 
A of th. Lak. york, with regIonally mIqnIfic.nt scenic, 
r.crs.tIon.1, 9eolog1s. vIldlI*a. historic, cultural, ecolop-Icsl 

Ale.” L. Y.esterii. 
ana II. 1991 
Paqe 7 

or bot.nlc.1 ".I"... 72 

The cons~rvst10" ~0"~s' sr~er1.n~. vlth oth.r f.d.r.1 1.~4 
mana9.ma.t plans .crosi thb country ham demonstrated that aqency 
planners *requenr1y *ai1 to fully consider Sll r..ourc. "al".. 
vh,cb could 9".1Ify straams on their forest. yc.r .rsmp1.. 
pl.nnInq t..m. .out1m.. Ignor*, or mersly 91". cursory 
ac,movl.d9mnt to. th. I.ct that ocolog1c.l "al"., may guslily. 
r1v.r *or I"Cl".iO" in VI. natIonal riv.rm syst... &9 U.6. 
DBp.rtm.nt. Of Interior and AqrIc"ltur., - 
-ltIsn)inal 
-and ,~Interags"cy 
G"‘delIn.s~):.47 I.d. R.9. 39.54, 39457 ,.I" ncuition to tll. 
sp.cIllc ".I".. lIsted in SeCtIon l(b) ol th. Act. other mImI1.r 
v.1u.s. ."Ch . . .col~gic.l. it outst.ndInqly r.mark.bl., U" 
,ustiry inc1us1on Of m riv.r in th. nst1on.l r1v.r. .ystam.-,. 

M.ny 01 th. r..o"rc& ".l".. wbIch led to th. d.t.rmin.tIon 
oi celevanes an* 1.port.nc. o* particular KECP would .1so 
support l det.-xmInatIon of .lIqIbIlIty for *ree-f10~1nq streams. 
u, malt, A.pp."dIX n. YOI rrample. CSbclh creek ACEC I. 
found to po.s.s. -r.qIonally and natIonally .Iqnil,csnt [bI9horn 
sheap, habItat.. Lb, .t H-7. Remarkably. Lak. Pork Canyon 11 
found to mo.s..s .I~nIfIca"t rea1on.l recreation value.. historic 

I 

rai1ro.d iamps. hIq6 quality t&t Clshinq, yet non. of.thes. 
sIqnIflc.nt r.*oYrc. value. .r. .v.n m."tIon.d in th. Wild .nd 
.omnIc stuay. ra .t R-6. 

la. conserv.tIon qroups commend the p1snnIrq tmam *or th. 
braadtb of th.Ir suIt.bIlIty .n.lysI.. P.Y IUIPs h.". Included 
s"ch . d.t.1l.d dI.cus.ion 01 . str..m'. suitsbility. 

YonsthelcPs, th. p1.nn.rs ha". app1I.d an .ntir.1y 
insppropr1.t. scrern to *.t.rmin. that seqment A o* th. L.k. yc& 
Is In.lIgIbl.. Tim planners ha". Included that tb. scsnlc valuem 
01 tb. 11v.r .r. not V1v.r dependent. sn.3 that, th.r.for., th. 
mtr... "wld not l dce . "ortby addltIon to th. n.tIon.1 r1v.r. 
syst... Id. at I-10. 

I 

Thu., .Itho"9h th. r.so"rc. .pscI.limts detetmin.., tb.t th. 
river posca...~ outstandlnqly r.m.rk.bl. scenic value., . 
d.cIsIo" Y.. made that tbes. v.1u.s .r. not "rivsr d.pm"d."t.. 

Tb. per.pecti". that a" o"tstandIn9ly r.nark.bl. “al”. 
pr.e."t ."st b. V1v.r dependent. I. not found within the Wild 
and sc.nic Rivers Act or any .q.ncy dIrectI".. 3%. Act .ddlT...S 
It..M to V.rt.1" s.1.ct.d rivcra of the Nstion whioh, with 
their ‘-lat. .nvIror.mant., posses. o"tst.ndIngly rcmarksbl. 
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A,m I,. Kesterko 
Jun. 14. 1991 
*age s 

. . . “a,U.s.- 16 V.S.C. I 1271(h). 72 
me Act does not requ‘r. that 

a r‘var ta rr..410w1nq and posse.. an 0"teta"dInqly ramrksbl. 
value that I. r‘ver dependent; rather the Act rpaat~ to *r.. 
wawi~~ r1v.r. with outstandlnqly rcmarkabl. val".. within th. 
river,, immediate .n"‘ror.me"t. The study ntat*a that. -(t,he 
,O.".ry ia outstand‘nq In the river corridor but th. river p1aym 
only a Small pert in th‘a scm‘c q"a11ty.. & at I-10. 
conqr.a* mad. the dot.r~‘"at‘on that a river Y.1". I. 
sulf~o‘antly related to th. river if It ‘m present wIthIn on.- 
q"e.rt.r r.‘l. Cl the river. Thcr. ‘m no lltstutory or 
adm‘n‘etrat‘". sup 

p" 
rt for BUI'S add‘t‘on.l r.qu‘r.m.nt th.t ml 

OutstandInqly r.ma k.bl. v.1". W‘th‘n on.- 
river must also . ..t a test of whether It s #river d.pend."t.~ 7" 

.rter mil. of th. 

'l?,. oonssq"."c. 01 apply‘nq this inappr"pprist. *r‘vu 
d.pe"d."t' mcr..n in -0St 0b~‘0"S1Y Sign‘f‘cant with r.sp.ct to 
MA'. dst.~‘nat‘on that .n el‘q‘bl. seqmsnt I. not .u‘t.bl., 
ho"."sr, the OO"S.r"at‘O~ qrO"P. at‘. Concerned that thi, 
‘nappropriat. .cre.n .ay have 1nf.ct.d the mt‘r. analyei~ of 
outstandingly remarkable vsl”ss possessed by other .tr.au in th. 
GSA, Includinq r‘ldl‘f. and .colog‘cal ~1"s.. 

III. The C"""is0" RlIp Pails to Establish D&ailed ,,ana9e..nt 
-. 

In ord.. to protect th. r.~o"rC. valves and character 01 it. 
pot.ntI.1 "Ild .nd sc.n‘C r1v.r. "nt‘l . decI.Ion I, r.sch.d 
reqgardlng their d.Siqnation, BU,'. Guidalinas r.q"ir. a9m,cy 
p1.nn.r. to .st.blIsh d.tai1.d ..“.9coent prescriptions. m. 
Cu‘del‘n.s st.t.: '... the RI(p B,& prescribe th. pr"t.ct‘on 
(‘nt.r‘r nans9eme"t prcscr‘pt‘ons) to b. provided for the rivu 
and .d,ac."t public land ar.. pc"d‘n9 the s”‘tab‘l‘ty and. uh." 
necessary. rubsequuant action by th. Con9re.w.. CuId.lIn.., 
O.ction WII.A.3.a.. at D. 11 (amphas‘m added). 

Th. GYld.lino. eddress in d.t.11 th. mop. of manaqe.m,nt 
prescription. thst .hould b. adopt.& 

spec‘~ls ranaqament prescr1pt10ns for river corr‘dor~ 
1d.nt‘li.d from th. W 1i.t. oi othsrvl.. identifbd for 
.tudy, should provide probct‘on in ",a Iollov‘,,q way.: 

1. -Y w. The tree-flW‘nq charact.r‘st‘os 
of ."ch Id.ntIfI.d rivar ssqment. csnnot b. .odIfI.d to 
allo" lit=... Impoundment", dIv.r.‘an.. chann.lIrstIon, 
and,== r‘p-rapping to the oxtent the BU, is ."th"rir.d under 
la". 

1. River. Outstandingly remarkable values of the 
identified river s.9mmt or a=.& must bs protected (subject 

*la” I,. Kesterk. 
J”“. 14, 1991 
Page 9 72 

to valld .xIstI"q r‘qhts) and, to th- extent practicable, 
.nhanced. 

3. ~sssliic.tibn-Ll"ati. Mansqement and dcvclopment of 
the ident1fl.d river and its corridor cannot be mc4ifi.d. 
sub).ct to valid existIn r‘qht., to the deqro. that it- 
.l‘g‘b‘,‘ty or ~l.s~‘t‘~.tlon would b. .ff.ct.d (I..., It, 
cl.s~ir‘cat‘on canrat be changed from "il.3 to scenk. or 
Ezs.n‘c to r.cr.st‘0n.1). 

G"idel1n.m. IX, B., at I-20. 

T3,. cons.r"st‘~" gro"p. r.C0q"‘Z. that the decision0 in the 
Draft do not r.q"ir. my interim msna9amcnt prescriptions. If, 
however, am Y. bcl‘e”.. river* a=. fO”nd eliqibl. and,or ."‘tsbl. in the rim,, we suqqest that th- plsnn‘n9 tea" contact tha 
~ieh"p ~.so"rc. Area In Csl‘forn‘a or th. “W-a. ~‘vera ~eso"rc. 
Maa in Oreqon. Both of these R.so"rc. &ream ha". inc1ud.d 
.xc.llent mana9.m.nt prescrlpt‘onn In thair Draft RN%. 

Y. trust th.sa comments assist the pls~lnq t.aa complete 
and improve th. RIIP. Please do not hesitate to connunlcate with 
YD I? you have any questions concern‘n9 any or the matters set 
forth above.. luer‘can R‘vers and th. Colorado ~nv‘ronm.nt.1 
Coal‘t‘on luck f"rw.rd to vork‘~ clOs.ly WI", the GunnIson 
R.sO"rCe Area. 

Todd R0b.rt.o" 

co: Todd Robertson 
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GUNNISON COUNTY 

ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION, INC. 

73 

P.O. BOX 110 G”NHISCN. COLCRADO 111130 ,301, 611.1110 

June 13. 1991 REcEt’@ 

Responses to letter 73 

1. Unless an area is closed to the location of rights-of-way, public 

lands would be open to the consideration for these land uses. 

Corridor designation means that applicants for, linear rights-of-way 

would be seriously encouraged to consider these corridors. 

JS KS/ml 

74 

Responses to letter 74 

1. Thank you for your support of the DRMP. The Preferred Alternative 

does not propose to close any of the BLM-managed lands near 
Hartman’s Rocks to 4-wheel drive use. There is an area of public 

land southwest of Hartman’s Rocks where vehicle use would be 

restricted to designated roads to avoid impacts to a sensitive plant 

species. 
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Response8 to letter 75 

1. Fish were observed in Road Beaver Creek on BLM land during a 
survey on October 21, 1983, and several times since then. While 
Road Beaver is not a prime recreational fishery and does not have 
the potential to be such, it is BLM policy to manage riparian areas 

in a healthy and productive condition and to enhance fisheries. 

Currently. Road Beaver riparian zone is not productive in terms of 
livestock forage or wildlife habitat when compared to its potential. 

Improvement of the riparian area is a major step to enhancing the 
fishery. 

Response6 to letter 76 

1 through 41. Please see the responses to comments 1 through 41 of 

letter 50, as these two letters are nearly identical. 

42. The description of the Management Unit 1 in the PRMP notes that 
the lands south and west of Lake City also contain summer range 

for domestic sheep grazing. 

43. The concern expressed on page 3-110 in the DRMP deals with 
incompatible recreation, mining, and livestock grazing land use 

mixes. In addition, because of shallow soils, short growing 
seasons and harsh weather conditions, alpine tundra ecosystems 

are fragile in nature and susceptible to impacts from a variety of 
uses. Some of these uses include, but are not limited to, 
recreation, grazing, and mining. The recommended management 
in the PRMP attempts to mitigate the potential impacts that could 

occur to the tundra from these various uses. 

44. Please see the response to comment response 8 of letter 60. and 
38 of 50. Documented research indicates that the meaning and 

intent of the statement in the comment is valid, and the BLM has 
included it in the PRMP. Research by Spraker II 990) indicates that 
several viral diseases of domestic sheep and cattle may be 

transmitted to bighorn sheep, including bluetongue (BT), 
contagious ecthyma (CE), bovine respiratory syncytiel virus 
(BRSV), parainfluenze type 3 (PI-31, ovine progressive pneumonia 

(OPPJ, caprine arthritis/encephalitis (CAE), scrapie, bovine virus 
diarrhea (BVD), and ulcerative dermatosis IUD). Of these BT, CE, 
BRSV. and PI03 have been diagnosed in bighorn sheep (Spraker 
1990). 
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45. 

46. 

47. 

46. 

DRMP AND BLM RESPONSES 

The sentence “Livestock grazing would continue to be authorized 

in the unit within the capabilities of the ecosystems involved.” has 

been added to the Livestock Grazing Management paragraph in 

Management Unit 1 in the PRMP. 

The area along Henson Creek from the North Fork of Henson Creek 

to Lake City is not considered suitable for grazing due to the 

topography and sparse vegetation, except for the vegetation in the 

narrow riparian area. Utilization of the vegetation by domestic 

livestock could place maintenance of the fishery in jeapardy. This 

vegetation is important .to the fishing in terms of food and cover. 

Insects, both aquatic and terrestrial, need vegetation to exist. 

Woody material entering the stream provides fish cover and habitat 

for aquatic insects. In addition, the streamside vegetation provides 

shading of the stream, which in turn helps to maintain the lower 

water temperatures necessary for maintenance of a trout fishery. 

Livestock grazing has been included as a use that takes place 

within a portion of the Redcloud Peak proposed ACEC, 

Management Unit 5, in the PRMP. 

Based on documentation by Dr. Peter Brussard, who has studied 

the subject butterfly, BLM has not deleted the subject phrase from 

the description of the management unit referenced in the 

comment. At the present time, BLM has no information that would 

support the theory that the Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly needs 

excrement left by livestock to survive. There is a genuine concern 

and threat to the Uncompahgre butterfly by sheep. Dr. Brussard 

fears that sheep would be highly detrimental to the continued 

existence of the butterfly. Dr. Brussard indicates that trampling and 

grazing by sheep will kill larvae and eggs that are living within the 

snow willow, and he also indic.ates that these populations cannot 

tolerate any additional sources of mortality. 
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Responses to letter 77 
1353 Pdl”drnP Lane 
tolden. co 80401 June 13. 1991 77 

1 through 3. See the responses to comments 3, 1, and 2 of letter 

Ie: 8LM G”““1,0” lesOYrCe *tea 
8, respectively. 

Dear "r. Bott~Ny: 

me Bureau Of Laod Mnagenent bso"rce Yanrge%st Plan and E""lrofm?ntal Impact 
Statement recently released for the Qmnlson Pesource Area II. bmtdly spedkIng. 6 
gccd plan representIng a ,ot Of thought M tk part Of tne BL". Honelet. It doer not 
go far enough in protecting outstardlng scen,c and ecological values In sea of the 
mst spectecular and ms, popular L" lands I" Colorado. Ye WlSh to Ccmw"k 
speclflcally about *at 4 regard as serlo"s deflclencles Ill several IttrIbutes Of 
thlr area. 

1 
I 

Flrrt: Because Of past orergr&zing an* ,nappmpr,ate graz,ng NlCh Of the range 
land In the Gumiron Reso"rce Area Is In only fdlr or even POW condltlm. Yc 
strongly fee, that the BU list institute lqmred grazing managewnt Practices rhlch 
rlll restore the rangeland to the gocd ccadltlon of lhlcb it Is capable. It Is 
partlculsrly Important tn pmtect a$ ,c$mre rlparian habltdti 

Second: Ye fee, that the Lake Fork of ,be Gunnlrm Is an "nusually gmd csndl- 
ddte for designation for a r,,d and scenic river. It 1.3s errmews to exclude that 
fran your reccn‘wndatlonr. The headraters of the Lake forl: dornstreaa frcD Lake 
San Cristobal contatns me of the mst outstanding scenery found In BUI lands 
n&Ion-ride. I" the AlpIne rrlanglc spec,a, Rwreatlm Yana9ement Irea theI7 are 
many outstandlq rlrua,. splr,t"al Md recreational features that we fel It wuld 
be a tragedy not to preserve for future generatfons to enjoy as we nor enjoy. Me 
strongly urge you tr, Wanend r,,d and s‘enlc r,"er status for all Of the Lake 
Fork frm Its origin at Sloan Lake tn the Handles Peak proposed wlldemcss to the 
o,ve Pera Resetvolt. 

Third: The BL" Draft Plan recosends 6 specla, lrels of CrItICI, EnrlrCm‘?"tal 
Concern IKEC',) ,n the lesour~e firea tihlch ,I very wsltlve and eacellmt Planning. 
HOwYet. we be,,eve It has over,wted severa, other equally llaportant areas unt 
need sped.,, wnagant. Ye "q,e and ask the BLM to 1"cl"de "w follalng.for ACEC 
designdtlm: 

I 

A. The A, ine Trla Ie. mile the BL" has remanended portIons of this “WY 
scen,c ad& s,gnat,on. r "rge th,t the entlt? Triangle Is IO rslvable as 

[to deserve Ue sam deslgnatlnr. Ye cite fpeclflc eMtIes that need PmteCt,M 
Including habitat for the rape Unccqaaghre fritillary Buttwfly. three 14.wO' peaks - 
Handier. tishine and Redcloud - -ma hlstorlcal structures and Blghom SbeeP 

8. East 04mnlron. This includes BLM lands Imfdiately east of the tom of 
&,nnrson rhlch are crticial deer and elk winter range land. MC designation Is 
inpottant to protect this slgnlflca"t .,,d,,fe habitat. 

Ye cC.%e"d the BLM for ProWSIng ACtC deslgnatlon for Yelt llltelope Creek, a" 
at?a Inmcdlately north of Blue "era Peserrolr. "hlch provides cr"c,al elk. deer and 
bighorn sheep winter range. 
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Responses to letter 78 

1. According to the information provided to us by CDOW, the 1990 
hunt was very successful. The CDOW estimates that over 4,800 
elk and 2,860 deer were taken, bringing numbers down to about 
9,128 elk and about 13,206 deer. Those numbers represent the 
animals that survived the winter following the 1989 hunt(s). They 

do not include the new calves that were born in the early spring of 
1990, however. 

Please refer to the response to comments 12 and 13 of letter 50 
for more information regarding Tables 2-l 6, A-l, A-2, and A-3, in 
the DRkAP. 

2. Please see the response to the previous comment, and the 
response to comments 12 and 13 of letter 50, regarding big game 

estimates. The BLM recognizes the conflict of big game use 
occurring on private lands during critical times of the year. We are 
also aware that CDOW long range herd for GMUs include all lands 
in the GMUs, not just public, or FS, or state lands. The BLM is 

confident that, under the correct circumstances, the recently 
initiated Habitat Partnership Program will lead to resolutions of 
some of these conflicts in the Planning Area. 

3. Please see Appendix A in the PRMP for revised and corrected 
tables regarding BLM Long Range Herd Goals (and desired carrying 
capacities in the long term). Please also see the response to 
comment 12 of letter 50 for more information on the subject. I 

Please also refer to the last paragraph of the response to comment 
41 of letter 38 regarding riparian and range conditions. 
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Responses to letter 79 

1 through 4. See the to comments responses 1, 3, and 2 of letter 

8, and 2 of letter 12, respectively. 
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Responses to letter 80 

1 through 5. See the to comments responses 2, 1, and 3 of letter 
8, and 2 of letter 12, respectively. 

Responses to letter 81 

1. Protection of the referenced velues within the proposed Dillon 

Pinnacles ACEC are considered and provided for in the PRMP. Any 
acquisition of non-federal lands in the unit would be accomplished 
through fair market compensation. 

Easements would be acquired following established policies and 
practices in BLM’s 2100 manual ssries. Just compensation would 
always be a factor in any easement acquisition action. 

Please refer to the response to comment 12 of letter 63. Also, the 
BLM’s VRM inventory process is briefly summarized in Appendix 

C of the PRMP. Table S-l in the DRMP, page S-16, contains an 
error under Alternative D regarding Visual Resources. VRM Class 

II acres total 311,598, not 341,598, as shown. Table 4-l in the 
DRMP. page 4-82, also contains an error regarding Visual 
Resources under Alternative D. The acres following VRM Class Ill 
total 93,319, not 93,619, es shown. 

Timber harvesting would only occur in riparian areas if wildlife and 
riparisn values would be improved. Site conditions would in every 

case be considered before the decision is made to harvest in these 
areas. At that time, criteria would be developed as to how to 
improve these values, if the harvesting would occur. 

The RMP serves to establish a general management framework for 
our actions in the Planning Area. Specific details about 

management, such as how to decide when a permit system would 
be necessary in the Powderhorn area, would be based on careful 
observations and monitoring of use, both commercial and private. 
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81 
--The Board supportll acq11‘61t10" by the BUI o* private 

lnholdlnga within BIA land*, via ,a‘*-market value conpensat1on 
and/or exchange, as well a* trans*ers Into private o”“ershlp Of 
Isolated or no”ccono.lc parcel. which you Il.“. note* *or 
dl.po.sl. Ye discouraqe .lgnlflcanr comul*tIvs lo.. oi private 
land *corn the tex rolls, and l ncovrage developmant Of *n 
acqul.ltion/dl.po.al progrsm WhlCh re.“lL. In . b.l.“C. o* pwblk 
and private ssr..gs. crchanqed, Imuqflt an* .oLd. 

--The Board lupports .cq”isition of eaaemonts for public 
access, particularly for those ai-c.,s cited . . desirsbla *or th.t 
p”rpoas and Whkh now do not hs”e hgsl aooe*s (page 2-39,. agaln 
to ba scconpllrhed through *air-market compensation and/or 
exchange. 

--The Board supports managelnent ol archaohqlcal reso”rces 
as defined I” Alternative -8. (ml.4 repeated in ul. “Pr**crred 
*~ter”atl”e E.), “bich direct. the bu1ldir.q o, a” .rch.o&aglc.l 
data base, In addition to complying rith erlsting l.gl.l.tlon .“a 
Pollcie. protectlrq .Ignlflcs”t r..oYrc... Conflicts betvc.” 
th3.c cultural reSO”rcs cites an.3 other rutvre Pit*-dlsturbinq 
uses msy be avoided ‘I addltlonal cult”ral resource data ES” be 
COII.CtC* in iie1.d surveys. 

--me Board Llupports the lmprcweme”t 0, habltar condltio”. 
on th0.e surveyetl str*alm.whiCh lmvs he” ‘de”t1,i.d cd* being 
*below pot.nt1.l” (p&g. I-I,), ii so* improvement can bc 
accomplished vlthout siqni*lcant detriment to other established 
“581. S”Ch improvement 0, thi. oDt) s,.ment 0, the eco.y.te!J 
would ultlnately b.n.,1t r*creatio”.l “5.r.. . . well a. those 
terrestrial and aquatic animals which would be directly ***eded. 
we Sl.0 support regu1rement. “‘thin the Prerelred Alternative 
that mitigation of site-specl*lc rlpsrlen det~riorstion vlll be 
standard in IIll suriscs-di.t”rbl”g sctiv1ty plan., c.“d that ro*d 
construction within identiried rloerlan areas will be kfot to *an 

I 
.hO”ld ba Ilmlted to th* site-*pec,,,c prdj.ct. who.. impact. 
warrant it: blanket deeignstion 0, c1a85 I” area. would appear to 
v101.t. the leg.1 mandate to manag. *or protection 0, a11 
re.o”r‘ces (ird”dlnq vieua1 re.ourca.). 

2 

3 

k 

4 I 
5 .I 

81 
mile th; Preferred Alternat‘“. le...“. a. acrerIg. proposed 

*or c1ass I” *corn CUrrent msnagenonr levels, it uould allo” *cm= 
39 percent Of ttl,. p;;r$“g .re. to be ..t asi*. *or %.jor 
mo*l*lcatlo”. o* charactsrl.tic landscape- *corn 
. . ..sctIvities (which) may domlnati the landscape and b. the 
major *ocve Of vIewe* atte”tlon.~ m‘s conflicts with the 
Draft’s 0”” 6tatomo”t (pag. z-,5) that, Th. densnd for 
undisturbed or minllaally disturbed vlaoal r~soor~es I” the 
p,annln.g aree 1. moderet. to high. Yost recreatlo”lsts OOU to 
the planning .r.. to .xp.ri.“c. th. natural sstting. and .c.“.V 
of the southern Rocki.... 

.peci,,c landmsrk. .“d,or management .ctivltlo. “pan uhlch 
these visual Invantorie. hsvs bee” mad. are not clear: WC “0”ld 
suggest thst Ivrther sn.ly.1. re,.r to recoqnlred “l.“.l 
q”alltleS within sertsl” nansgement units, p.rtlC”l.rly 
fvslusthg travel ro”tes, public sreae, recreatlo”al trail* .“d 
rarlde”tlsl, resort or oth.r rccreatlonal Iscllitl.. ,rom which 
aansgement activlt‘.. would b. “lrlbl.. 

Th. dlsparlty 1” tot.1 acrcag., inclvdod in th. vi.“.1 
c,asnl,lcat,o” portion Of Tabl* s-1 (611,011 *or AlternatIve D. 
585.012 for a11 oth.r alternative.) I..“.. .om. pue.t‘on alraut 
actual acreages propa..* ,er i”di”1dU.l clas.iflcatIon.. 

l . . . *  

~ddltlonally,‘va off.r th. ,ollovlng comm.“t. snd guestlo”.: 

--Crlterla should b. ld.nt1,l.d *or det.rml”i”g how rlparlsn 
an* rlldlife “al”.. vi11 b. imprcw.* by logging .ct‘v‘t‘.. (page 
3-101,. and SO SllO” commecclsl thber harvesting In those areas. 

--what ara thre.hold point. to determine 41.” recreatIona 
“.B l.vel.--both comm.rc1.l and private/non-co~.rcI~l--Will 
require pamltt‘nq .rd aitlgatlon ana,or have caused “adverse 
environmentsl lmpsstsm within the Powderhorn Primitive Arc. SPAA 
(page S-113)? 

me potential *c.truct,“* lapacts Of or*-road 
well-know”. NO ares should be open to OR”‘. until 
been made to insure that the sntlclpated Impact. 
slg”l*lca”t. An . ..umption Of “a r..o”rC. *amag. 

3 

“ehlolcr are 
studies Ilaw 
“Ill not be 
in unstudied 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 
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Details on a permit system would be outlined in either a Wilderness 

Management Plan (if it is designated wilderness) or a Recreation 

Area Nlanagement Plan (if it is not designated wilderness), and 

would be accompanied by an environmental assessment covering 

all factors involved in the permitting process. 

Please refer to the response to comment 23 of letter 35. 

Please see the response to comment 2 of letter 35. 

The RMP recognizes the need for more management attention in 

the Hartman Rocks area. The interest shown by the City, County, 

local homeowners and various interest groups puts an even higher 

priority on coordinated action. We are going to leave the area in 

the ERMA-in the PRMP, and attempt to secure funding to better 

manage the AREA, rather than designate the area as a SRMA. 

Please see the response to comment 23 of letter 38. The factors 

mentioned in the comment would be considered during any 

analysis of proposals to introduce moose on public lands. 

Please refer to the response to comment 6 of letter 63. In addition, 

we would solicit input from Crested Butte and other entities 

regarding facilities and improvements that would be proposed. 

If any part of the subject proposed project, or associated facilities, 

affects BLfvl managed lands, this agency would respond according 

to set policies and procedures, usually upon application to use 

public lands. 

The subject haul route alternatives would be completed during the 

Environmental Analysis stage after the DOE applies for a right-of- 

way. The BLMs’ sage grouse guidelines would be considered 

during the analysis. 

The objectives of Alternative D warranted the no surface 

occupancy stipulations for identified lambing areas mentioned in 

the comment. The objectives of Alternative E, the Preferred 

Alternative, in the judgement of BLM, do not. If oil and gas activity 

occurs in an identified lambing area, the oil and gas lease 

procedures would permit BLM to impose up to a‘60-day delay for 
protection of lambing bighorn sheep. 

The BLM estimates of use by activity that you refer to are 

generally based on our best estimates from observations over time, 

petrols, or from visitor contact. In the case of mountain bike use, 

we are certain that some areas currently get more than a low level 

of use (e.g. Hartman’s Rocks) but the general trend on most BLM 

lands in the ERMA 1460,000 acres) is low use by mountain bikers. 

At the same time we feel that the potential for mountain bike use 

in the ERMA is moderate to high. There are hundreds of miles of 

roads, two tracks and trails in the ERMA available to mountain bike 

users. The BLM is certainly willing to work with the mountain bike 

community to identify routes they feel would be attractive rides, 

and promote these routes in informational brochures. Please also 

see the response to comments 4 and 5 of letter 63. 

Regarding OHV demand and use, there are also some areas that 

get substantial use, but the ERMA as a whole is not heavily used 

by OHV recreationists. Vehicles are also used by a wide variety of 

other recreationists, such as hunters, fishermen, and sightseers. 

Although BLM considers these as two different categories of 

recreation users, the road and trail systems on public lands are 

managed for all the users of public land, the variety of 

conveyances they use, the recreation opportunities available, and 

the variety of experiences they seek. 

Riparian areas that would be intensively managed in one alternative 

or another are identified on alternative maps. Our mapping scale 

does not permit the display of all riparian zones in our GIS data 

base. 
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7 
I 

--Table 1-1 should be updated to reflect 1990 surf*” Of 
census fiqurce VhiCh nay skew Orhfr sratistica1 assumptiors 
uiLhln this maIt. Attached to thcs* commmts Is lnlorration 
extrapolated from current mreau data, vhlch may be helpm to 
you In makIng these corrections. 

--The nartman Rocks *l-f& has recelvcd Iouch attention by the 
city Of G”““l.ml and Gunnlson 
partlc”lsrly WIthi” the past rcu aonthn; this is an area VhlEh 

8 

clearly quusllfles 
nanaqement Am*. The 
in conflict with each other; because of the volume of use, and 

I - 

County and nearby resldcnts 

for designation *a a .Sprclal Recreation 
area Is heavily used by “sers ,,ho are often 

the different types ot YSES, safety 1s a” issue, and adverse 
Impact to area te*our~es has been significant. 

In addition to mctlng these criteria, ranagemnt of the 
ares as an Sm in wmcxrt ulth local qoverment and private 
efforts “0”ld set ., desirable and practical ,,reccdent ‘for 
interjurlsdictlonsl land USE administration and developmnr. 

11 
1 

--Potential de”E,opmE”t of the Rccky mint pu;ipxI back stor*ge project should be referenced In this docwent. 
particularly in light of tranr3ission line corridor irpacts on 
private and public lands. 

12 

I 

--wave the “.s. Department Of Enfrgy’s PI*“1 r0d.e 
alternatives for the Uranium Mill Tailings &medial Act~or 
Pzoqram been considerations in the evaluation of sagrgrc,se 
habitat and population evpanslon in the management units soutn o: 
the City of Gunnison? 

--The NO Surface Occupancy stipulation protecting larring 
areas for bighorn sheep in areas ape” to future oil and gas 
leasing should be Included in the Preferred Alternative. This 

4 

addItIona Btipulatlon appears to comp1encnt a separate 
stl,mlatlon protecting blqhorn sheep and their habltat (vhlch IS 
included 1” the Preferred rlternatlve). 

--Table 2-27 lists mountain biking demands In the G”nnlson 
ERl4A as -low.= Conblstcntly c.ver the past couple o* years. 
momcain bikers have told us that use in the area. particularly 
In the “artman Rocks area Is substantlsl, and would incrcsss ii 
mc.re terrain Yere accesslblc. Nesrly twelve years ago, a 
recrcatlonal study conducted by Harvard Unlverclty Identitled the 
pctcntis1 *or thlm kind oi us* I” tll,s area. 

OH” demand is also listed as .lo” to moderate,” when “se 
appears to be grealer than this Indicates. User numbers my have 
increased since “PCS were surveyed. 

--Identlf‘ed rlparian areas should be Included on maps. 

--A question was raised by the County Planning Commission 
concm‘ng rec,amat,on of the “comunlty gravel pit” west of the 
City Of G”~Il1S.X. I* reclamation planned? Required? 
Consideration mlqht also be given to allowing gravel removal from 
areas where it has been deposited by erosion; 

17 

I 

--Idontlflcatlon of hazard areas--spec‘fically of abandoned 
nine shafts--and including them on maps, would be in the lnrcrest 
of public safety. particularly in light of projected increases in 
recreational use of this relatively unmonitored land. 

I 

--The r*re *t which Allotment *anaqenmt Plans have been 
Ccmpleted (28 ot 1.6 in the basin) rslses questions Of “herher or 

I.8 

not there is adequate funding to provide staff hours to devise 
plans and monitor results. Lack of completion 01 these AMP 
;;mx.:dAres l+h the individual rancher and the basin’s ranc?inq 

Has .’ 
YhlFh la *  ma,or fconoinlc player In this comxnlty. 

realistic timetabl* *or changes, re”lslo”s and 
implmentatlon been devised so that these can be completed? 
Given the reality oi variable funding for the agency, is this a 
rca1,stlc program? 

--Grazlnq figures should be updated to 1990 levels. 

--How was a fifteen percent Increase across-the-board for 
implementation of any alternative determined? This seems to be 
in some conflict with an carller statement (page 3-3, noting 
t.il*t 

20 
~axlmum RESOUTce ~nhanccnent and Maximum Production 

Enhancement Alternstivos were nor analyzed because, “...it is not 

I 

practical to develop land USE decisions and allorations based on 
what funds might or night not be available.” 

While this Ideally is true, .Iter”ati”e cosr allocation for 
c*pital improvements, maintenance, e”aluatlon of new prograas and 
monitoring of existing ones must be part of the determination of 

5 

16. BLM assesses a 5Clcubic yard reclamation fee on each cubic yard 

of gravel sold from the community pit; this fee goes into an 

account to be used by BLM to reclaim .the pit area when the 

reserves of gravel are depleted. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

The disposal of mineral materials (sand and gravel) is a 

discretionary action and would be permitted on a case-by-case 

basis on 666,530 acres of public lands Resource Area (92% of the 

Federal mineral estate in the planning area); any approval granted 

for the removal of mineral materials would be subject to protective 

stipulations identified in a site-specific environmental analysis. 

Please see the response to comment 15 of letter 35. 

Please see the responses to comment 33 of letter 38, and 2, 3, 

and 4, of letter 50. 

Please see the response to comment 3 of letter 35. 

The 15% increase estimate over current funding to implement any 

of the alternatives is an assumption arrived at by the planning 

team, and the economist on the team. Please also see the 

response to comment 9 of letter 35. 

Coordination with Gunnison County, and applicable municipal 

governments, would occur in regard to the request in the 

comment. 
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Responses to letter 82 

June 20. 1991 

VIA FEDERAL EXPHESS 

Mr. Bill Bouomly 
R.MP Turn Leader 
Bureau of Land hlrnqemcnl 
2505 South Townsend Avenue 
Monmrc. CO 81401 

2. 

Rc: COM.MESTS 10 Draft Gonnison Resource Managcmcm 
Pl~nlEnvirosmcnlaI Impact S!xemcn~ on behalf of Mr. Lamar 
S’crsuorhy 2nd Mr. Stan Whinnery 

On hehalf of Mr. Lamar Sorruorlhv of ,hc Trout Creek Ranch and !.Ir. Sun 
b’hinnrry of N’hinncry Ranches (pcrmittccs). this lelrcr offers corwncnrs 
10 11x Draft Gunniron Rcsourcc !+anagemcnt Plaw’Environmenlal Impx! 
Suwmrnl (DK.\lP/l:IS). Although Ihe comment period on the DR51P/liIS 
cmJcd June 17. 1991. you rIoled in a tclcphone conversation with mc on 
June 17, 1991. lhal you uould aaccpc my commcms 10 Ihe DRMP/lYIS if 
received no later Ihan June 21. 1991. On ixhalf of Ihc above named 
permilwes. thank you for yoor verbal extension of time and for rhc 
qqwrtunity IO ~~IIIIII~~III on .rhe Gumiron Drafl Resource Massgemcn~ Plan 
and Environmrnlnl Imp3cl Slalcmcnl. 

\lr. Lamar Norsuorlhy and hlr Stan Whinncry arc Il\es!ock opcra~ors with 
errzmg permits ami leaw$ in !he Gumjiron Rcsourcc Arca. hlr. Sorsworlhy 
ouns or Icaws gmzin8 rights in Bureau of Land blanagcmcnt (1iL.M) 
allolmcnls 6105. 6107 and 6103. Mr. Norswor!hy uses these leases and 
permits in his callIe operation. Mr. Whinnery ou’ns or leases grdring rights 
in Bl.Sl .Ilotmcnls 6Oll. 6120. 6130. 6131. 6132. 6502. 6033. and 6034. 
Sir. H’hinnery is depc:jdcnt nopon Ihe use of his ~llotmems for boxh his 
c.,,,Ic and rhcep o,x~xion%. \‘.:i~lwut ,hc full rind unencumbcrcd use of 
there c!iolmenls, nc~~l~cr permillec would own a \lable r;mrh operalion. 

Please see the comments and responses to letter 76. As a result 

of public input and internal review, prescriptions for units 1, 2, 5, 
and 16 in Chapter Four of the PRMP contain additional language 
addressing livestock grazing management. Although one or several 
uses or resources would be specifically managed for in some units, 
the resources would not be managed to the exclusion of all other 

uses, and use of lands for a single purpose, unless specifically 
allocated, is neither implied nor intended in any of the 
prescriptions. 

Please refer to the Wildlife Habitat Management and Livestock 

Grazing Management sections in Standard Management for the 
PRMP. Chapter Four, for clarification regarding allocation of new 

available forage. 

Please refer to the response to comments 11, 15, 16, and 20 of 
letter 38, regarding carrying capacities and the relationship 
between CDOW and BLM regarding requests for reductions in 
populetion numbers. Also, please refer to the response to comment 

13 of letter 50 for information regarding the manner in which elk 
population estimates are calculated during the year. Since 1983 
the CDOW has been trying to hold elk numbers down to their long 

range herd goal of 9,000. 

Recommendations were made in the DRMP to hold game 
populations within habitat carrying capacity on public lands (please 

see Table A-3, page A-l, in the DRMP). As a result of our 
monitoring studies, our primary concerns are with the long range 
herd goals for deer. In Table A-3, page A-l, in the DRMP. The BLM 

recommends lower interim herd goals for deer until shrub 
production and vigor increases. Please also see Appendix A in the 

PRMP. 
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hlr. Blll Rottmly 

June 20. 1991 

Page 2 

.’ 
82 

The Draf, Gooniron RMP/EIS will dramatically affccl ,he livcs,ock 
operations of ,hesc pcnni,,ees. In gcncrrl. the DRMP/EIS (I) includes 

SCWW. grazing rcs,ric,ions on ,he use of ,hc pcrmittccs’ grazing allo,mcn,s: 

(2) places permiuccs grazing allo,mcn,s ia ,hc “I” category wi,hou, first 

ob,aining the scicmific or moniloring dam necessary 10 supper, the 

classificn,ions: (3) proposes illogicat riparian mi,iga,ion techniques ,hat 

focus on climina,ing livwock ore rarher than repairing dc,eriora,cd areas; 

(4) defines cumin s,reams as embodying po,cn,ial riparian areas even 
though those s,rcxns may fall omside of ,he dcfini,ion of a riparian area 

promulga,ed by ,he Dircaor. BLM; (5) res,ric,a and reduces domestic 

sheep grazing numbers based on an unsupported ,heory lha, domcs,ic 

sheep can cause discasc in Big tiorn sheep: (6) claims ,hr, ,hc prniric dog is 

an “uncommon*’ specks even though the Gunnison Area bors,s his,oric 

black foowd-fcrre, habi,a, including ,hc main ferret food source. ,hc 

prairie dog; (7) sc\crcly rewic, mineral dcvelopmcn,; (8) supports an 

increase in wildlife popularions even ,hough wildlife habila, in ,hc 

Cunnison Resource Area is in poor condllion, oflen due 10 over sue by 

uildt!fe; and (9) p:oposcd ,o acquire addilional access inlo certain xezx ,o 
,he dc,rimcn, of ,hc pernG,,ecs’ propcr,y inleres, in ,bosc areas. The 

inlplrmmlation of ,bcse re$uic,ions will hrvc a devar,;l,ing affec, on ,hc 

abltity of arca psrmi,rccs and Icssccs. including Yr. Norruorlhy :tnd >fr. 

Wbinncry. 10 u,,lize ,bcir grazing aIIo,mc~~,s and to quiclly enjoy ,beir 

private propcrry. rights and livcs,ock opcralions. I, is wi,h ,his conccm 

,hn, 511. Sorruol,hy and Mr. Whinncry offer ,hc following comnwn,s: 

I. M~nagcmen, for Recra,ion and Wildlife Values Cannor Dominxe 

Livestock Grxing and 0,her hful,iplc Use Values 

Although the l3l.M professes ,o follow the principal of mul,iple use in 

wri:ing i,s DR51t’/l1lS. there are numcroos portions .of the documun, ,ha 

do no, rctlec, ,hr, commi,mcn,. The Gunnison DRhlPIEIS defines “mut,iple 

USC’~ 1s: 

Mann~cmenl of the various surface and subsurface r~soorccs 

so lha, they arc joinrly utilized in ,hc manner ,ha, will bes, 
met, ,hc prescn, and fo,ure needs of the public. wilhou, 

Ql pcrmancn, impairment of ,he produclirily of the land or I c 

quality of the cnvironmcn,. 

RMPIEIS I, Glossary - 6. 

Although multiple osc does no, mean that every use mus, be prescn, on 

every acre. it does mean that each acre should k evaluated 10 delenninc 

ils highes, and bes, use so tha, tha, use will be made on that acre. Wilh 
,he mul,ipls USC dctinilion in mind. the BLM should reconsider its 

DRMP/EIS decisions with regard ,o rhe following: 

1 

I. Tlac BLU DRMPjEIS divides the Gunnison Resource Ares imo 

mnnagcmcnt units. Each management uni, has a specific we or 

purpose which will w all other multiple wes. In each 

managemen, unit. should a legitimate multiple use conflict with the 

dominan, use of ,he area. ,ha, lcgilimalc use would bc modlficd or 

possibly rcs,ric,cd. DR.UP/EIS a, 3-2. 

The restriction of legi,ima,c multiple uses grculy concerns Mr. 
Sorsworlhy and Mr. Whinncry. For c?.nmplc. bo,h pcrmirwcs hnvc 

livestock grari:lg allotments in miagerncnt unit marked “E-l:” Mr. 

Whinnery has grazing allo,mcn,s located in management uni,s E-5 

and E-16 and Mr. Sorswor,hy has grazing allo,men,s locr,cd adjacen, 

in,” management unit E-2. When originally eslsblished as for 

livcs,ock gmzing Ihe BLM dcwrmincd ,l,a, ,hosc toca,ions arc 

sui,sbtc for tivesmck grazing. However. ,hc Gunnison DRMP/EIS 

s~t~rnent of dominan, uses in manrgcmen, units E-l, E-2. E-5. and 

E-16 do m include livestock grazing. Therefore, under ,he Gooniron 

DRMP. should livcslxk grazing in ,hc BL.U allo,mcnls localcd in 
Ihow “nils conflic, wi,h Ihe dominan, use of wildlife or recreation, 

livcaock grazing would suffer. Again. for grazing allo,men,s 10 be 
established in there lrxations. the BL.U had ,o lmake ,he 

dcwmmination ,ha, ,hesc lands were suitable for such grazing. The 

Gunnison DRh(P now plan, 10 rcslric, Iha, gruing use. The 

pcrmi,,ccs rcqucs, ,ha, ,hc dommale use of managemen, arc~s E-l. 
E-2, E.5 and E-16 be ahercd ,o include livcs,ock gmring. 

2. Wildlife use also dominrlcs over livcs,ock grazing during ,he 

allocation of new forage. BLM policy and regulalions hsvc long 
“xmdmcd ,ha, ,hosc cn,i,ics or groups who cxpcnd ,he cncrgy and 

4 and 5.. Several studies document the problems that occur to bighorn 

6. 

7. 

8. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

sheep when .domestic sheep are grazed in the same aree. In 

addition to the studies referenced in the response to comment 38 

of letter 50, we also have several additional studies conducted 

from 1982 to 1991 that were published in The Journal of 

American Veterinary Medical Association, Journal of Wildlife 

Diseases, that show the problem when domestic livestock are 

intermingled with bighorn sheep. Beside disease related problems, 

other areas of concern when managing for bighorn and domestic 

livestock occur in the utilization of forage, wild sheep and habitat 

displacement, and interbreeding. 

Also, the recommendations in. the DRMP and PRMP to eliminate 

domestic sheep grazing were made after a thorough consideration 

of all values involved. 

Rather that attempting to create a 40% increase in recreation use 

in the Planning Area over the life of the plan in the Preferred 

Alternative, BLM, through the RMP, is responding to the increases 

in expected recreation use as a result of improvements and 

increases in nearby facilities, regional and local marketing, and 

natural population growths. 

Allotment categorization is based on application of established 

criteria for conditions existing at the time of application. Please see 

the Livestock Grazing Management section of STANDARD 

MANAGEMENT in Chapter Four, in the PRMP, for information 

regarding evaluation of categorization. Please also not that 

application of some portions of the STANDARD MANAGEMENT 

section for grazing would not apply to M or C Allotments. 

Please see the revised Livestock Grazing Management section of 

STANDARD MANAGEMENT for flexibility in the implementation of 

grazing recommendations in I Allotments. 

Please see the response to comments 2, 3, and 4 of letter 50, and 

6 of letter 69. 

Minimum stubble heights and ranges for percent of forage 

utilization in riperian areas are recommended to help improve 

resource conditions, including for forage, in these areas. Please 

refer to in the Livestock Grazing Management section of 

STANDARD MANAGEMENT in Chapter Four of the PRMP for 

information regarding implementation of minimum stubble heights 

and percent of utilization, and flexibility in this implementation. 

Please also see the revised subsection titled “Monitoring and 

RangeReediness” in the section referenced above in this comment 

for recommendations regarding trend studies and the application 

of these and other data to livestock grazing management. 

Please see the response immediately above. 

Adjustments, such as reducing AUMs in an Allotment, would be 

made only if other solutions would not be successful in achieving 

the objectives in a particular management unit or area. 

As a result of this and similar comments, and internal review, the 

Wildlife Habitat Management section of STANDARD 

MANAGEMENT has been revised in the PRMP to address habitat 

conditions and proper use levels by wildlife. Please see the 

response to comment 9 of this letter regarding implementing 

grazing recommendations.. 

The definition of riparian areas in the DRMP was stated as such to 

explain and define the areas that are considered riparian areas. The 

definition of riparian areas is from the Bureau Manuel 1737 - 

Riparian and Wetland Area Management. 
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cffurt IO craw additional forage on the federal lands will bc allowed 
to utilize that addilional forage. For example. if a rancher completes 
a seeding or brush trca~ment project or builds additional u’aler 
ponds or tanks on his allotment. the current BLM policy and 
regulations would allow the rancher to utilize the additional forage 
created by his actions for livestock grazing. 

2 
JIowevcr. the DRMP changes this long standing policy by directing 
that addilional forage shall first go 10 satisfy watershed objectives 
then shall be divided wa wildlife and liveslock use. RMP/ElS II 
3.105. Tie BLM DRMP/EIS lakes all incentive away from ranchers. 
wildlife suppon groups, rccrcxion groups or olhcrs 10 expend time. 
funding and cfloon to create additional forage on the federal lands. 
Once it is learned that bcnclactors no longer have the assurance that 
the forage increased by their efforts will bc used in a manner 
consistent with their objectives, Lhere will be no reason lor 
individuals or erou~s to invest in the federal lands. The pcrmillccs 
I rrqucrl that th; BL% follow their long standing policy of giving 
rddlxional forage to those who dcvclop that forage. 

3. The DRSIP/PIS conaim conflicting goals and s!a!cmcnls 
regarding wildltle population goals and the condition of wildtile 
habita!. The BLM DRMPEIS admits that wildlife habitat many parls 
of the Gunniron area is in fair to poor condition. DRMP/EIS at 2-24. 
2-26. In dcrcnbing the condilion of this habitat. the Cunnison 
DRMPEIS s~aws that Ihe condition of winter browse is decreasing. 
riparian areas arc overused. sagebrush in some areas is decreasing 
from overgrazing. and much of the loragc is suffering from low plant 
vigor. DRMPIEIS at Z-24. 

15. 

16. 

However. instead ol requesting that the Colorado Division of Wildlife 
(CDOW) pcrmancni!y decrease wildlife numbers 10 prowl the 
remaining wildlife habimt. the BLhl DRMP/ElS blindly adopts the 
CDOW goals for wildlife population numbers. DRMP/EIS at 2-24. 2- 
26. At best the BLM will only request Entpprau? reductions in 
wildlife populations 10 revive the habitat. DRMJ’/EIS at 3-104. The 
BLM the sutcs that it .u-ill suppon wildlife populations incrcascs Lo 
current r~souxe damaging levels. 

17. 

Mr. Bill Bo,,*mly 
June 20. 1991 
Page 5 

3 

32 
Because of the condition of the resource and the increasing wildlife 
population numbers. in reality the BLM will be forced 10 (I) lllow 
he hahim 10 ccminus 10 dctcriorrtc or (2) remove livsrmck 10 dlow 
rwm for increasing wildlife. The lirs! option of allou~ing continued 
habitat deterioration direly conflicts with the BLM’s mandate to 
care for Ihe range resource. In Ihe alternative. the second option. 
decreasing livesuck use of the rexwrce 10 allow for expanding 
wildlife populrlions. will MI to poduce the desired rcsulu of 
increased habitat for wildlife.‘espccially deer and rntclopc either. 
According to most cxpcns. deer and antelope do not compac for Ihe 
same forage as livestock exczpt for i few wvccks in the spring. Deer 
and anlclope eat lorbs while livwock eat grasses. ‘Therclore. 
removing all bvcstock grazing from the arca will not result in 
increased uildlilc habitat for these species. (It should also bc noted 
[bat if livcsmck grazing l llolmcnts were in the poor condilion of the 
wildlife habitat described above, livestock grazing would be 
eliminated or severely rcrlrictcd from those allotments. If the BLM 
were imercstcd in t:ue mulliplc UC. the BLM would require these 
same restriclions on Ihc CDOW.) 

4. As dcscnbcd above. livcsrock grazing has received less than 
equal ucwncp.~ in the BLM DRMP,EJS. Howcvcr, wcn worse 
Uca~menl is given 10 owners of domestic shrcp operaions. For 
example. the DRMPEIS cites numcrnus areas where domestic sheep 
grazing will be restricted or climinaled in favor of Big Horn sheep 
grazing. ‘This is true even in arcas wbcrc domestic sheep have 
lmdilionrlly glared and Ihe BLhf var.ls 10 itwodure or augment Big 
llom sheep populations. DRMPEIS 2.25. The BLM claims that the 
removal of domestic sbecp is neccrrary 10 prowa Big Horn sheep 

4 
from disease. Howcwr. the BLM does not ofier any evidence Ihat 
domestic shrcp caust disease in Big Horn shrep. Without offering 
such rcienlilic proof of the assumed disease uansfer, the BLM should 
not plan to rcducc do:nos!ic sheep Sraring. 

5 I 
Second. Ihc BLM reduction of domestic sheep in favor of Big 
sheep violates all mulliplc use mandatcs described above. 

Jlorn 
Domcslic 

sheep grazing is an impxtanl use in lbc Gunnison area and should bc 
on equal looling with Big Horn sheep use. 

The language on page 3-103 in the Riparian Zones section of 
Standard Management for the Preferred Alternative regarding 

water source developments means that, in riparian areas, 
modifications or relocations would be required, if the usage of 

these developments results in riparian hydrologic conditions being 
negatively impacted. Actual fencing of livestock water 
developments, such that livestock era not permitted access to 

these developments, is not a mitigation measure contained or 
implied in the Riparian Zones section, page 3-103. Please refer to 
the response to comments 4 and 7 of latter 38 for more 
information on impacts in riparian areas. In keeping with the intent 
of the introductory sentence in the Riparian Zones section, page 3- 
103, recreation use, wildlife use, road construction and 

maintenance, timber harvesting, and any other activity occurring 
in these important areas would be controlled if damage results to 

riparian values, including vegetation, soils, or water. 

The BLM would follow all applicable laws, policies, and regulations 
when acquiring any access or easement. 

The purpose of the sensitive species program on BLM managed 
lands in Colorado is to ensure that authorized actions on public 
lands do not contribute to the need to list an animal or plant 

species as threatened or endangered. The butterfly species named 
in the comment was listed as endangered by the USF&WS on June 

24, 1991. Please sea the response to comment 7 of latter 9 for 
more information. The BLM is obligated to manage all uses on 

public lands in order to comply with all applicable laws and policies 
regarding these special status species, regardless of the program 

or use that could potentially impact these species. 

All of the comments we received on the DRMP ware considered in 
the development of the PRMP. The DRMP or the PRMP are not 

decision documents that can be appealed. The recommended 

decisions or aotions in the PRMP can be protested during a 30-day 
period following publication, however. Protest procedures are 
located at the front of the PRMP. Any subsequent decisions that 

are made to implement RODlRMP recommendations or decisions 
can be appealed also, for example, proposed rights-of-way grants 
or long-term lease applications, adjustments in AUMs, or timber 
sales. 
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5. Planning . 40 pcrccn, incrc.sc in rwrention use while 

5 
I 

enforcing . dccrcssc in mineral dcvclopmcn, and merely keeping ,hc 

.Y,UI quo for liveslock gr..ing i. m . . crlmple of cqull mulliplc 

“SC. DRMP/EIS II 3-106. 

II. ‘IXc Decisions Reducing Livestock in the Gunnison Aru U.e Lack . 

Legal. Rcgulrlory or Technical B.si. 

Pursvln, 10 the Fcdcr.1 Lnnd Policy .nd M.n.gcmcn, AC, (FLPMA) and the 
T.yln Grazing AC,, liveslock gtruing is . viable md lcgi,ima,c use 01 the 

federal land.. Upon cn.c,mcn, in 1936. the Taylor Grning AC, diread 

,hc BLM ,o considu which of its lvld w.s vrlurblc lor liveslock gr.zi.6 
purpose.. establish grazing dis,ricu offer gr.zing pwmi, rnd rdministu 

those lands fcu Ihe purposes of livewxk grazing. 43 U.S.C. 0315. The 

.dopiora of FLPMA in 1976 did .a chmgc ,hr, m.nd.,e. 43 USC (I701 

(b). 

I. curying o., il. s,.,u,ory .u,hori,y. ,he ELM Ins .doplcd nomcrouc 

rcgul.tions and policies governing lives,cck grazing. Those regu1.iio.s .nd 

policies include . rcsuircmcn, ,h., the .P~.CY mus, comolc,e ,hree ID five 
&s or rmp or rc~ource monimring s,dic; bclore the’rgcncy c.. 

remove or reduce lives,ock grazing on . . .Ilo,mcn, .nd th., ,hc .gcncy 

mus, h.vc .ccw.P wicndfic or ,uhoicll dam o. which ,o bnsc iu 
decisions. 

6 

7 

However. ,hc ELM DRMPEIS das not conmin the scieniific. technical or 
regulalory bwis for m.ny of ,hc decisions rffccling livcs,ock gr.2i.g. For 

crrmplc. Mr. Norsvor,hy h.r grrzing pcmG,s md lc.ses for .Ilo,mcnu 

numbered 6103. 6105. and 6107. 7%~ BLM clrims ,h., c.ch of thcsc 
*Ilounentr is in . . ‘Imcnsive’ m*n.gcmc., ‘(I)’ c.,egory. 

There UC several reasons that Ihc ‘I’ caregory ir of conccr. ,o Mr. 

Norswonhy. Fir.,. Ihe BLM has placed his Jlo,mcnls in Ihe ‘I’ r.,cgory 

without proper .cicn,ific documemnio.. For example. .llo,mcn, 6105 
conuins * toml of 5701 ivx.. or the acres rrcrivinp BLM monitoring, 

3287 uc clusilicd u ia -good” r.ngc conditiw. The remaining 7501 .crcs 

have. The .lloune., contrin. 0 .cre. with . range 
condition r.,ing of fair or poor. yc, ,hc .llo,men, remains in the ‘I’ 

clrssiRca,ion alegory. DRMPEIS I, 8.7. Cenninly Ihc range condition of 

,hose axes thu have bee. sludied do no, justify .n ‘I’ c.,egory. 

Addition.lly dtc BLM h.s not clrssificd the rcnnining .crcs. Ihcrcforc does 

no, know the range condi,ion of those .crcs. Again. ,hc BLM dots no, have 

the luhnic.1 bnsis ,o juslify UI ‘I’ cl.ssific.,ion for .llolmen, 6105. 

The same arahlcmr of . l.ck of lcchnicll knovledrc exis, on Mr. 

Norworthy’. other lwo .llo,..?nU. Allouncn, bl?I3 contains lg.009 .crcs. 

Oolv 2.933 of lhcsc .crcs hrvc received tcchnic.1 r.oge moni,oring md of 

,hosc 2.933 arcs. 2.295 boss1 . good or fair rlngc condition. The 
remaining .crc. io du .llo,mcn, hrve no, been cl.ssificd. DRMPEIS .I B- 

7. Allo~mcn~ 6107 conlains 109.851 acres. Of lhose iem., one-half or 
59,917 .C~CI hrvc been studied. .nd 40.546 .crcr boast good or f.ir 

condition r.,ings. Again the roouining .crc. h.ve no, bcon s,udicd. 
DRMPEIS u B-7. Again. ti BLM dots no, h.ve ,he rcicntific d.u 

required ,o plrcc lhssc .llolmenll into . . ‘I’ cslcgory for m.o.gemcn, 

p”rpOSeS. 

Mr. Whioncry’s dlolmcn,. wffer from rhc s.mc lack of scientific d.,. .I 
do Mr. Norswonhy’s .llo,mcnu. Mr. Whinncry own. .llo,mcnts oumbwcd 

boll. 6033. 6034. 6120. 6130. 6131. 6132 and 6502. Of ,hcsc eight 

.llo,man,s. Rvs .m in .n ‘I’ utcgory .od lhrce UC in . cusmdill or ‘C” 
caicgory. Again. since lhc rmjorily of ,hc acrugc in lhesc .Ilo,mcntr in 

unclsssifid .nd more rcruge in etch .Ilo~ncn, f.11. inlo the ‘good’ or 

‘fair’ r.nzc condi,ion C.ICLOTY. the BLM doc. no, have ,he ,.xhnicll ar 
mooiloring d.,. 10 support placing the.e .llolmcn,I into lherc 

c.,cgori..,ions. 

l?w. permince. .rt concerned wirh the incorrect adoplion of Lc ‘I’ ..d ‘C’ 

allotmco~ c.,cgoricr for .evull rc.so... Firs:. lhcsc categorizations &-c 
simply incorrec,. The ELM dots no, hrvc the monitoring or technicd d.u 

,o suppon ,hcsc crvgorics. Ihcrcfoorc it should DO, claim 10 hate th., da,. 

by rssigning no ubiurry crtcgory ,o c.ch .Ilolmen,. 

Ssond, .Ilomx.,s i. Ihe ‘I’ ..d ‘C‘ c.lcgxies UC view by .omcroos 
cnvironmcm.1 groups md olhcrr 10 bc unfil for liveslock gr.zi.g. 

Ihsrslm. the BLM will rcceivc prcssurc from there groups 10 rcmovc or 

severely rcswicc livestock gluing from ,hcse .llo,men,s. regrrdlesr of ,hc 
mrc condirioo of Ibc lllotmc.L The “1” u,cgoriza,ion Cu! &o be used .s 

an cxcusc to rcs~ria livcsmck grazing. when such rcs,ric,ions UC merely 

mean, ,o harass the oper.,or rrlhcr ,h.n to pro,cct Ihe .llo,menl. 

Allhough Mr. Norswonhy .nd Mr. Whinncry .re no, alleging th., ,hcy UC 
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receiving-this I)JX of ~rcatmcnt. lhcy arc concerned ,ha, the inaccuraw 

USC of ,hc “I” catgory will rcs,ric, ,hc use of lhcir allo,n~n,s becruse of 

,hc cslcgoriration. no, bccausc the r~sourcc is in unsalisfactory condition. 

I 8 

An additional problem wi,h ,hc BLM management of livcsmck grazing is 
its ammpl to “encourrge” permilker to sign allolmenl management plans 

(AMP,). The DRMP/EIS states rha, one 10 fwo AMPS will be complold 

each year and rha, early ,lirnou, of livcs,ock will be prohibiled ~u&&$ ,he 

lilotmcnl is mrnagcd by an AMP. Because rhc BLM rcgulalions pP-NI2.I 
& that an AMP be signed by the permiltcc. the BLM should no, ,ry ,o 

“coerce” pcrmillccs IO enter in,o an AMP by easing Ihc grazing 

rcquircmcnts for AMP holders. Even if each pennillee hones,ly wvamed an 

AMP. the BLM Plan of uriting one ,o IWO AMPS per year will assure a long 

wail for plan complc,ion given Ihe number of AMP’s 10 be completed by 

,hc agency. DRMP/EJS i, 3-105. 

111. The Utilization SIanduds in ,hc Gunnison DRMP/ElS should bs 

Revised ,o Reflex, the Currcn, Stale of ScicntiFu Knowledge regarding 

Plan, Use and Growth and should Eliminale ,he Pcnal,y 10 Livestock 

for Wildlife Use 

Although ,he BLM DRMPIEIS dces no, plan a w in livcsmck 

enzine. the &an admits tha, adius,mcn,s (decreases) in livcs,cck numbers w, e. .  

wll be require4 10 satisiy the imposilion of aIlo,mcn, utilization standards. 

DRMPIEIS a, 3.105. Utilira,ion standards are a moniloring lool dcsigncd 

IO measure ,he percent 01 forage tha, has been consumed by livcslock or 

wildlife during a spcci,ic period in rclalion to Ihe local growth of a plan,. 

9 771s BLM DRMP/EIS slates tha, general u,iliu,ion slrndards of “key 

me&s” shall be 40 wrcen, ,o 60 pacent by weigh, ,hroughout the 

gmwing season. In Aparian most a&as. v,ili&,ion-shall beheld 10 40 

percent lo’60 percent of the cunen, year’s grow,h. with a ,wo and one- 
half inch minimum slubhlc heigh, maintained throughout ,he growing 

reason. DRMP/EIS I, 3.105. In those riparian areas loca,cd in 
manags&n, units I4 and 15. ,he u,iliza,ioo s,andards shall be 40 percent 

IO 60 pewrccnl of lhc ~urrenl yeu’s growlh. wilh I minimum stubble hcigh, 

of 4 inches. DRMP/EIS a, 3-128. 

I There arc DU~C~OUS legal and scicn,ilic reasons tha, Ihe utilization 

smndards proposed by ,he BLM are completely unreasonable and will ac, 

I 
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only 8s a ,ml 10 unnecessarily limi, lives,ock”graxing. Firs,, it appears as if 

,he BLM has implemcmed ,hcse uliliralion s,andards 10 describe the 

hcal,h of ,hc’allo,mcn, and 10 ascerlain when livestock should be removed 

from the allo,mcnt. Howcvcr. wi,hou, rrcnd ,he use of any 
ulilization rt.sdardr in a.ccr,ainin~ the hc.hh of 8hc a,,“lmenl is 
meaningless. Lhiliurion studies only show the amount of the forage lrkeo 

Wi,hou, addilional ucnd dam. ,hcre can be no 

measure d the condition of rhe sllolmco, m. Again. allotmen: 
health or “resource damage” mus, bc measured over time wilh trend 

s,udics and canno, be asccnained ri,h udliution swdics alone. 

The second problem wi,h the imposition of these wilizalion standards is 

,ha, ,hsy UC unreali& and will be &ed merely as a ,001 ,o remove 
livesrock from an rllolmen, before the end of Ihe grazing period. 7%~ BLM 

sU,cs that ulilizalion sundards will be between 40 pcrccn, and 60 pcrcen, 
by weirrhr Therefore. ,he hulk of ,hc scientific knowledec rccocnizes once 

a-grass-ha auincd seed ripe. i, cw swain bctwccn Sdpcrccn~ and 70 
percent ulilitrlion without harm to iU hcd,h. The utilization slrndards 

suggcs,ed by ,he Gu&ison DRhIP/EIS should consider the diflcrcnces in 

forage sueogth during certain growh phases and revise ,hc u,ilizr,ion 
slandards urordingly: i.e.. heavy uilizatian of ,he forage ll,cr seed ripe 

should be xccprabls. 

I 

Third. the BLM DRMP/EIS suggese lbal reductions in lives,ack grazing will 

occur in order ,o reach the ELM’s uliliulion goals. However. as s,aud 
above forage can susuin heavy u,ilizaion *1 certain times of the year 

ll 

with-au, damage ,o plan, hcaJ,h. Therefore. if le BLM was concerned 
about ,he bealth of the allo,mcnl only. ,hc BLM could alter grazing 

livesmck strategies. by implcmcming rcs, and rowion sys,cms or alwing 
on and off dales. in otdcr 10 prow, allolmen, health e 

LivluPck numbm. 7%~ BLM DRMPIEIS should recognize lha, altering 
grazing saaagics can suhs,i,u,e for livestock reduclions in protecting 

allotment and plan, health. 

I2 

I 

7hc fourth problem with ,he u,ilization strnduds in the DRMP/EIS is ,ha, 

they are m. Cumulalive forage uliliralion standards establish ,he 

~moun, of ose Iha, k& livcsmck and wildlife can make of a single plan, 
during the grazing season. For ,hc livesuxk induwy. this means ,hr: 

should the utilization slandards for I key spczies in an allomlen, be 

reached because of a consumption of forage by wildlife ti livcsmck 
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Even though the DRMPiEI.9 claims chal livestock numbers will noI k 
rcduccd. the imposition of cumulative ulilization standards will severely 

diminish or eliminate livestock grazing in allotments heavily used by 

wildlife. Tbe permittees request thal should the BLM determine that le 
imposition of utilizalicm standards is ~ecessuy 10 protect the health of 

grizing plants. those sundardr should be appiicd & 10 livestock UY. 

Liveslock grazing should not suffer because of wildlife weruse on an 

allotment. 

IV. Rioarian Areas rbould kc. Defined md Mana~eA Pursuam to the 

Bu& of Land Managemeal Ripuirn Area “Management Policy 

lssud January 22. 1967 by the Director. Bureau of Land 

i&ace wwr influence. The soil m&we regime typical of 

ripuian areas is responsible for the much higher plant 

production compared to surrounding sites. 

DRMP/EIS at 2-M. Emphasis added. 

This definition does ocd comply wilh tic National BLM riparian area 

management policy issued January 22. 1987 by tbcn-Director Robert 

Burfosd. lhis policy, which has na been repealed or amended. sets forth 
riparian a definition d riprriln areas which v 

jnw&&r& streams. ltu. National riparian area definition slates: 

shores md stream hanks are typical riprrian areas. Eadudrd 
mm‘ or wadm Ihal do not 

ekhibil the prcsencc of vegetation dcpcndenl upan free waler 

in the soil. 

Bureau of Land Management Ripariu Area Management 

Policy, from Rcbert Burford, Director. Bureau of Land 

himrgcmcnt. January 22. 1987. Emphasis added. 

Again. this Bureau aide riprrinn definition bar not been &red or 

withdrawn. ‘llx Gunnison Resource Area should mn be allowed 10 ignore 
this direcdoo from its Washington of&x aad incorporate its own definition 

of a ripariln uu in the DRMPIEIS. 

The permitleer concern over the definition of a riparian area stems from 

the threat to livestock grazing owe a ripuian arta is named. Although the 
BLM smru to outline a rcrsonsble plan I- riparirn repair based on an 

invcnlory of each arca and a dclerminalicm regarding the cause of Ihe 

riparian deterioration. once tha! cause is ascertained. the agency rcvwls 10 

miligafion rncasures designed to rcducz livestock grazing rather than tailor 

the repair 10 Ihe cause. DRMP,ElS II 3-103. For example. ‘ugge‘td 
mitigation measures include fencing of livestock away from Iheir waLcr 

source. restriction of forage utilization Jevsll applied only to livcsmck. 

closure and rehabilitation of roads and rcdsmrlion of disturbed areas. 
DRMP/ElS al O-I. Notably absent from lucre mitigation mensures is M 
atlempl 10 control wildlife use if they UC causing ripnrian damage or I 

relocation of campgrounds or other rwrutim facilities if rhe location of 

those facilities causes undue pressure on the riparirn area. The pcrmitlccs 

rc(IucsL Ihat ritwian mitiestion measures bc altered 10 rcflccl riparian 

measures d.%imeouJly effecting the livestack grazing. 

V. Without the Roper Controls and Prolcction for Wildlife and 
Livestock. the BLM Should Limit its Program to Qealc or Acquire 

Addilionrl Accus 

The DRMP/EIS plans several additions to iu access and transportation 

system. ‘The DRMP/ElS stales: 
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I 

222 Public .cc~ss would bc rrquircd into Ihe Devil’. Cr .rc. for 

rccrc.lion m.n.gement .nd administrative .cccss would be 
.cauired into Ihc c.rt-ccnall ~.rt of Ihe unit that include. 

Ychgcr Gulch .nd Skunk and ho.! Creeks for cammereill 

forest m.n.~cmcnt. Public hiking .cczss would be .cquircd 
into the Al&e Gulch drain.ge. Public .ccess would bc~ 

aquircd lxtweca L.kc City .nd Troul Creek md east of 

Colomdo Highway 149, lor recreation .ccess 10 public lands 

within .nd .dj.ccm to Mnnrgcment Unit E-2. Public .cccss 
would continue to be acquired. .I opponunilier tire. to ELM 

and USFS m.n.grmcnt lands bewccn LlLc City and Rc4 Bridge 

c.mpground. 

DRMP/ElS .t 3-112. 

C. Norrwcmhy md Mr. Whinnery ue very concerned wi8 this proposed 

KCCSS proposP. Tbcse permit~ccs have grazing permits .nd Iares in most 

,I these meas so will suffer Ihe brunt cd livestock hu.ssment. resown 
letcrioration from incrsascd rezrc.tion. and ~respas.. Addilionally 

wildlife will suffer from increased recreddon pressure. ‘Ibe BLM does not 

s.ve the money nor the personnel 10 patrol these .rc.s to ensure lh.1 

xiv.w property such .I livesmck. r&.in s.fe. Before the .gcncy pursues 
he .cqui.ilion of .cccss into these .re.s. [be BLM should complete . 

akings implication .sscssmcnt pursu.nl 10 Executive Order 12630 IO 

msurc Ihal priv.tc property and privrte propeny rights will not k 

tffestcd. 

II. llss BLM Scnsitivs Spxics Rogmm Should Nat Act IS . ‘Dcfac~o” 

Recovery Program under the Endrngercd Species Act 

Ihe DRMFVEIS .t.tes th.! three listed endlngued specie. reside within 

he Gunnisoo area. These three species hwe been duly listed I. 
hrcatened or endangered spwics pursu..t 10 le Endangered Species Act 

ESA). 166 U.S.C. il5C.3. Bcuusc of the harsh controls placed on fcdcnl 
nd priv.tc lands from the protution of . legally listed thrc.ancd or 

ndangered species. the ESA nwndalcs . careful and lengthy lisling process 

o ensure th.1 only those species that UC. truly tbrc.tcned or endangered 

my man’s activities .rc listed. 

ihc BLM Sensitive Species Progr.m .cts must like the ESA pmgnm. but 

rilhpul the procedural rafeguuds to private properly and federal land 

use. For cramplc. even dmugh the Unrompahgre Iritill.r;bulwfly is not 

. lrg.lly listed tbre.:cned or endangered species. livestock (sheep) grazing 
m.y be rewictrd bcc.use of h.biot disturbance .nd tnmpling. 

DRMPIF.IS .I 3.116. In other words. livcsmck use of dds rre. will be 

scvcrely impacted. without offering to 1h.l pcrmillu rhc opporlunily for 
protccdon of the ESA prows.. 

Additionally, the DRMP/EIS smlcs sh.1 the buttefly’s habitat is within . 

hewily used rccrc.tion ue.. Hoasver. recrcrdon u.s is not restricted or 

managed 10 protect this s.mc butterfly habitat. Ceroinly if the BLM were 
vuly imorcrlcd in protecting this scnsilivc species h.bit.1. .II humlul use 

of the habitat. including recreation. would be manrgtd. 

VII. Conclusion 

In conclusion. the permittees request that the Dunniron RMP k rewritten 

pursurnt to the leg.1 and technic.1 standards described above. This second 
dr.h should be rcsuhmillcd 10 the public lor .ddidonll comment before il 

becomes . final. appealable document. 

Th.nk you for consideration of these cornmenu 10 the Draft Gunnisoo 
RhtP/EIS rad for granting 10 me .n c.lcnsion of lime to file these 

cornmenu. Although these comments include all issuer cd concern 10 the 

permitlus. they rescwe the opportunity to amend &se comments .I 

addition.1 information becomes wailable. Should yo. have any questions. 
please don’t hcsilale 10 cont.cl me. 

Sincerely. 

DRAY. MADISON % THOMSON. PS 

CC: Mr. Sian Wbinncry 
Mr. Lamar Norsuwlhy 

Chris Chcll.. E4. 
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Mr. Bill Bollonly 
RMP Team Leader 

Bureau of Land Manngcmcnt 

2505 South Townrcnd Avenue 

Manlrore. co 81401 

Response to letter 83 

Thank you for your letter. 

Responses to letter 84 

1. The comment is noted. 

2. See the response to comment 6 of letter 82. 

3. See the response to commenf 3 of letter 82. 
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3 

I --’ 

_ _ 
parliculnrly elk. in tbs Gunnison Resource Area. Tbcsc ClCIsS 

nundws 01 elk are causing rcso~rce and riparirn dunage. Before 

the ELM considers enking fvrlbcr reduction in livcwxk grazing. it 
should 7cquirev uhc Colorado Depanmcnr of Wildlife to reduce elk 

numbers lo acceptable Icrels. 

Sincerely. 

DRAY,h(ADISON &l-llOhlSON.P.C. 
I 

Karen 1. Budd 

KJBIsI 

CC: Chris Chclla. Esq. 

Mr. Lermr Norworthy 
Mr. Stan Whinncry 

WV. Barry lol1efson. *rea Ilanger 
Bureau of Land Wanagemen, 
216 Worth Colorado 
Gunnlson. Colorado 8,230 

DC,, Barry: 

RECEIVED $!J 

JUL - 1 mw 

BLWGUNNISON RA 

Staff of the Colorado Natural Areas Program has revfend the 
G"nnlson ResOYrCe Arca Draft Resource llanagement Pl," And 
Fnrlronment,l Impact statew9t. 
the dr,fl Plm. 

Ye hare the follalnp cants on 

Ye recommd that the final Plan Incorporate (he pr.,p,,rrd 
managewont dlrectlon and ~rOvlslons described In "anAge.en, 
Alternatlre D for rlparlln weas. special statu plant md an,.,,a, 
s~cclcs md recreellon unagement. In prrtlculw. the flna, plan 
should note the recent listing of the "nw,,,ahgre fr,,l,,,ry 
butterfly (w ~1 
Wildlife Service. 

as endangered by fhc U.S. Flsb And 

Several proposfd are.1 of Crltlcll envlronaentA1 concern &serve 
derlgnallon In the flnal Plan. 

, I 
3 

(endemic. nrrrO*ly restrIcted range), ecC"rs at the pr‘.po,ed South 
Beaver Creek ACtC/Reserrch nlturll Area. 7hls plant Is threalened 
by off-hlghray rehlcle use and grazlnp. The pl,nt Is ret-nded 
for llstlng by the U.S. ftsh and Ylldllfe Service under the 
Endangered Species Act. Skiff mI,kvetch 1s on List 1 (b,g,,est 
prlorlty due lo narrou geographic dlstrlbutw,, l,,lted habitat 
l vrllablllty arod for populrtlans) of the Colorado Plant Spcc‘es of 
specie, toncern 11st. 
and the BLM have slgned 

The Colorado Uepartwnt of "rtur,, &sources 
a coDPeratlre management agreement for South 

Bearer Creek. Ye recand designation of at least ,565 .c,.es as An 
ACfC/RNA as Proposed In Allernatlve D. 

Responses to letter 85 

The PRMP incorporates many of the actions and recommendations 
from Alternative D regarding riparian areas, special status plant and 
animal species and habitats, and recreation management, but not 
all. See the description of the PRMP in Chapter Four for details. 

See the response to comment 7 of letter 9. The pertinent sections 
in the DRMP have been changed to note this information. Thank 

you. 

BLM feels that the management prescribed as a result of the 
recommended ACEC designations in the PRMP at Redcloud Peak 

and South Beaver Creek would provide the special management 
attention needed for these species and the habitat. 
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Red cloud Peak 

I 

85 The IrrQerl k”wr populaliLln Of Ihe ledertlly endangered 
"nco~@,gre frlllllery butterfly (500-1000 ,nd,v,d"r,r) eris,s on 
the flank Of Red cloud PeJk. Ye co"cYr r,til the reconnendat,o" I" 
the Plen 10 deslgnrte 5950 ecrer es en ACIC for butterfly hebltet. 

3 The lypc locel,ly for the butterfly et Uncompehgre Peek (USFS) ,I 
rcglslrrcd with the Colorrdo NatureI Arers Progrea. The Progrea 
reconends that both bulterfly popullllons et Red Cloud end 
"ncanpahgre Peaks be Included t" I Colorado Wetur,, Are, for 
Protect,on of the butterfly and Its hebltel. 

The Sl"reg"ll,on ~erlhflcw Is one of the best know,. end 
well-studled. 'rlldcs' In the Unlled Stales. It ,s proposed es I 
Colorrdo Nelurel Aree; in feet, 351 ecres of the upper earthflow on 
U.S. L,rerl Serrkr lend erc derlgneled I Coloredo Wel"rtl Are,. 
Addlllon of ,401 ecres of BLH lend recoaunded for ACK dcr,gnel,r,n 
I" tilt Plen WI11 complete the 0ff,c,el recogn,t,on of the geo1og,c 
,nport,nce of the Slu~qulllan IerlhflW lo Colorrdo md the n,t,on. 

Ye concur rllh proposed ACIC derlgnalions for the Alplne. 
Hayslxk Care and krlcan hsln lo provldc managerant guldrncc lo 
there scenic, blologlcelly diverse end fragllc trees. This peckrge 
of ACRr In the Dunnlson Rero”rce Area conl.,nl , m,n,mm 
reprerentet,on of 11s speclec"lrr neturel ve1ues. pmtect,ng there 
arc,s ‘0, prcrent and f"lurc generrtl0nl 10 “,S,1 I”d enjq. 

Sorry ebout our lwdy response to the draft Plen. Too q eny 
bells In the 111; I dropped lhls one. Thanks for I goed Job on the 
ACtC end spec,cs of specie1 co"cer" In the dreft Plen. Be sure lo 
let DL know If w need 10 d,rc"rr o"r mmnls fwlher. 

dwk:OO669 

Sincerely, 

I* ., 9,*cc10* 
Colorado Nel"rel Area Progrem 

“!~ILUSIA1LL,LNYIRO~~LN1ALPR”lCCllO,i~GENCY 

REGION VI 
999 ,B,hSTREET - SUTE 506' 

ilef: .wM-E* 

Responses to letter 86 

See the response to comment 2 of letter 8. In addition, riparian 

area management for unit D-6, a recommended ACEC, and for the 

applicable part of unit E-10, would be accomplished according to 

Standard Management on pages 3-70 and 3-103, respectively. 

Those two sections are very similar. See also Management Unit 10 

in the description of the PRMP for the management recommended 

for this area containing bighorn sheep habitat. 

See the response to comment 37 of letter 50. Before any surface 

disturbance would occur on the public lands in’unit D-l that are 

not included in the unit E-8 recommended as an ACEC, BLM would 

request technical assistance from USF&WS regarding any potential 

impacts to, and mitigation for skiff milkvetch populations. 

The BLM considered the contribution that the Lake Fork makes to 

the scenery in Segment A. The river is an important, but not major, 

element in the landscape and scenery of the area, which is 

dominated by steep mountains and valleys. 

After further consideration, the BLM’s conclusion in Appendix I of 

the DRMP, regarding the-unsuitability of Segment A for inclusion 

into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, remains 

unchanged. The segment is not recommended for designation in 

the PRMP. 

Hinsdale Gounty officials oppose Wild and Scenic designation for 

Segment A for several reasons, including the potential erosion of 

a small tax base by acquisition of private lands. Other reasons 

include a concern that increased visitation would result in 

degradation of the resources in the segment, and a concern 

regarding implied or actual water rights issues. 
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2 

I 

“hiCh contains pop”1stlons ot the Skiff nllkvetch, “hlCh has been 
listed as s -c.tegory 11. plant r.commended *or endanqcred *tst”s 
try the FlSh and Ylldlif. s.I”ic., is not tu11y Included as an 
ACEC in the preferred slternativ.. Alternative D Include. the 
South Bc.3Y.r Creek ACEC *cm. 5000 acres 1srq.s~ than the ACEC 
proposed for South ~eavsr cr.., under preferred Alternatl”. E. 
Slnc. the natural vs1u.s here ST. ,160 threatened by continued 
qrsslnq prs~tl~.., the F,nsl EIS should mcxr. thoroughly 
invest~qst. the relstiv. economic and “on-“6. “sluss of these 
a1ternativ. tM”aq.lsent approschss. 

The RW Includes analysi. of th. eligibility, c,as.ifics- 
tion. and suitability of the LSL. Pork cd Cunni.on under BLM’s 
-Guldell”.. for ~ulfillinq ~equirenents of th. Wild and Scenic 
RI”.lS Act.: Accordingly, only Saqment A. the uw.r segment ot 
the Lake Fork “as considered allqtbl. for rl,d s”d scenic 
d.slg”.tio”. I” psrt. this co”cIuslo” “.. based upon the fr.. 
tlarlnq “*,“I. ot th. strean an.3 the fact that thl‘ are* 1. 
~660~lat.d rith outstanding .c.“Lc “slum “ithin BL”‘. Upi”. 
nianq,. Special R.cr.stion “anaqenent hr.6 ,SRWA) “hlCh he.6 0Y.I 
one-halt milllo” visitor-days annuslly. NJ, concludes; horever, 
that this “isitatlon in not river dependent since there 1. DO 
recrestlona, bstlnq and only 1ilnit.d fishery “6.. BL.” my be 

3 im;nq a contributinq elenent Of the rcenic beauty in G-81‘ 
. F”rth.r, hp,xndix I indic.t.. that thi. segment of th. 

rivet could be managed under the recr.st,o”., c,.s6,1,c.tlm 
“ltho”t scq”lrl”q prl”at. lands with r.lati”.ly silr(p,. ma”aq.me”t 
61°C. BL” i”corporat.s river prc.t.ction “ithi” the srm*. Support 
from the Colorado division of wildlife lndlcatinq thst L.L. F”rt 
possesses %utrtand,ng,y remarkable .c.nic, fishery and rildlil. 
values’ “as r.c.l”.d I” ,980. support Lrom county o**ici.,s for 
recreatlona, clsssllication could be ti.d to ~intenanc. of th. 
.%“A ritho”t C0”C.I” for the 1066 of tc.x base. BUI should 
rc.“al”at. th. SUitablllty ot the upper seqment Of the Lake Port 
for in~lu~lon in the Wild and Scenic River system . . part of the 
Final EIS process. Finally, only the rcmsininq s.qm.“t ot the 
Iat. Pork “as assessed und.r the Wild and Scsnic Ri”.rs Act. 
Other siqnifkant stream s.qm.nts “ithin the planning area must 
also be studied under the ‘Guid.,inesS proces., or et least tll. 
Final EIS shou,d addreos why this analyfis 1.5 not con.1d.r.d for 
Cebolla Creek, Cochetopa .a..k. SO”th BeaVer cr.&i, TcmiChi . 
Creek. the Taylor R1v.r and .11 other appropriate 6tre.m. rithl” 
the plannlnq .=.a. 

2 

4 
I 

_~ 
Et”bb,e height tar much Of the riparia” sr.*s ritil d-l”Ch stubble 
hrlqht a&led elserher.. I” partlculsr, it 16 not clear 11 6”Ch 
stubble he‘qht measurement. might be applied to stream-side woody 
vegetation such se ~1110~s rhlch certslnly would be inswro- 
pr,at. for successful wster .qua,,ty, f,sh.ry, and range 
nlanaqanent. 

the RJW is the approprist. p,*c* to pr.sent a fully 
detailed, planned qrsrlng .trst.gy. It‘“o”,d be expected that 
detailed guidanc. for th. utilization cl rWsri.n pastur.. should 
be acconp,,rhed on the entire “atershed rith close coordination 
llth ChC Forect Service and p’lvate Iand O”“CI.. Amonq th. 
features a planned qrazinq strateqy c0”ld includ. but not 
necessarily be linited to .I.: ,I li”estock renoval in early 
.lv,y to .,,or for r.qrovth. 2! S”iT.xeI limits Of I~.rbac.o”. f0r.q. 
to less than 40 to 50 percent o* current qrorth. 31 autvan “6. Of 
stream-.,de vegetation ,imLted to 30 percent “ith th. stubb,. 
remalnlnq st the end of the grazing s..so” aastinq th. I t0 
6-l”Ch ctubb1. height criterion thro”qho”t the p1rnninq u.., 
II season-lcnq qrarinq should be Iimited to .r... rith .cc... 
control, such a., .p.cis, pasture areas; snd, 51 any critl-X.1 
fishery tlat.it.t. “h,Ch i”C,“des most Of the ““iq”. G”nn1.o” 
R.SOU.C. Ama, should be ,imited to stubble height. great.= than 
6 I”Ch.6. (Se. Levi. R. “yer., 1989, -Grasinq snd ripar1.n 
manaqrment in co”thr.st.r” “ontan.“. Gressr.ll, Barton. ?.estm.r, 
eds., .“d ‘Prdctlcal approaches to riparisn r.so”rc. mansgenent: 
sn educat,&al wrkshop., Way 8-1,. ,989, U.S. Department of th. 
Interior, Bureau of land Mmsqcment, Billing., M0”tS”a.I 

eased on the proc.d”r.s EPA uses to .“al”at. the ad.q”scy Of 
the in*or@.stion in the EIS, and tile .““iro”me”tsl impact* Of the 
pr0p.x.d action and a,t.r”sti”.s, the Draft EIS t‘e the G”““iso” 
RW and Dr.ft EIS “ii1 be l1st.d In the Federal R.gu i” 
category w-2. This neanr EPA has .““iro”m.ntsl Eo”C.rns rith 
the proposed alternsti”. b6s.d upon optlo”‘ that BL” has that 
could further iaprov. rlpar,.n ares mnagemnt and thst 
sddltlona, informtlon Is “aeded I” the PLn.1 E1S .s outline.3 

4. 

Please refer to the response to comment 1 of letter 72. In addition, 
the BLM did consider other streams in the Planning Area during the 
study process. Please refer to page l-9 in the DRMP for details 

regarding Cebolla and Cochetopa Creeks. The BLM found that 

neither of these streams were eligible due to a lack of 
outstandingly remarkable characteristics. The Taylor River in not 
within the Planning Area, and BLM manages no lands on this 

stream. The other creeks referenced in the comment, and many 
others were examined, and were found not eligible for inclusion. 
Please refer to Attachment 2, Appendix I, in the PRMP, for a 

complete list of streams that were analyzed in the study process, 
and the reasons they were found not eligible. 

Please see the revised Livestock Grazing Management section of 
STANDARD MANAGEMENT in them PRMP. The 2 l/2 inch 
minimum stubble height is for key herbaceous plants, the majority 
of which would be grasses. Woody plants would not be included. 

The 2 112 inch minimum is intended as an area wide guideline to 
prevent damage to riparian areas caused by over use by livestock. 
More intensive grazing strategies would be implemented on a site 
specific basis with regard to the particular livestock operation and 

the type and condition of the riparian areas. Forest management 
would be practiced in riparian areas only after careful consideration 
of the riparian values. In the judgement of BLM, the restrictions on 
timber harvesting in riparian areas in the Preferred Alternative are 

adequate to protect riparian values. 

5. Thank you for the suggestions. They were considered in the 
development of the PRMP. The PRMP does contain many 

strategies for livestock grazing in the Planning Area, for the life of 
the plan. 
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Town of Crested Butte 87 
Responses to letter 87 

P.O. Box 39 

Creskd Butte, Colcrado 81224 
-1 Ne,m,,., ,,,rl”nc n.,nc,- 

One method of improving wildlife values while harvesting timber 

near riparian areas is to thin conifers adjacent to riparian areas in 

order to stimulate aspen growth, which would be available to 

beaver to help restore degraded riparian areas. Cutting of aspen 

in riparian areas would stimulate aspen sprouting, which could be 

used by elk and deer as winter forage. In addition, please see the 

responses to comment 4 of letter 81, and comment 11 of letter 

63. 

2 
I 

3. ~lthouqh off-road veh‘cls USC la not proposed for the 
MA lands In car Inmediate vicinity, we a180 agree with the 
County that the patontisl destructive Impacts 01 off-road 7. 

87 

I 

4. As suqqested by the Co”“ty, we “o”ld welcome a 

3 
dIscussIon vlth you abo”t the proposed campground I” the 
Slate River area to discuss the type. users, numbers and 
smo”“t of amcnltles to be pro”Ided In such a campqround. Ye 
recommend such a .eet‘“g be publlclted to get additional 
input *ro. other members Of the public In this area. 

4 I 
5. Potent‘al development of the Rocky Point pumped back 
storage project should be mfere”ced 1” this document, 
~rtlcularly in llqht of transn‘sslon line corridor ‘,p.cts 
on private and public lands. 

5 

I 

6. table 1-27 lists mxntaln blklng demands In tha 
Cunnlson ERMA as -low.. Consistently over the past rev 
years. .ounta‘n bikers have commented th.,t “se In the area, 
1s substantial, and “ould Increase If more terrain were 
accesslbl~. Nearly twelve years ago, a recraatlonal study 
cond”sted by Harvard Un‘verslty Identified the potential for 
this kind of “se In the area. Crested-B”tte la kno”” 
nationally as a wuntaln bike mecca. Ys do not understand 
how you came to your c0”cl”slon about ~untaln blke demand. 
In addltlon, we would appreclsta any additional assistance 
you can provide in ma‘nta‘n‘ng access to “,e ~louer‘lcap~ 
wunta‘n bike tra‘l wh‘ch usem some BE4 land In tha Slate 
River area. 

See the response to comment 23 of letter 35. 

Please refer to the response to comment 6 of letter 63. In addition, 

we would solicit input from Crested Butte and other entities 

regarding facilities and improvements that would be proposed. 

Please see the response to comment 11 of letter 81. 

Please refer to the response to comment 14 of letter 81. In 

addition, the access problems on the “lower loop” mountain bike 

trail, based on our knowledge! concern conflicts between riders 

and private landowners. We have worked with mountain bikers in 

the area to obtain access across livestock fences we are 

constructing on public lands. Please contact us if we can be of 

assistance to you in these matters regarding public lands. Please 

also see the response to comments 4 and 5 of letter 63. 

See the response to comment 15 of letter 81. 

Please see the responses to comment 33 of letter 38, and 2, 3, 

and 4 of letter 50. 
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DEPARTMENT OF 
l!a)r 19. 1991 NAluRALREsouRcEs 

Ye ha”. r.“lew.d ,h. above r.f.r.ned document. Several man”g.-.“t pr.postls 
along with the,, projected iq.actr hr. been presented. Ye offer the 
folhlng comentr: 

On page 3-6 - 5011 and Yater R.rourc.r - ‘Efforts to q alntrin “at.rshed 
~d.r.l~p~nts, ,... In-channel s,rw‘“r.s and sprlngr In $d physlc.1 

condltlon til reduce accclerrted l rorion WI11 b. contlnu.d.~ 

b In relation to rater r.s.“rc.,. ie not. th*t ““m.ro”s federal. a”nlclc.al. 

1 I 
md pr,“at.,y wned water dl”.;sl.n and storage structurlr are 1.cat.d 
wIthIn the mnrgcment are,. The dccument would be MT. com~1.t. If the 
.“lrt.nc. of there rtrvcturer “1s wknowledged. .nd provlslonr for 
required access and nalntenrnc. were recognized. 

On p.g. 1-6, - Yet., Pm., end Storage S!t.s - ‘The planning .r.a lould 
be open to the ,ocat,m o, nt.r pm., md storq. rescrrolrs. 
In”.ntorl.d and Id.ntl,!.d potentl., water power md storage reserrolr 
rlter “o”ld k r.strlctl”.ly . ..n.g.d for these uses: 

2 

I 

Although Appendtx VV lists w.1.r re~ourc. developments vhich .ppar.ntly 
belong t. the SW..” of Land “rnagem..,. there II no Ilstlq or nap of 
the r.s.r”o,r 11t.s mmtl.n.d “b-a”.. V. conrtder bydr”pw.r d.v.lopm.nt 
at the few feasible sites In the stat. to be In the fnterest of the stat. 
of Colorado and of national interest; therefore. I. reconrend that , 
llstt~ or .rp c.‘ the d.r,gna,.d rater power or storage sites b. added to 
the document. 

Responses to fetter 88 

1. The DRMP addresses resources on BLM managed lands only. If 
access is required across BLM managed lands, owners or users of 

water developments on private lands would continue to be 
permitted to apply for rights-of-way. 

2. The only potential hydropower site under active consideration in 
the Planning Area is Union Park, to the best of our knowledge. The 
site would not effect any lands managed by BLM. 

“DS/JlS:clf/692SI 
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ORAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Speakers at the public hearings held in Gunnison and 
Lake City are identified in Table P-2 below, along 
with the number of individual comments BLM 
responded to. The number assigned to each speaker 
is also shown. 

The actual pages of the hearing transcripts applicable 
to each speaker’s comments are reprinted following 
Table P-2, with speaker’s key numbers shown in the 

THE DRMP AND BLti RESPONSES 

top right comer of each transcript page for the Lake 
City and Gunnison hearings, respectively. Each oral 
comment by the speakers on the transcript pages is 
highlighted by a bold, vertical bar and a number. 
The response to these comments is published beside 
the transcript pages. If a comment has already been 
responded to, the applicable response is referred to. 

, The responses may be printed on succeeding pages, 
however, in order to economize on the number of 
pages required to be printed. 

0 

Table P-2 

KEY TO ORAL STATEMENTS AND NUMBERS ASSIGNED TO INDIVIDUAL 
STATEMENTS AT PUBLIC HEARINGS IN GUNNISON AND LAKE CITY 

NAME OF. INDIVIDUAL SPEAKER NUMBER ASSIGNED NUMBER OF 
TO SPEAKER INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

GUNNISON PUBLIC HEARING APRIL 17, 1991 
John Parker Gl. 1 

Yosi Lutwak G2 4 

Stan Irby . G3 1 

LAKE CITY PUBLIC HEARING APRIL 18, 1991 

Ed Toner L4 1 

Stan Whinnery L5 4 

Ralph Clark III L6 9 

Bill Hall L7 3 
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Gl ” 
MR. TOLI.EP6ON: Parker. 

MR. PARXER: Parker. 

MR. RERHAN: Parker. JOti”. would you-- 

m. PAPxERr sure. ny “ame is John Parker, 

and I wouldn’t say I represented the busi?ess community 

In lake C‘ty. I don’t think anybody could make that 

St.YteLle”t. BYt I--first Of s11, I’d like k” really 

thank you 011 tar the amount of r‘ae and effort you’ve 

put into the ,.akc City area and all the the and the 

study and all the rh‘ngs you’re planning “n doing up 

there. I think you’ll probably have a lot m”re Interest 

in it tomorrow Lon‘ght. “nfortunately. I’11 be out of 

to!+“. That’s the reason I’m here tonight. 

B”L with the purchase Of the Ryan Re.“Ch and 

the ?.ccess up t” POwderhorn from that side, plus the 

scen‘c byways and the alpine triangle and the 

designat‘on for the scen‘c 1‘9 from Creede and sometblng 

else, but anyway--I can’t remember--it’s going to bring 

aore and more pressure in that whole area of your 

mnagement. an.3 r‘ght no*. the Porest Serv‘ce has, for 

sane time, q lnte‘ned i full-time person up there. hand 

altbougb you all bsve m”re land and more, probably, LO 

worry .b”“t, BLM hasn’t seen fit t” have a full-time 

person up there. And really, I think a lot of the 

resource suffers as a result of it because we have a lot 

of theories and plsna ab”“t whore “e want people and 

where we don’t want people. ~“t there’s nobody there 

Lo, number one, tell them not Lo or, nvmber two, do 

anything about ,t if they do, barically, “n the rhole. 

And I also feel like the community needs 

somebody there that ,“st doesn’t cone and work and goes 

back,‘to beccme more part “I the community and 

understand where ‘k 1s. 60 I guess more or less what I 

feel is that to put In place and manage “bar you say 

you’re going to do means one “f two things, Ideally. 

somebody thar’~.~oing to I‘ve in Late City. If not, it 

needs a person that works out of Gunnlson who says. and 

everybody up there knows, ‘That is ny responsibility, 

and I’m your man and/or humans and can build a kind of 

relationship and rapport up there. A.nd I th‘nk there’s 

a lot Of s”pp‘xt fro. the cormunity t” help you do what 

you’re doing, because ‘t’s a11 to our econom‘c 

well-be‘ng. A.nd basically, we’d like t” see It done 

right and fe”1 like it w”“ld build more teamw”rk and 

relationship up there to get it done if we had that kind 

of a designated person “I person that l‘ved up there. 

MR. *E*!N: Thanks. John. me next person 

Is--1nd‘cated a~ a maybe 1s yosi-- 

MR. L”TwAKZ l.“tYak. 

MR. RERIUN: Could ycu spell your first 

Responses to oral statement G 1 

1. The Gunnison Resource Area uses a centrally located office in 

Gunnison to manage activities on 585,012 acres of public land 

spread over a much larger area. The diverse resources we manage 

necessitate the skills of a variety of resource specialists. The BLM 

Recreation Specialist in Gunnison works to establish and maintain 

ties with Lake City. While this is perhaps not the best situation, we 

hope it meets the basic needs of the BLM, the city and the county. 

In the PRMP, BLM recommends that the possible construction of 

a joint BLM-Forest Service facility be pursued and evaluated. If the 

facility is constructed, BLM would more than likely assign at least 

one permanent BLM position, and perhaps several seasonal 

employees, to Lake City. 
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62 22 
n*mc and 1*st “me. 

MR. l.umM:: y-o-s-, L-u-t-s-a-k. I have *  

rcr COEme”ts to Irate to 6NC my vr‘t‘nq. ooe IS .bO”L 

the gmc number.3 in ““its--I rh‘nt 51 *n* 66. *cm llsve 

tha Dirislon of Wildlife reconmendation that elk will be 

3,000 end deer vlll be 6800. Right now deer are .bO”L 

3800. so ,t,* almost doubling the number Of deer I” OYI 

arcs. I”d nobody rrora the Dow ‘6 here tod*y, so I can 

say I already hit four deer this early spring and 

s.ashcd the front end of my car tr‘ce. There arc deer 

everyuhere. and it costs YS *  lot Of noney. They’re 

eating everything. YOU $0 out where, ‘t’s crowed down’ 

to the bottom. , think you are the Inndowner. end you 

“ecd to designate animal land arca and “at the Division 

Of wildlife. I think it’6 already overcarrylng, and 

it’6 beconing *  problem. 

Hy opinion’s also that they should pay for 

it. f think thc‘e should be--the program Of charg‘ng 

outfitters is really, in my opinion, misled. I think 

that part Of the license ice should go to the BLH for 

tanaging the land. because that’. where the roney come6 

Iron. And I know it’s a political issue, but I think it 

does need to be stressed that whoever m.ke.s money q”t of 

deer and elk need6 to pay for ranag‘ng that la”d. A”d 

I’d like to see the BLH .‘rtte down numbers of their 

62 *’ 

Data that you “.ed for the grerlng 

alloteent. Is pretty old. 1 th‘nk it w*s taten I” 1977. 

And it w&e after the drought--about a decade and a hail 

*go. 1 th‘nt ‘t’s o”t of date. and it was done in the 

year after the worst drought th‘s country has see”. And 

I don’t think you can base a lot of th‘e Bt”ff 0” th‘6 

old data. If you make any dec‘s‘on about grazing or 

r‘ldllfe, I th‘nk you aced newer data.. and that hasn’t 

bee” followed .,s I think it should have. 

,nd,an Creek, which ‘6 out in ~ovlrr~~o~n, 

is designated as a fishery stream. And I talked, I 

think, last week with Art Eayes ab”“t it. First of all, 

It ‘e not *  fishery stre*nl. A6 far r.6 anybody knows, it 

never has had fish I” it. So I don’t think it should be 

designated a fishery stream. It may be des‘gnetcd a” 

‘ntere‘ttent stream that should be turned into a 6tream. 

but not designated as a stream that ha6 fish in it, 

because nobody hqs ever SE.?” f‘sh In it. 

As I talked ritb Act. the prnblsm that 

lndla” Cr.z.3 has, why It is intermittent, 16 probably 

because it was overlogged, and it’6 wry bare. co~ar‘ng 

to the rest of the ares. B.“d it--so it has a “cry fast 

melting period, and the” It dries up. and that’s 

Responses to oral statement G 2 

1. The CDOW provides funds for the management of wildlife habitat 

on lands managed by BLM and other agencies through cooperative 

agreements. In 1991, the CDOW contributed $3,000.00 to BLM 

for habitat improvement projects, and in 1992 they will contribute 

approximately S 12.000.00 more. 

2. Please see the response to comment 3 of letter 35. 

3. Please refer to the response to comments 7 and 10 of letter 51. . 

. 
4. Please refer to the response to comment 2 of letter 51. 
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prohably why It doem’t have any fish surviving In it. 

I*“* bee” flghtfng you guys Ior two years from 10gglng 

up the,*, and one Of my ms‘n ‘**“es is It melts too 

fast. so you rant to 1,n,t the cow* because the forage 

turns ‘“to the ripar‘sn ares. which means mavlng the 

cows out. mt I don’t see you doing any,other efforts 

to turn ‘t into a fisheries atream. I th‘nk It should 

not he logged. 1 think that’. the .a‘” &oble. that we 

have 1s It celts too fast, and you have pressure from 

somebody, I guess, to log it. And ‘t’s very easy to 

say. well, leave the stubble h‘gh, 4 inches, because 

then the ranchers don’t have to worry about it, but we 

don’t have t” stop logging. 

If you*re ser‘ous .bo”t turning a stream 

into a--what you call It, a fishery stream, then it 

shouid he really serious. And you should do whatever it 

takes. not just get the cows off it. Lnd aaybe getting 

the cows off it earlier will do good, but it’s not the 

only thing that needs to be done there. There are a lot 

of Other things that need fo be done. 

MR. REP,‘AN, You have one m‘nute left. 

HR. ‘LnwAK, okay. The last thing is your 

SP,‘A thing for the--l forgot what it stand. for, but 

managing the srea from above Lake City all the way down 

LO Lake Pork. A few years a90 we had a fight about it, 

of separat‘ng the lover Lake Fork fro= the upper Lake 

Pork. It is totally different country. The upper there 

is tundra, and the lover land is like the rest of 

Gunn,son county. And eve” your studies s,pw that mast 

of Lake Pork does not fit the des‘pnat‘on .,f wild and 

scenic, while the upper end may. So I vould l‘ke to 

make a cement, again, that It should be separated. It 

should not be one game managenent up there r‘th a long 

sne.ke coning do.,” north; that it should be separate. It 

should not he under the same manaqfment plan. 

That’s a11 I have to say. Thank you. 

MR. ,!Ew*N: Thank you. *‘O”ld anybody else 

like to neke any comnenls at this tine? 

HR. ISBY: I’m Stan Irby. president of 

Gunnison Stock Growers, and I’d Iike to nake one cmment 

at this time dealing with Your planiing iasuss and 

criteria. You dealt with lIvestock and the managenent 

of livestock in the first three issues in this item. 

BYt 0” NO. 4. Ye’“* got. In view of the importance of 

recreation and tourism for local economies. what steps 

can be take” tO im.pro”e recreat‘o” diversity and 

opportun‘t‘es while preserving the resources necessary 

for desirable recreation settings? I think re need to 

include in that staleme”t, -In view of the importance of 

recreation and tourisn. and agriculture and the 
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Responses to oral statsment G 3 

1. Please seti the response to comment 40 of letter 38 regarding 

Issue No. 4 in the DRMP. 

. 
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Ill Responses to oral statement L 4 

Thank you for the comment. 
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I,- 19 Responses to oral statement L 5 

L5 :O 
I to he thing- that were printed, that there was a link 

The BLM also has a concern reQardinQ hikers and recreationists 

that pass through habitat utilized by the Uncompahgre fritillary 

butterfly. To reduce potential impacts, the recreation program in 

1990 rerouted a portion of the trail. We plan to continue 
monitoring the recreation activity in the area. 

Please see the revised Livestock Grazing Management section of 

STANDARD MANAGEMENT in the PRMP. 

Please refer to the response to comment 1 and 2 of letter 20. The 
prescription for the referenced unit is changed in the PRMP. 
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First, I certainly appreciate the tine 

that you have this open for review. It 1. a long 

docllment.. I’ve rrad ah”“t four-,ifLhS of it. and 

there’s a lot there that needs to go back and ie 

studied. 

Also, nor more specxfically. in term of 

roads, I’d ruggest someplace in the fInal tll?.t there be 

a consideration giYen to nalntenance of wade. one of 

the difficulties you’ve had recently with the wet 

hunting Season is a lot of rearing up of the roads and, 

as a conaeguence, a lot of erosion, sedinmt lost, 

along the road surface. Some way of ma2ntaining that 

Responses to oral statement L 6 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Roads would continue to be maintained based on priorities and 

funding. Please also see the responses to comments 22 and 23 of 

letter 35. 

Please see the response to comments 2 and 3 of letter 35. 

An overview of water quality conditions within the Gunnison 

Resource Area can be found on page 2-l 2 of the DRMP. 

The BLM is not presently involved in water quality studies in the 

Gunnison Resource Area. However, the BLM does have an active 

water quality inventory and monitoring program in the resource 

area, with a short-term goal of establishing baseline water quality 

conditions.Please also see the response to comment 4 of letter 35. 

In the judgement of BLM, the Riparian Zones management for the 

Preferred Alternative, and that in the PRMP, is sufficient to provide 

for the control of recreation and other activities in the event that 

negative impacts to riparian values is occurring. Please refer to the 

responses to comment 14 of letter 82, and comments 22 and 23 

of letter 35. 

The Dry Gulch riparian area and the associated watershed are 

being evaluated for the potential to improve the watershed 

condition, livestock forage and to reduce sedimentation to 

downstream lands. 

Please refer to the response to comment 5 of statement 6. In 

addition, Management activities in Long Gulch are detailed in a 

watershed activity plan titled “Long Gulch Sediment Control and 

Riparian Habitat Improvement Project” - reference number CO-037- 

EA5-002. Copies of the plan are available from the Gunnison 
Resource Area Office. 
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7. The existing situation regarding The Lake Fork of The Gunnison 
River is different than that on the Dolores River. A majority of the 
Lake Fork is along private lands, and fishing use is moderate while 
rafting and kayak use is low to moderate. Commercial outfitters 

outside the local area do not use the stream to a great degree 
because of the short use season and unpredictable flows. The 
current and projected levels of use, and the accompanying lack of 
serious commercial use problems do not indicate a strong 

necessity to limit and further regulate river use. Many aspects of 
river management pertaining to the Dolores River are contained in 
the Alpine Triangle Recreation Area Management Plan. If situations 
along the Lake Fork change in the future, ELM would reexamine 
the existing management policies and consider other management 

options. 

8. Please see the response to comment 2 of letter 8 regarding the 
East Gunnison potential ACEC. In the PRMP, the area was not 

recommended for designation for the reasons stated in the subject 
response. 

16 ram the road. it would also be helpful. I 
9. Please sea the response to written comment 8 of letter 63. 

4 
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L7 26 
Responses to oral statement L 7 

MR. CLARK: The Range Program sunmary 

LQxhte. And the figure* that were given in the 

append~r for this document, basically, ace the ‘87 

figurea that come out of here. There ought to be 801oe 

sore current figures. 1 think. 

1. Thank you for the comment. This issue is always a concern among 

the two agencies, and not only regarding livestock management. 

We will continue to work on coordination for better resource 

management. 

“R. BOTM)N‘Y: rh.nk you. 2. Please refer to the response to comment 1 for oral statement G 1. 

HR. HERMN: Thank.. that’s the last of 

the people that indicated. when they migned up, that 

they would ,~ke to provide testimony. 1s there anybody 

l lee here that would ,.ke to provide testimony? 
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27 

the necond thing in, I have been involved 

in the potential recreation and activity center be== in 

Lake City, which im mentioned again in thie report. I 

think it would be great for fake city, and I’d love to 

,ee that. I’m a little concerned that there’. no money 

in the budget for that. I don’t know if there is even 

within the ten year,, but maybe we could get something 

done in the time frame. 

etaces that that would poselbly be 

muitabte for in lake city are limited. There was a” 

offer to the RI,” and Forest service rind the Count,’ 

cmb>ned. I th,nk a couple years ago, at a reduced 

price. And nobody could make the decislo” or had the 

money to do that. The Forea Service does OY” some 

property in LOW”. It was suggeatrd that that could be 

at least sold off to the pub!lc, LO provide the money 

to buy the other piece. I underetand the Forest 

Service regulations would not allow that. II they sell 

that, they have to use that money for something else 

which. agaan. doesn’t make any sense to me. 

But I think that bringe me to the next 

point, and that is that even if you arc going to build 

a center here. I th,nk the County baa got to look at, 

Are you taking sme mare land off the tax rolIs that 

L7 28 

7hc recent l cguiaitio” of the ranch out 

here to the north i* great for the public to get into 

the high country. I have no problem with that. But I 

do have a problem with taking ,t off the tax rollm 

without, in mom ray, lessening the burden OK the local 

taxpayer. I think that’. got LO be momthing we’ve got 

to addrcsm. became we’re going to die in this county 

if we don’t. our t&s vent up on vacant land, 

unagricuttural, 20 percent last year; on residential, 

1, percent. IL doem’t take very long for that to run 

e”erybod* OYL. 

Thank you. 

?m. RERMNI Thank you. Would mybody 

else like to have testimony? II not. I thank you all 

for shoving up and particularly those rho testified. 

A”d if there are no other public comments, let the 

record ‘how that thene proceeding* are closed at 8:11. 

And with that. we’ll go on with more informal, 

one-on-one discussions with anybody. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF THE DRIWIP 

Over 600 copies of the DRMP were distributed to 
individuals, federal, state, and local agencies, elected 
officials, private interest and other groups and 
organizations, schools, businesses, libraries, land 
users, and others. Distribution was by use of volume 
mailing by the printer and in response to individual 
requests for the document. Copies of the document 
were also available for public review and distribution 
in. the BLM’s offices in Denver, Gunnison, and 
Montrose. 

The cover letter in the DRMP solicited comments 
from all recipients and reviewers. The distribution 
list for the DRMP is included below. 

FEDERAL AND STATE ELECTED OFFICIALS 

Mt. Crested Butte Town Council 
Silverton Town Council 

AGENCIES 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Golden, CO 
Washington, D. C. 

Boulder County PIP 
Colorado Department of Highways 
Colorado Department of Natural Resources 

Assistant Director 
Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation 

Colorado Natural Areas Program 
Division of Water Resources 
Division of Wildlife 

Gunnison 
Montrose 

Colorado Division of Water Resources 

Federal 

The Honorable Hank Brown 
The Honorable Ben Nighthorse Campbell, 
The,Honorable Timothy E. Wirth 

Colorado State Forest Service 
Gunnison 
Grand Junction 

State 

The Honorable Steve Acquafresca 
The Honorable Sam Cassidy 
The Honorable Lewis H. Entz 
The Honorable Bob Pastore 
The Honorable Roy Romer 

.BOARDS OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

Gun&on COUUty 

Hinsdale County 
Ouray County 
Saguache County 
San Juan County 

District 10 Regional Planning Commission 
Gunnison City Manager 
Gunnison City Planning Commission 
Gunnison County Administrator 
Gunnison County Phuming Commission 
Montrose County Planning Commission 
Mt. Crested Butte Town Planning Department 
Ouray County Land Use Administrator 
Saguache County 
State Board of Land Commissioners 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
United States Department of Agriculture 

Forest Service 
Cebolla Ranger District 
Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison 
National Forest 
Chuay Ranger District 
Paonia Ranger District 
Taylor River Ranger District 
Washington, D. C. 

Soil Conservation Service 

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENTS Gunnison, CO 
Montrose, CO 

Crested Butte Town Council . Center, CO 

Gunnison City Council Olathe, CO 

Lake City Board of Trustees 
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United States Department of Defense 
Air Force 

Assistant Secretary 
Bolling Air Force Base 

-Y 
Army Corps of Engineers 

United States Department of Energy 
Grand Junction, CO 
Oak Ridge, TN 
Washington, D. C. 
Federal Energy Regulatory 
Washington, D. C. 
Western Area Power Administration 

Montrose, CO 
Golden, CO 
Salt Lake City, UT 

United States Department of Interior 
Office of Environmental Affairs 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Geological Survey 
Bureau of Land Management 

ATROW Staff CSO 
Big Sky Resource Area 
Canon City District Office 
Challis Resource Area 
Colorado State Office 
Craig District Office 
Grand Junction District Office 
Kremmling Resource Area 
San Juan Resource Area 
Service Center 
Tulsa District Office 

Minerals Management Service 
Bureau of Mines 

Denver, CO 
Washington, D. C. 

National Park Service 
Gunnison, CO 
Montrose, CO 
Denver, CO 
Washington, D. C. 

Office of Surface Mining 
Denver, CO 
Washington, D. C. 

Bureau of Reclamation 
Montrtose, CO 
Grand Junction, CO 
Denver, CO 
Salt Lake City, UT 

United States Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 

Lakewood, CO 
Washington, D. C. 

MONTROSE DISTRICT ADVISORY COUNCILS 
AND BOARDS 

Codssion, 
Montrose District Advisory Council 

William Bauer 
Don Berry 
John F. Frost 
William Harris 
Dr. J. Stuart Krebs 
Edwin H. Marston 
Margaret Masson 
Jerald McDaniel 
James 0. Skellet 
Ms. Carmen Lawrence-Tucker 

Montrose District Grazing Advisory Board 

Ross Allen 
Russel Hindmarsh 
Ed Howard 
Raymond Snyder 
James J. Suckla 
Stan Whinraery 

BUSINESSES 

Amax Coal Company 
Bear Claw Ranch 
Black Canyon Comer 
Bratton & Associates 
Buttes Resources Company 
Club 20 
Coal Creek Angling Service 
Colorado Counties, Incorporated 
Colorado Ute Electric Association 
Crested Butte Rafting 
DeltalMontrose Electric Association 
Design Shop * 
Earth Sciences, Inc. 
Forest Queen Mine 
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Gunnison County Chamber of Commerce 
Gunnison County Electric Association 
High Country Outfitters Inc. 
High Country River Rafters 
Homestake Mining Company 
Hugh Corrigan IV, Atty at Law 
Jerry Greene Consulting and Engineering 
Lake City Chamber of Commerce 
LCM, Ltd. 
Marathon Oil Company 
Moncrief Oil Co. 
Montrose County Chamber of Commerce 
Native Sun Construction 
Omega Hygrade Ltd. 
Ouray Chamber of Commerce 
PIC Technologies 
Rocky Top Lodge 
Sheppard & Associates 
Sherrill & Allgeier 
Silverton Standard and Mine 
Tech Resources, Inc. 
Union Pacific Resource 
VALCRO, Inc. 
Western Region Land Texaco 

FORESTRY RELATED BUSINESSES 

Triangle Forest Products 
Bartholomew Lumber Company 
Mountain Valley Lumber, Inc. 
Blue Mesa Forest Products, Inc. 
Brookhart Lumber Company 
Doug Jones Sawmill 
Douglas Studs, Inc. 
Emory Ray Lumber 
Fraser and Sons 
Building Logs, Inc. 
Gray Brothers Logging 
Woodman Industries 
Hansen Lumber Company 
High Valley Lumber 
Little Loggers 
Jackson Lumber Company 
Jones Lumber Company, Inc. 
Koch Timber . 
Louisiana Pacific Corp. 
YY Wood 
Petersen Timber Company 
Figure 3 Sawmill 
Pleasant Logging & Milling Corporation 
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Rock - Tree Company 
Ronzio Firewood 
Sebring Lumber Company 
Spencer Sawmill 
Stone Forest Industries 
Todd Enterprises 
Walker Logging 
Parker Wiggin Logging 
Young Wholesale Lumber 

GRAZING PERMllTEES 

IM Company 
Adams Ranch 
Adams, Wesley D. 
Allen Brothers 
Antholz, Leona 
Bemis, Ted T. 
Bomar, Jimmie 
Braden, Dennis 
Bullington, Burton J. 
Bullington, Sandra M. 
Cassidy, John V. 
Chuchuru Brothers 
Cimarron Land 
Cole, Junior A. 
Cole, Roger 
Coleman, Melvin 
Collins, Russell 

Collins, Russell H. 
Colorado-Utah 
Crosson, David L. 
Curecanti Sheep Company 
Delany, Robert 
Deltonto, Joe 
Denison, Jerry 
Dunbar Ranches 
Elze, Richard & Ochs 
Elze, William 
Fandrich, J.W. 
Field, Fred 
Flat Top Cattle Association 
Gately, Dana R. 
Gateview Ranch, Inc. 
Gateway Ranch 
Glivar, James F. 
Gray, Nick 
Guerrieri, Paul P. 
Harris, Elma L. 
Hazard, Helen Estate 
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Hicks Family Trust 
Hollenbeck, Gene 
Hollenbeck, Inc. 
Holman Brothers 
Howard, Edward 
Howard, Edward D. 
Howard, Michael R. 
Hoyt, W. E. 
Irby, Charles Robert 
Irby, Stan 
Jiminez, Joe II 
Judson , John 
Kreuger, Harold F. 
Krueger Ranch Company 
Lee, Bruce CCA 
Leonard, John W. 
Leonard, Ralph E. 
Leonard, Randall E. 
Lester, Freeman 
Lick&, Wayne 
Masden, D. A. & Sons 
Maurer, Albert 
MC Cutchin, Ronald 
McJunkin, HH Jr. Inc. 
M&tin, David J. 
Miller, Harry Ranch 
Miller, Ronald W. 
Moncriei, W.A. Jr. 
Moore, Wayne 
Nicolas Brothers 
Nielson, Ed 
Norsworthy, Lamar 
Ochs Brothers 
Peterson Ranch Inc. 
Phelps, Duane R. 
Phelps, Lawrence 
Piloni, Deno C. & Iva 
Raleigh Flick Estate 
Reece, Peggy Lue 
Rice, Ralph E. 
Rickenbaugh, Kent & Caroline 
Rivergate Ranch Association 
Robbins, Edward N. 
Roper, Robert L. 
Rudibaugh, Rudy 
Ryan, James H. 
Sammons, Jim 
Sanrmons Land 
Seay, Charles E. 
Sharp, Robert N. 
Snyder, Terre11 
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Soderquist, Andrew A. 
Soderquist, Dean L. 
Soderquist Ranches 
Spann, Ken 
Spann, Virgil and Lee 
Stanfield, Ross 
Steenbergen, Donald 
Stratman, James 
Taramarcaz, Joseph P. 
Taramarcaz, Lee 
Vader Cloverleaf Ranch 
Vader, Harry 
Vader, P&J Ranch 
Van Tuyl Ranches 
VW, Mae 
Vickers Brothers 
Ward, J. S. 
Ward Ranches, Inc. 
Watson, Woodrow W. 
Whinnery, Robert 
Wilson, John Adams 
Wilson, Richard B. 
Wilson, Wendell 
Wisely Family Trust 
Wright, Burton 
Yocum, Grace E. 
Youmans, cora 
Youmans, Joseph 
Youmans, Patrick- I. 

INTEREST GROUPS 

The Access Fund 
American Rivers 
Audubon Society 

. BIO-ENVIRONS 
Blue Mesa Recreation Association 
Colorado Association of Four Wheel Drive Clubs, 
Inc. 
Colorado Cattlemen’s Association 
Colorado Environmental Coalition 
Colorado Mining Association 
Colorado Mountain Club 
Colorado Native Plant Society 
Colorado Off-Hwy. Vehicle Coalition 
Colorado Timber Industry Association 
Colorado Trail Riders 
Grand Junction Geological Society 
Gum&on County Stockgrowers’ Association 
High Country Citizen’s Alliance 
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Hinsdale County Historical Society 
League of Women Voters 
Mile High Jeep Club 
National Cattleman’s Association 
National Park & Conservation Association 
National Wildlife Federation 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
Public Land Foundation 
Rocky Mot&in Bighorn Society 
Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association 
San Luis Valley Cattlemen’s Association 
Sierra Club 
Sinapu 
The Nature Conservancy 
Trout Unlimited 
Uncompahgre Livestock Association 
United Four Wheel Drive Association 
Western Colorado Congress 
Western Slope ATV Association 
Western Small Miners’ Association 
Western Utility Group 
Wilderness Study Group 

LlBRARlES 

Crested Butte Library 
Gunnison County Library 
Lake City Public Library 
Mesa County Public Library 
Montrose Library District 

MEDIA 

Associated Press 
Crested Butte Chronicle and 
Delta County Independent 
Dolores Star 
Dove Creek Press 
Duraugo Herald 
Forum Newspapers, Inc. 
Grand Junction Daily Sentinel 
Gunnison Country Times ’ 
High Country News 
KBUT FM 
KDGO AM Radio 
KDTA Radio 
KGUC AM/FM Radio 
KJCT Television 
KKXK FM / KUBC AM 

KQIL Radio and KQIX Radio 
KREX Television 
KREY TV 
KSTR AM & FM Radio 
KVLE FM Radio 
KVNF FM Community Radio 
Mancos Times-Tribune 
Joumal/Cortez Sentinel 
Montrose Daily Press 

. North Fork Times 
Ouray County Plaindealer 
Silver World Publishing 
Telluride Times 
The Chroejcle 

PERSONS 

Asper, Darwin E. 
Behnken, James 
Bemhardt, Barbara 
Bemis, Ted T. 
Berry, Don 
Blaum, Ray 
Bottomly, Bill 
Carl, Tom 
Carrick, David 
Christenson, David 
Clark, Ralph E. 
Condrat, Charles 
Crawford, Jamey 

Cudlip, Lynn 
Curtis, Kelly 
DeHaan, Ruth V. 
Denham, Larry 
Denton, Denny J. 
DeVore, Chad 
Doran, Clyde 
Doran, Clyde 
Drake, Carol M. 
Dunn, Carman W. 
DUM, James P. 
Dunn, William M. 
Gibbs, Phillip Paul 
Goodhue, Dennis D. 
Greenwood, Walter P. 
Gregory, Lee 
Hall, Dan 
Hall, Denis B. 
Hall, William and Ruthama 
Hansen, John 
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Higgins, Susanna 
Hill, Erich 
Hodges, Jay 
Hogue, Claudia 
Holcomb, Michelle 
Holderfield, Thomas L. 
Hurd, Robert 
Hyde, Bob 
Xnge, Bob 
Jameson, Hugh S. 
Johnson, Ken 
Johnson, Wade 
Jones, Doug 
Juiata, Cristi 
Julianskodje, Beth 
Keables, T. 
Keidel, Jeffry 
Kenyon, Tom 
.Kilgore, Mrs. Herman G. 
Kuhn, Russ 
Laird, Hubert 
Larson, Steve 
Lehr, Paula I. 
Lames, Dewey 
Lorah, Darrel G. 
Mall, James 
Marencik, Pam 
Markey, Joseph W. 
Martin, Amy 
Mason, Edna 
Mason, Philip 
Maurus, John K. 
Maxson, William & Mary 
McConkey, A. 
McCormick, Don E. 
McCulloch, Robert W. 
McLain, David 
Naslund , Dave 
Oehlkers, Ron 
Olson, Paul G. 
Osbom, Dianne L. 
Parker, John H. 
Pearson, Mark 
Pergam, Cathy J. 
Perrin, Jack, Mr. 
Potter, M.D., Donald E. 
Pritz, Kristan 
Quinn, Thomas P. & Carol W. 
Ritchey, John M. 
Robison, Mike 

Rosette, Bob 
Saban, Robert J. 
Schroeder, Alan 
Seitz, Chris 
Sherwood, Scott 
Shuster, William C. 
Sirkis, Jon 
Southard, D. 
Spmws Gaty 
Squirrel, Linda Helken 
Stabler, Mike 
Stigall, Mary 
Swank, Joel 
Templeton, jay 
Tembrock, Bill 
Thompson, Don 
Tolfree, Robert L. 
Tollefson, Barry A. 
Unlaub, Charles 
Vader, Harry 
Vader, Joseph P. 
Van Dusen, Paul D. 
Vickers, “Perk ” 
Vierheller, Bruce 
Virden, Phillip H. 
Wade, John M. 
Walsh, David 
Warren, Katherine 
Welch, Lisa 
Wilbanks, Tom 
Wingate, J.P. 
Winslow, Patricia 
Woods, Henry 
Yonan, Jim 
Zachary, Wendell L. 

SCHOOLS, COLLEGES, AND UNIVERSITIES 

Colorado Outdoor Bound School 
Colorado State University 
Ft. Lewis College 
Rocky Mountain Biological Lab 
Rocky Mountain Law Foundation 
University of Colorado 
University of Illinois 
University of Nevada-Reno 
Western State College 
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APPENDIX 0 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ACTIVITY PLAN 
PREPARATION, REVISIOijl, OR UPDATING 

This Appendix consolidates recommendations made in Chapter Four regarding the preparation or updating of a 
variety of activity level plans, such as Recreation Area Management Plans (RAMPS) or Cultural Resource 
Management Plans (CRMPs). Also included are the recommendations from Chapter Four regarding the preparation 
of integrated, comprehensive, and coordinated multi-resource level activity plans. The plans are referred to in the 
PRMP as Coordinated Resource Management Activity Plans (CRMAPs). This Appendix also consolidates the 
recommendations made in Chapter Four that would require certain or all resources to be incorporated or considered 
during the preparation, revision, or updating of either single resource activity level plans or CRMAPs. The actions 
under the header “ACTIVITY PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS IN THE STANDARD MANAGEMENT 
SECTION” would, unless otherwise noted, apply to the entire Planning Area. The actions under the header 
“ACTIVITY PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS IN MANAGEMENT UNIT PRESCRIPTIONS” would apply to 
specific Management Units. Any proposed single resource activity plan could be combined into a CRMAP if 
appropriate. 

ACTIVITY PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS IN THE STANDARD MANAGEMENT SECTION 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO PREPARE, DEVELOP, UPDATE, OR REVISE ACTIVITY PLANS 

page 4-5: Wildlife Habitat Management. The Habitat Management Plan (HMP) for the 
Planning Area would.be revised and implemented consistent with BLM’s Fish 
and Wildlife Plan for Colorado - Program for the Decade. The HMP would 
prescribe land use and species management guidance for the mutual benefit of 
wildlife, fish, special status plant and animal species and habitat, and other 
resources on public lands. Objectives of the revised HMP would include, but 
would not be limited to, methods to manage public lands to help meet, within 
carrying capacities of the habitat, CDOW long-range herd goals, maintain or 
improve vegetation communities to benefit both game and non-game wildlife, 
implement a program to increase the quantity and quality of crucial big game 
winter range, and implement cooperative plans and projects with CDOW and 
other organizations to maintain or enhance big game and/or upland game 
habitats. 

page 4-11: Existing and future activity plans, such as AMPS or CRMAPs, would, based on 
staffing capabilities, be evaluated and either modified or revised as necessary, 
using a coordinated, interdisciplinary approach. New activity plans would also 
be developed with interdisciplinary input and consultation with permittees and 
other affected interests. Activity plans would incorporate allotment specific 
objectives for maintaining or improving livestock forage, wildlife and fish 
habitat, and riparian areas. Activity plans would also prescribe management 
actions including grazing practices, range improvements, changes in season of 
use, and other management actions to achieve allotment specific objectives. 
Innovative or non-traditional management strategies would also be considered. 

page 4-12: One Planning Area-wide Forest Management Plan (FMP) would be completed 
that would incorporate and update the two existing FMPs. 

page 4-13: A CRMAP for the Alpine Triangle SRMA would be prepared that incorporates 
appropriate actions contained in the existing Recreation Area Management Plan 
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page 4-13: 

page 4-14: 

page 4-14: 

page 4-15: 

page 4-15: ‘@e transportation plan map would be updated. 

page 4-16: A site-specific bum plan and .Environmental Analysis (EA) would be prepared 
prior to authorizing any prescribed bums. 

(RAMP) and the prescriptions for Management Units 1, 4, 5, 6, and that part 
of unit 15 located in the SRMA. 

In Management Unit 2,. public lands in the Powderhorn Primitive Area SRMA 
would be managed for primitive and semi-primitive, non motorized recreation 
and scenic opportunities and for the maintenance and enhancement of natural 
values. A RAMP would be prepared and would include goals within BLM’s 
Recreation 2ooO: A Strategic Plan. 

Protection of cultural resources would be considered in all activity plans. 

Wilderness Management Plans would be prepared for any area(s) designated and 
the area(s) would be managed as wilderness. 

A land sale/disposal activity plan would be prepared for Category I lands. 
indicating disposal techniques, priorities, and implementation timing. 

‘RECOMMENDATIONS TO INCLUDE, INCORPORATE, OR IDENTIFY CERTAIN 
RESOURCESIRESdURtiE USES IN ACTIVITY PLANS 

page 4-2: Specific, desired plant communities would be identified in activity plans. 
Exceptions to a late seral ecological status needed to meet objectives would be 
identified in activity plans. 

page 4-2: Site-specific ripluian management strategies, projects, or improvements would 
be included in activity plans and would be implemented by priority, as to be 
determined by riparian area inventories. 

page 4-8: In Management Units 14 or 15, the 4 inch stubble height requirement would be 
incorporated into all existing activity plans in these two management units, since 
existing plans do not adequately address riparian concerns. When outdated 
activity‘ plans are evaluated, modified, or revised, riparian concerns would 
address the following management guidance: site specific objectives would be 
consistent with riparian area goals established in this plan for Management Units 
14 and 15. 

page 4-8: In all riparian areas, except in units 14 or 15, the 2% inch stubble height would 
be incorporated into all existing AMPS or other activity plans. When outdated 
activity plans are evaluated, modified, or revised, riparian concerns would 
address the following guidance: site specific objectives would be consistent with 
riparian area goals established in this plan, including the maintenance, 
restoration, or improvement of riparian conditions (hydrologic, soil, and 
vegetation) and natural values. 
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page 4-9: Range Improvements 

Structural and non-structural range improvements such as fences, water 
developments, bums, spray treatments, and others would continue to be 
identified and’prescribed in activity plans or grazing agreements. This would 
facilitate livestock management to achieve specific management and resource 
objectives defined in activity plans or agreements. 

page 4-12: Range readiness would be incorporated into existing AMP’s utilizing the criteria 
specified in Appendix B. This would provide flexibility for early turnout on 
areas that have adequate time for plant and riparian system recovery. On 
allotments with AMP’s or other activity plans, plan objectives and actions would 
also be considered when determining turnout dates. However, readiness criteria 
for allotments with AMP’s or other activity plans would be specific to the 
allotment and/or areas within it. Range readiness criteria as documented in 
Appendix B would be used until specific criteria can be incorporated into each 
AMP or other activity plan. 

page 4-12: Monitoring 

page 4-16: 

9) Ecological site inventories for uplands and riparian areas would be 
conducted in preparation for activity plans as needed on category “I” 
allotments. This would be done as part of the activity plan preparation 
process, and as funding and personnel allow. 

Activity plans would consider the remediation of known hazards. 

ACTIVITY PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS IN MANAGEMENT UNIT PRESCRIPTIONS 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO PREPARE, DEVELOP, UPDATE, OR REVISE ACTIVITY PLANS 

page 4-l 8: In Management Unit 1, and the Alpine Triangle Special Recreation Management 
Area (SRMA), A CRMAP would be prepared, incorporating the management 
actions in the existing RAMP, Recreation 2000 goals and the back country 
byway, the Alpine Loop Cultural Resource Management Plan (CRMP), historic 
site management, visual resource management, and the resources in all 
management units in the Alpine Triangle SRMA. 

page 4-19: In Management Unit 1, the Alpine Loop CRMP would be prepared to direct the 
development, maintenance, stabilization, and interpretation of these appropriate 
historic resources for passive, non-consumptive recreation opportunities in 
Management Unit 1. This plan would be‘incorporated into the CRMAP for the 
unit and the Alpine Triangle SRMA. Interpretation would emphasize the 
protection of historic sites, buildings, and facilities in order to prevent 
vandalism. Management for units 4, 5, 6, and part of unit 15 would be 
incorporated into the CRMAP. 

page 4-21: In Management Unit 2, the Powderhorn Primitive Area SRMA, a Recreation 
Area Management Plan (RAMP) would be prepared, emphasizing the 
enhancement of natural values and primitive recreation opportunities. 

Q-3 



APPENDIXES 

page 4-26: 

page 4-28: 

page 4-29: 

page 4-32: 

page 4-33: 

page 4-36: 

In Management Unit 7, the West Antelope Creek ACEC, a CRMAP would be 
prepared. Management for unit 9 would be incorporated into the CRMAP. 

In Management Unit 8, the South Beaver Creek ACEC, an integrated ACEC 
management plan would be prepared. 

In Management Unit 10, a HMP would be prepared. 

For Management Unit 12, a HMP or a CRMAP would be developed focusing 
on overall habitat improvement and intensive habitat management. The plan 
would include treatments and projects in uplands and riparian ecosystems to 
increase the production and composition of bitterbrush, serviceberry, mountain 
mahogany, willows, and cottonwoods. Methods would include shrub plantings, 
burning, and techniques. to convert decadent sagebrush stands to stands 
dominated by young sagebrush plants in the uplands. 

In Management Unit 13, activity plans, such as CRMAPs or AMPS, would be 
developed, and existing AMPS would be updated as needed using CRMAP 
standards and procedures. Existing range improvements and treatments would 
be maintained and new range improvements and treatments would be developed 
according to updated or new activity plans. 

For Management Unit 15, the Resource Area HMP would be revised to include 
the recommendations in the Management Unit prescription. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO INCLUDE, INCORPORATE, OR IDENTIFY CERTAIN 
RESOURCES/RESOURCE USES IN ACTIVITY PLANS 

page 4-23: 

page 4-24: 

page 4-25: 

page 4-27: 

Page 4-28: 

For Management Unit 4, the American Basin ACEC, specific and detailed 
management would be included as part of the CRMAP to be prepared for the 
Alpine Triangle SRMA, Management Unit 1. 

For Management Unit 5, the Redcloud Peak ACEC, specific management of 
resources would be incorporated into the CRMAP to be prepared for the Alpine 
Triangle SRMA, Management Unit 1. 

For Management Unit 6, the Slumgullion Earthflow National Natural Landmark 
ACEC, specific management for resources, including interpretation ‘of the 
earthflowand other natural values in the unit, would be included in the CRMAP 
to be prepared for the Alpine Triangle SRMA, Management Unit 1. 

In Management Unit 7, the West Antelope Creek ACEC, non-conflicting and 
compatible livestock management objectives, projects, and mitigating measures 
would be incorporated into new activity plans, such as AMPS, HMPs or 
CRMAPs, before being implemented. 

For Management Unit 9, the Dillon Pinnacles ACEC, specific management 
actions would be included in the CRMAP for unit 7. 
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page 4-31: In Management Unit 11, sagebrush treatments and management to improve sage 
grouse habitat would be incorporated into all activity plans, such as AMPS or 
CRMAPs; and their design, implementation, and management would incorporate 
as a minimum the sage grouse habitat management guidelines in Appendix A. 
Deviations from these guidelines may be granted by the authorized officer if it 
can be demonstrated that short term impacts would be offset by long term 
benefits to sage grouse and their habitat. 

page 4-34: In Management Unit 13, activity plans developed that involve lands at High 
Mesa, Hartman Rocks, and Big Mesa would include and consider management 
objectives for all resources, including recreation management. 

page 4-35: In Management Unit 14, riparian improvement strategies and/or projects would 
be included in all CRMAPs and other activity plans and implemented. 
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ACEC: 
ALMRS: 

AMP: 
APD: . 
ARPA: 
AUM: 
BLM: 
BOM: 
BOR: 
CEC: 
C&Mu: 
CDOW: 
CEQ: 
CFR: 
cfs: 
CNAP: 
CNRA: 
CRMP: 
CRMAP: 

DOE: 
EA: 
EIS: 
EMS: 
EPA: 
ERMA: 
FERC: 
FLPMA: 
FMP: 
FMU: 
FR: 
GAG: 
GMU: 
GIS: 
GRA: 
HMP: 
IBLA: 
IGMC: 
IMP: 
KGS: 
kv: 

ACRONYMS 

Area of Critical Environment Concern 
Automated Lands and Minerals Record 
System 
Allotment Management Plan 
Application for Permit to Drill 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act 
Animal Unit Month 
Bureau of Land Management 
Bureau of Mines 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Colorado Environmental Coalition 
Classification and Multiple Use Act 
Colorado Division of Wildlife 
Council on Environmental Quality 
Code of Federal Regulations 
cubic feet per second 
Colorado Natural Areas Program 
Curecanti National Recreation Area 
Cultural Resources Management Plan 
CoordinatedResourceManagementActivity 
Plan 
Department of Energy 
Environmental Assessment 
Environmental Impact Statement 
Existing Management Situation 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Extensive Recreation Management Area 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
Forest Management Plan 
Forest Management Unit. ’ 
Federal Register 
Geologic Advisory Group 
Game Management Unit 
Geographic Information System 
Gunnison Resource Area 
Habitat Management Plan 
Interior Board of Land Appeals 
Interim Grazing Management Criteria 
Interim Management Policy (Wilderness) 
Known Geologic Structure 
kilovolt 

MBF: Thousand Board Feet 
MFP: Management Framework Plan 
MSA: Management Situation Analysis 
NEPA: National Environmental Policy Act 
NPS: National Park Service 
NRHPt National Register of Historic Places 
NSO: No Surface Occupancy 
NWPS: National Wilderness Preservation System 
NWASRA:National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
ONA: 
OHV: 
PLO: 
RAMP: 
RAP: 
R&PP: 
RCA: 
RCL: 
RMP: 
RNA: 
RS: 
ROD: 
RPS: 
RVD: 
scs: 
SRMA: 
T&E: 
TDS: 
TPCC: 

TSP: 
USC: 
USDA: 
USDI: 
USFS: 
USFWS: 
USGS: 
VRM: 
WAPA: 
WSA: 
WSR: 

Outstanding Natural Area 
Off-Highway Vehicle 
Public Land Order 
Recreation Area Management Plan 
Resource Area Profile 
Recreation and Public Purposes Act 
Resource Capability Analysis 
Resource Capability Level 
Resource Management Plan 
Research Natural Area 
Revised Statute 
Record of Decision 
Rangeland Program Summary 
Recreation Visitor Day 
Soil Conservation Service 
Special Recreation Management Area 
Threatened and Endangered 
Total Dissolved Solids 
Timber Production Capabilities 
Classification 
Total Suspended Particulates 
United States Code 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
U.S. Forest Service 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Geological Survey 
Visual Resource Management 
Western Area Power Administration 
Wilderness Study Area 
Wild and Scenic River 
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GLOSSARY 

ACCELERATED SOIL LOSS. Soil loss that is a direct or indirect result of historic and present human activities. Accelerated soil loss is 
that which.occurx in addition to the soil loss attributable to natural processes acting on undisturbed landscapes. 

ACTIVE GRAZING PREFERENCE. That portion of the grazing preference expressed in Animal Units per Month (AUMs), that are available 

to be licensed for use during any one.grazing year. 

ACTIVITY PLAN. A site-specific or resourcelresourceuse plan which precedesproject implement, construction, or actual development,usually 
emphasizing a single resource or use on public lands; the most detailed level of BJ.M planning. 

AIR QUALITY CLASSES. Classifications established under the Prevention of Significant Deterioration portion of the Clean Air Act which 

limits the amount of air pollution considered significant within an area. Class I applies to areas where almost any changed in air quality would 
be.signiIicant; Class II applies to areas when: the deterioration normally accompanying moderate well-controlled growth would be insignificant; 
and Class III applies to areas where industrial deterioration would generally be insignificant. 

ALLOCATE. To define allowable resource usee and related levels of production or use to be maintained. 

ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN (AMP). A concisely written program of livestock grazing management, including supportive measures 
if required, designed to attain specific multiple-use management goals in a grazing allotment. 

ALLOTMENT CATEGORIZATION. As an aid in prioritizing grazing allotments for grazing management system development, all allotments 
have been tentatively placed into one of three categories: (1) Maintain or “M”; (2) Improve or “I”; and (3) Custodial or “C”. Allotments within 
each category do not have to meet all the criteria to be managed according to the category objectives. Category criteria are: 

AUTHORIZE. To grant permission, usually of a discretionary nature, to engage in an allowable use. 

“M” (MAINTAIN) CATEGORY CRITERIA. P resent range condition is satisfactory; allotments have moderate or high resource production 

potential (or trend is moving in that direction); no serious resource-use conflicts/controversy exist; oppottunitics may exist for 
positive economic return from public investment% and present management appears satisfactory. 

“I” (IMPROVE) CATEGORY CRITERIA. P resent range condition is unsatisfactory; allotments have moderate to high resource production 

potential and are producing at low to moderate levels; serious resource-use conflicts/controversy exist; opportunities exist for 
positive economic return from public investments; and present management appears unsatisfactory. 

“C” (CUSTODIAL) CATEGORY CRITERIA. p resent range condition is not a factor; allotment have low resource production potential and 
are producing near their potential; limited resource-use conflicts/controversy may exist; opportunities for positive economic return 
on public investments do not exist or arc constrained by technological or economic factors; and present management appears 

satisfactory or is the only logical practice under existing resource conditions. 

ALLOTMENT. An area of land where one or more operatorsgraze their livestock. It generally consists of public lands but may include parcels 
of private or state-owned lands. The number of livestock and period of use are stipulated for each allotment. 

ALLOWABLE CUT. The amount of timber which can be harvested on an annual or decadal basis consistent with the principle of sustained 
yield. The allowable cut includes all planned timber harvest volumes exclusive of such products as Christmas trees, branches, and cones. 

ALLUVIAL SOIL. A soil developing from rcccntly deposited alluvium and exhibiting essentially no horizon development or modification of 
the recently dcposited.materials. 

ALJUVIUM. Clay, silt, sand, gravel, or other rock materials transpofled by flowing water. Deposited in comparatively recent geologic time 

as sorted or semisotted sediment in riverbeds, estuaries, floodplains, lakes, and shores, and in fans at the base of mountain slopes. 

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY. The state of the atmosphere at ground level as dctincd by the range of measured and/or predicted ambient 
concentrations of all significant pollutants for all averaging periods of interest. 

: 

!NJMAL UNIT MONTJJ (AUM). Th e amount of forage necessary to sustain one cow or its equivalent for a period of one month. 

APPLICATION. A written request, petition or offer to lease lands for the purpose of oil and gas exploration and/or the right of extraction. 

AQUATIC. Living or growing in or on the water. 
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AREA,OF CRITICAL ENVIROhiENTAL CONCERN (ACEC). An area established through the planning process as provided in FLPMA 
where special management attention is required (when such areas are developed or used or where no development is required) to protect and 
prevent irreparable damage to important historic, cultural, or scenic values; or to fish and wildlife resources-or other natural systems or 
processes; or to protect life and afford safety from natural hazards. 

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICE. A practice, or a combination of practices, determined by a state or a designated planning agency to be 
the most effective, practicable means of preventing or reducing the amount of pollution generated by nonpoint sources to a level compatible with 
water quality goals. 

BIG GAME. Larger species of wildlife that are.hunted, such as elk, deer, bighorn sheep, and pronghom antelope. Unless otherwise noted, 
big game in this RMP/EIS refers to elk and deer. 

BLM LAND. Land administered by the Bureau of Land Management. 

BLOWOUT. A small area from which wind erosion has removed all or almost all of the soil and soil material. 

BOARD FOOT. Measure of amount of timber equivalent to a piece 12” x 12” x 1”. 

CANDIDATE SPECIES. Any species not yet officially listed but which are undergoing a status review or are proposed for listing according 
to Federal Register notices published by the Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of Commerce. 

CANOPY. The continuous cover of branches and foliage formed collectively by the crowns of adjacent trees and other woody growth 

CLEAR-CUT. The removal of an entire stand of trecs’in one cutting. Reproduction is obtained artificially, by natural seeding either from 
adjacent stands or from trees cut in the clearing operation. This harvest method creates a new even-aged stand of trees. 

CLIMAX PLANT COMMUNITY. The linal vegetative community that emerges after a series of successive vegetational stages. It represents’ 
the highest ecological development of a plant community capable of perpetuation under the prevailing climate and soil conditions. 

COAL UNSUITABILITY CRITERIA. Regulations developed by the BLM which use the ability of an area’s surface resources to accept or 
absorb the impact of coal mining activities as a means to determine the suitability or unsuitability of the area for coal mining. 

COMMERCIAL FOREST LAND(S). F orest land (of all species of trees) which is producing or is capable of producing 20 cubic feet per acre 
per year. 

CONDITIONAL FIRE SUPPRESSION. Areas where the intensity of fire suppression actions is not fixed and will vary with the conditions 
existing at the time the fire starts. These areas are managed on a least-cost basis. 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL. Conditions or provisions (requirements) under which an Application for Permit to Drill or a Sundry Notice 
is approved. 

CONTIGUOUS. Lands or legal subdivisions having a common boundary; lands having only a common comer are not contiguous. 

CONTROLLED SURiACE USE (CSU). U se and occupancy is allowed (unless restricted by another stipulation), but identified resource values 

require special operational constrains that may modify the lease rights. CSU is used for operating guidance;not as a substitute for the NSO or 
Timing stipulations. 

COORDINATED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACTIVITY PLAN (CRMAP). A n activity level plan completed for more than one resource 

in a given area/site, usually when conflicts or potential conflicts could occur between various resource activities. 

CRUCIAL WILDLIFE RANGE. Parts of the habitat necessary to sustain a wildlife population at critical periods of its life cycle. This is often 
a limiting factor on the population, such as breeding habitat, winter habitat, etc. 

CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY CLASSES. Types of inventories to determine the existence, significance, and other characteristics 
of cultural (historical and archeological) resources. Cultural resource inventories are categorized as Class I, II, or III. 

CLASS I. An existing data survey. This is an inventory of a study area to (1) provide a narrative overview of cultural resources 
by using existing information, and (2) compile existing cultural resources site record data on which to base the development of 
the BLM’s site record system. 

CLASS II. A sampling field inventory designed to locate, from surface and exposed profile indications, all cultural resource 

sites within a portion of ttn area so that an estimate can be made of the cultural resourcea for the entire area. 
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CLASS III. An intensive field inventory designed to locate, from surface and exposed profile indications, all cultural resource 
sites in an area. Upon its completion, no further cultural resources inventory work is normally needed. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES. Those fragile and non-renewable remains of human activity, occupation, or endeavor reflected in districts, sites, 
structures, buildings, objects, artifacts, ruins, works of art, architecture, and natural features that were of importance in human events. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. The collective and aggregate impacts of all actions affecting a particular resource. 

DIRECTIONAL DRILLING. Drilling borehole wherein course of hole is planned before drilling. Such holes are usually drilled with rotary 
equipment at an angle to the vertical and are useful in avoiding obstacles or in reaching side areas or mineral estate beneath restricted surface. 

. 

DISPOSAL. Transfer of ownership of a tract of public land from the United States to another party through sale, exchange, transfer under the 
Recreation and Public Purposes Act, or desert land entry. 

DIVERSITY. The relative abundance of wildlife species, plant species, communities, habitats, or habitat features per unit of area. 

EASEMENT. Right afforded a person or agency to make limited use of another’s real property for access or other purposes. 

ECOLOGICAL SITE. A distinctive geographic unit that differs from other kinds of geographic units in its ability to produce a characteristic 
natural plant community. An ecological site is the product of all the environmental factors responsible for its development. It is capable of 

supporting a native plant community typified by an association of species that differs from that of other ecologic sites in the kind or portion of 
species or in total production.. 

ECOLOGICAL STATUS. The present state of vegetation of a range site in relation to the potential natural community for the site. Ecological 

status is use independent. It is an expression of the relative degree to which the kinds, propottions, and amounts of planls in a community 
resemble that of the potential natural community. The. four ecological status classes correspond to O-25, 26-5(1, 51-75, or 76-100 percent 
similarity to the potential natural community and are called early seral, mid seral, late seral, and potential natural community, respectively. 

ECOSYSTEM. Collectively, all populations in a community, plus the associated environmental factors. 

ENDANGERED SPECIES. Any species which is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA). A concise public document prepared to provide sufftcient evidence and analysisfordetermining 
whether to prepare an environmental impact statement or a finding of no significant impact. It includes a brief discussion of the need for the 

proposal, alternatives considered, environmental impacts of the proposed action and alternatives, and a list of agencies and individuals consulted. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS). A f ormal public document prcparcd to analyze the impacts on the environment of a 

proposed project or action and released for comment and review. An El.9 must meet the requirements of NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and directives 

of the agency responsible for the proposed project or action. 

EPHEMERAL STREAM. A stream that flows occasionally because of surface runoff, but is not influenced by permanent ground water. 

EXCEPTION. Case-by-case exemption from an oil and gas lease stipulation. The stipulation continues to apply tk all other sites within a 
leasehold to which the restrict criteria applies. 

EXISTING MANAGEMENT SITUATION, AND RESOURCE CAPABILITY ANALYSIS. This is available for review at BLM’s Colorado 

State Office, Montrose District Offrce, and Cunnison Resource Arca Office. 

EYRIE. A cliff nest of a raptor. 

FEDERAL LAND POLICY AND MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1976 (FLPMA). Public Law 94-579 signed by the President on October 21, 
1976. Establishes public land policy for management of lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management. FLPMA specifies several key 

directions for the Bureau, notably (1) management be on the basis of multiple-use and sustained yield, (2) land use plans be prepared to guide 
management actions, (3) public lands be managed for the protection, development, and enhancement of resources, (4) public lands be retained 
in federal ownership, and (5) public participation be utilized in reaching management decisions. 

FISHERY, FISHERY STREAM. A body of water capable of producing and sustaining fishery populations. 

FORAGE. All browse and herbaceous forbs that are available to grazing animals. 

FORB. A nonwoody herbaceous plant. 
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FOREST LANDS. Lands which are, or are capable of being, at least 10 percent stocked by forest trees and are not currently developed for 
nonforest use. 

FOREST MANAGEMENT. The applica?ion of business methods and technical forestry principles to the operation of a forest property. 

FOREST MANAGEMENT UNIT. A specific geographic area for which a IMP would be prepared and in which intensive management of 
commercial forest land(s) would occur. 

FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN (IMP). A detailed activity plan identifying the objectives and techniques used to harvest the forest resource 

of a specific area. 

FRAGILE SOIL. Category of problem sites composed of soils that have moderate to high water holding capacities, moderate to slow 

permeability, and can be severely degraded by compaction, slumping and sliding, and erosion. 

FRAGILE SOIL/SLOPE GRADIENT. Problem sites where unstable landforms and unstable or erosive soils are made more vulnerable to 

degradation by steep slopes. 

GRAZING SYSTEM. Scheduled grazing use and non-use of an allotment to reach identified goals or objectives by improving the quality and 
quantity of vegetation. 

GROUND COVER. The area of ground surface occupied by the stem(s) of a range plant, as contrasted with the full spread of its herbage or 

foliage, generally measured at one inch above soil level. 

GROUND WATER. Water beneath the land surface, in the zone of saturation. 

GROWING SEASON. Generally, the period of the year dming which the temperature of vegetation remains sufftciently high to allow plant 
growth. 

IIABITAT MANAGEMENT PLAN (HMP). A written and approved activity plan for a geographical area which identifies habitat management 

activities to be implemented in achieving specific objectives of planning decisions. 

HABITAT. A specific set of physical conditions that surround a single species, a group of species, or a large community. In wildlife 
management, the major components of habitat are considered to be food, water, cover, and living space. 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Hazardous materials are any of the materials classified as hazardous waste, as defined in 40 CPR 261.3. The 

definition in the CPR includes numerous categories of materials that could be harmful to health, safety, or property. 

HAZARD SITES/AREAS. Locations, features, or characteristics of locations that require caution because of the nature of these locations or 
sites. Examples are waterfalls, cliffs, abandoned mines, quarries, or steep highwalls at active or abandoned surface mining operations. 

IIEAVY GRAZING. A comparative term which indicates that the stocking rate of a pasture is relatively greater than that of other pastures. 
ORen erroneously used to mean overuse. cf. light and moderate grazing. 

IMPACT. The effect, influence, alteration, or imprint caused by an action. 

INDIGENOUS. Born, growing or produced naturally (native) in an area, region, or country. 

INFILTRATION RATE. Maximum rate at which soil under specified conditions can absorb rain or shallow impounded water, expressed in 
quantity of water absorbed by the soil per unit of time. 

INTENSIVE FIRE SUPPRESSION. Areas where a full complement of equipment and work force is used to contain, control, and suppress 

wildfire. 

INTERBM GRAZING MANAGEMENT CRITERIA. A set of conditions applicable to forage utilization and range-readiness that governs 
how much forage can be consumed by grazing animals on public land and when livestock grazing can help in the spring on public land. 

INTERIM MANAGEMENT POLICY (IMP). The Department of Interior policy that mandates the BLM to manage lands under wilderness 

review so as not to impair wilderness values and to protect the right of Congress to make the wilderness designation decision. 

INTERMITTENT STREAM. A stream that does not flow year-round but has some association with ground water for surface or subsurface 
now. 
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INTRUSION. A feature (land and water form, vegetation, or man-made structure) that is generally considered out of context with the 

characteristic landscape. 

INVADER. Plant species that were absent or present in very small amounts in undisturbed pottions 61 the original vegetation of a specific range 
site and will invade following disturbance or continued overuse. 

INVERTEBRATE. An animal lacking a backbone or spinal column. 

:KEY AREA. A relatively small portion of a rangeland selected because of its location, use, or grazing value as an area on which to monitor 

the effects of grazing use. It is assumed that key areas, if properly selected, will reflect the effects of current grazing management over all or 
a part of a pasture, allotment, or other grazing unit. 

KEY SPECIES. (1) those species which must,.because of their importance, be considered in a management program; or (2) forage species 
whose use serves as an indicator to the degree of use of associated species. 

KNOWN GEOLOGIC STRUCTURES (KGS). A trap in which an accumulation of oil and gas has been discovered by drilling and which 
is determined to be productive. Its limits include all acreage that is presumptively productive (43 CFR 3100.0-S (a)). 

LAND TREATMENT. All methods of attificiai range improvement and soil stabilization such as reseeding, brush control (chemical and 
mechanical), pitting, ,furrowing, water spreading, etc. 

LEASE NOTICE. Provides more detailed information concerning limitation that already exist in law, lease terms, regulations, or operation 
orders. A Lease Notice also addresses special items the lessee would consider when planning operations, but does not impose new or additional 
restrictions. 

LEASABLE MINERALS. Those minerals or materials designated as leasable under the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920. They include coal, 

-phosphate, asphalt, sulphur, potassium and sodium minerals, and oil and gas. Geothermal resources are also leasable under the Geothermal 

Stream Act of 1970. 

LITHIC SITE. An archeological site containing debris left from the manufacturer, use, or maintenance of flaked stone tools. 

LOCATABLE MINERALS. Minerals or materials subject to claim and development under the Mining Law of 1872, as amended. Generally 
includes metallic minerals such as gold and silver, and other materials not subject to lease or sale (some bentonites, limestone, talc, some zeolites, 
etc.). Whether or not a particular. mineral deposit is locatable depends on such factors as quality, quantity, mineability, demand, and 
marketability. 

LOCATION. Perfecting the right to a mining claim by discovery of a valuable mineral, monumenting the comers, completing discovery work, 
posting a notice of location, and recording the claim. 

LONG-TERM. In this documint, refers to the iime period extending beyond the 10 to 12-year life of the plan. Long-term impacts would occur 
over a IO-year period. 

,‘. 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN ‘(MIT). A land use plan that establishes land use allocations, multiple-use guidelines, and 
management objectives for a given planning area. The MFP planning system was used by the BLM until about 1980. 

MANAGEMENT SITUATION ANALYSIS (MSA). A n unpublished companion document to this RMP that provides the background 

documentation for the development of alternatives. The MSA consists of the Resource Area Profile. 

MASS WASTING. Dislodging and downslope transport of carthen material as a unit, such as in landslides, rockslides, and earthflows. 

MINERAL ESTATE (MINERAL RIGHTS). The ownership of minerals, including rights necessary for access, exploration, development, 
mining, ore dressing, and transportation operations. 

MINERAL MATERIALS. Commonvarieties of sand, building stone, gravel, clay, moss rock, etc., obtainable under the Minerals Act of 1947, 
as amended. 

MINERAL ENTRY. Claiming public lands (administered by the BLM) under the Mining Law of 1872 for the purpose of exploiting minerals. 
May also refer to mineral exploration and development under the mineral leasing laws and the Material Sale Act of 1947. 

MINING LAW OF 1872.. Provides for claiming and gaining title to locatable minerals on public lands. Also referred to as the “General Mining 
Laws”.or “Mining Laws.” 

. 
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MITIGATION. Alleviation or lessening of possible adverse effects on a resource by applying appropriate protective measures or adequate 

scientific study. 

MODIFICATION. Fundamental change to the provisions of a lease stipulation, either temporarily or for the termof the lease. A modification 
may, therefore, include an exemption from or alteration to a stipulated requirement. Depending on the specific modification, the stipulation may 

or may not apply to all other sites within the leasehold to which the restrictive criteria applied. 

MONITORING. The orderly collection, analysis, and interpretation of resource data to evaluate progress toward meeting management 
objectives. 

MONOCLINE. A geologic structure in which the strata are all inclined in the same direction at a uniform angle of dip. 

MULTIPLEUSE. Management of the various surface and subsurface resources so that they are jointly utilized in the manner that will best 
meet the present and future needs of the public, without permanent impairment of the productivity of the land or the quality of the environment. 

NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES (NRIIP). A listing of architectural, historical, archeological, and cultural sites of local, 
state, or national significance,established by the Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and maintained by the National Park Service. 

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1969 (NEPA). Public Law 91-190. Established environmental policy for the nation. 

. Among other items, NEPA requires federal agencies to consider environmental values in decision-making processes. 

NATURALNESS. Refers to an area that “generally appears to have been affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the imprint of man’s 
work substantially unnoticeable” (sec. 2(c) of the Wilderness Act of 1964). 

NO SURFACE ,OCCUPANCY (NSO). A fluid mineral leasing stipulation that prohibits occupancy or disturbance on all or part of the lease 

surface in order to protect special values or uses. Lessees may exploit the oil and gas or geothermal resources under leases restricted by this 
stipulation through use of directional drilling from sites outside the no surface occupancy area. 

NO SURFACE DISTURBANCE. Defined on a case-by-case basis when the activity plan for an area is developed. In general, an activity 
would be allowed so long as it does not interfere with the management objectives of the area. 

NON-FOREST LANDS. Areas within the forest lands that are in capable of maintaining at least 10 percent stocking of forest trees (native 
woody plants that regularly attain a height of 20 feet or more), and those lands which have been converted to non-timber uses. Examples are 
rock outcrops, roads, and urban areas. These lands arc excluded from the timber production base. 

NONGAME SPECIES. Those species not commonly harvested either for sport or profit. 

OFF-IIIGIIWAY VEIIICLE (OIIV). This term replaces “off-road vehicle (ORV)“, and means any motorized vehicle capable of or designed 

for travel on or immediately over land, water, or other natural terrain. 

OFF-HIGHWAY USE DESIGNATIONS (OPEN, LIMITED, AND CLOSED.- 

OPEN. Designated areas, routes, roads, and trails where unrestricted OHV use may occur (subject to operating regulations and 

vehicle standards set forth in BLM Manuals 8341 and 8343). 

LIMITED. Designated areas, routes, roads, and trails where the use of off-highway vehicles is subject to restrictions, such as 
limiting the number or types of vehicles allowed, dates and times of use (seasonal restrictions), limiting use to existing routes, 
roads, and trails, or limiting use to designated routes, roads, and trails. Under the “limited to designated routes, roads, and 
trails” designation, use would be allowed only on routes, roads, and trails that are signed for such use. Combinations of 

restrictions, such as limiting use to certain types of vehicles during certain times of the year, are possible. 

.CLOSED. Designated areas, routes, roads, and trails where the use of off-highway vehicles is permanently or temporarily 
prohibited. Emergency use of vehicles is allowed. 

OUTSTANDING NATURAL AREA (ONA). A n area established to preserve scenic values and natural wonders. The preservation of these 

resources in their natural condition is the primary management objective. 

OVERSTORY. That portion of a plant community consisting of the taller plants on the site; the forest or woodland canopy. 

PATENT. A grant made to an individual or group conveying fee simple title IO selected public la’nds. 

PATENTED CLAIM. ‘A claim on which title has passed from the federal government to the mining claimant under the Mining Law of 1872. 
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PERENNIAL STREAM. A,stream that has year-round surface flows. 

PERIOD OF USE. The time period that a pasture or other area in a grazing allotment is actually used for livestock grazing, as compared with 
the period when use is anticipated or planned. The period of use could he less or more time than anticipated use, or could occur at different 
times. 

PERMEABILITY. The condition of being porous; containing openings or interstices through which outside properties can pass. 

PLANNING AREA. The geographical area for which land use and resource management plans ate developed and maintained. 

POTENTIAL NATURAL COMMUNITY (PNC). The biotic community that would become established if all successional sequences were 
completed without interferences by man under the present environmental conditions. Natural disturbances are inherent in development. Includes 

naturalized non-native species. 

PRESCRIBED FIRE (PRESCRIBED BURNING). Application of fire to natural fuels under specific conditions of weather, fuel moisture, 

soil moisture, smoke, and other conditions intended to produce the intensity of heat and rate of spread required to accomphsh certain objectives 
of wildlife habitat or livestock grazing management, and/or hazard reduction. 

PRIMITIVE AND UNCONFINED RECREATION. Non-motorized and undeveloped types of outdoor recreation. 

PUBLIC LAND. Any land and interest in land (outside of Alaska) owned by the United States and administered by the Secretary of the Interior 
through the Bureau of.Land Management (BLM). 

RANGE CONDITION. See ecological status. 

RANGE SITE. A kind of rangeland with a specific potential natural community and specific physical site characteristics, differing from other 
kinds of rangeland in its ability to produce vegetation and to respond to management. Range sites are detined and described with soil, species 

composition, and production emphasis. Range site is synonymous with ecological site. 

RANGELAND. A kind of land which supports vegetation useful for grazing on which routine management of that vegetation is through 

manipulation of grazing rather than cultural practices. (Rangeland include natural grasslands, savannas, shrublands, most deserts, tundra, alpine 
communities, coastal marshes, riparian zones, and wet meadows. 
cover which is managed like native vegetation.) 

Rangeland includes lands revegetated naturally or artificially to provide a plant 

RAPTORS. Bird of prey with sharp talons and strongly curved beaks, e.g., hawks, owls, vultures, eagles. 

RECLAMATION. Returning disturbed lands to a form and productivity that will be ecologically balanced and in conformity with a 
predetermined land management plan. 

RECREATION AREA MANAGEMENT PLAN (RAMP). A n activity plan detailing specific recreation facilities, resource, and management 
actions IO be implemented in a Special Recreation Management Area. 

RECREATION VISITOR DAY (Rm). Aggregation of I2 visitor hours, where a visitor hour is the presence of one or more persons on lands 
and water for outdoor recreation purposes for continuous, intermittent, or.simultaneousperiods aggregating 60 minutes (one person for one hour). 

RECREATION OPPORTUNITY SPECTRUI\;I (ROS). A method for classifying the land by setting opportunity, according to the ability of 
the land to provide various types of physical, social, and managerial settings to satisfy the desires and expected behavioral preferences of the 

users. 

RECREATION AND PUBLIC PURPOSES. ACT (R&PP). This Act authorizes the Secretary of the Interior IO lease or convey public lands 

for recreational and public purposes under specitied conditions to states or their political subdivisions, and to nonprofit corporations and 
associations. 

RECREATION PROJECT PLANNING. Th e most detailed level of recreation planning that includes, among other information, all required 
construction plans for an entire campground, picnic area or other sites, an individual recreation facility, or other recreation related projects, such 

as signing or parking lots. A recreation project plan could be developed for construction within an existing site or a proposed site. A narrative 
would accompany these plans. 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN (RMP). A land use plan that establishes land use allocations, multiple-use guidelines, and management 

objectives for a given planning area. The RMP planning system has been used by the BLM since about 1980. 

RESOURCE AREA. A geographic portion of a BLM District that is the smallest administrative subdivision in the BLM. 
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RESOURCE VALUE RATING (RVR). Th e value of vegetation present on a range site for a particular use or benefit. Resource value ratings 

may be established for each plant community capable of being produced on a range site, including exotic or cultivated species. On a given range 

site, each use (or potential use) has a separate resource value rating because that rating is based on classification of plants according to their value 
for a specific use. Some examples: A resource value rating for forage useful for cows and calves during the spring grazing season could be 
based on proper use factors (PUF’s) or a more general assigning of plant species to good, moderate, or poor categories of forage value. 

Resource value ratings could then be based on production, cover, density, or frequency of plants in the different categories. A resource value 
rating for cover useful for a pronghom fawning area might be based on density or cover of plants of a certain height or size class, without regard 

to plant species. A resource value mting related to scenic beauty might be based on such factors as abundanceof flowering species, species with 
fall color, evegrcens, or diversity of growth forms. 

REST-ROTATION. A prescribed pattern of grazing use that provides sequential rest for various parts of the range unit for at least an entire 

year. 

RIGHTS-OF-WAY CORRIDOR. A designated parcel of land, either linear or ateal in character, that has been identified through the land 

’ use planning process as the preferred location for existing and future rights-of-way grants and would accommodate more than one type of right- 
of-way or one or mom rights-of-way that ate similar, identical, or compatible. 

RIPARIAN ZONE. Riparian zones are a form of wetland transition between permanently saturated wetlands and upland areas. These areas 
exhibit vegetation or physical characteristics reflective of permanent surface or subsurface water influence. Lands along, adjacent to, or 

contiguous with perennially and intermittently flowing rivers and streams, glacial potholes, and the shores of lakes and reservoirs with stable 
water levels are typical riparian areas. Excluded are such sites as ephemeral streams or washes that do not exhibit the presence of vegetation 

dependent upon free water in the soil. 

RIPARIAN RESOURCE VALUE RATING. A riparian resource value rating evaluates progress toward meeting site-specific management 
objectives. A rating system is based on site potential and management objectives for the riparian ecological site. Rating criteria will differ for 

‘a given site where management objectives differ. 

ROADLESS. Refers to the absence pf roads that have been constructed and maintained by mechanical means to ensure regular and continuous 
use. 

ROADS. Vehicle routes which have been improved and maintained by mechanical means to ensure relatively regular and continuous use. (A 

way maintained strictly by the passage of vehicles does not constitute a road.) 

SALEABLE MINERALS. ,Minerals, such as common varieties of sand, stone, gravel, cinders, pumice, pumicite, and clay that may be acquired 
under the Martvials Acr of 1947, as amended. 

SALINITY. Refers to the solids such as sodium chloride (table salt) and alkali metals that are dissolved in water. 

SCOPING PROCFS. An early and open public participation process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying 
the significant issues related to a proposed action. 

SEDIMENT YIELD. The amount of sediment produced in a watershed, expressed as tons, acre-feet, or cubic yards of sediment per unit of 
drainage area per year. 

SENSITIVE SPECIES. A species included on the sensitive species list developed by the Colorado State Office pursuant to section CL of 
Instruction Memorandum No. 80-722 and approved by the State Director. 

SERAL STAGE. The present state of vegetation of an ecological site in relation to the potential natural community for the site. Vegetation 
status is the expression of the relative degree to which the kinds, proportions, and amounts of degree to which the kinds, propottions, and 
amounts of plants in a community resemble those of the potential natural community. The classes are potential natural community, late semi, 
mid-semi, and early semi. 

SERAL COMMUNITY. One of a series of biotic communities that follow one another,in time on any given area. Seral community is 

synonymous with seral stage, successional community, and successional stage. 

SIiEET EROSION. The removal of a fairly uniform layer of soil from the land surface by runoff water. 

SHORT-TERM. In this document, short-term refers to the IO to IZyear life of the approved RMP. Short-term impacts would occur within 

that time period. 

SOIL HORIZON. A layer of soil approximately parallel to the soil surface with comparatively uniform characteristics. 
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SOIL ASSOCIATION. A mapping unit used on general soil maps in which two or more defined taxonomic units occurring together in a 

characteristic pattern are combined. 

SOLITUDE. The state of being along or remote from habitations; isolation. A lonely or secluded place. Factors contributing to oppottunities 

for solitude may include size, natural screening, topographic relief, vistas, physiographic variety, and the ability of the user to find a secluded 
spot. 

SPECIAL STIPULATIONS. Additional specific terms and conditions that change the manner in which operations may be conducted on a lease 

oc modify the lease rights granted. This term may also apply to other land use authorizations, i.e., rights-of-way grants. 

SPECIAL RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREA (SRMA). An area that possesses outstanding recreation resources or where recreation 

use causes significant user conflicts, visitor safety problems, or resource damage. 

SPLIT ESTATE. Lands where the surface and mineral estates have been severed and are under different ownership (i.e., private surface/Federal 

minerals). 

STREAMBANR (AND CIL4NNEL) EROSION. The removal, transport, deposition, recutting, and bed load movement of material in streams 
by concentrated water flows. 

SUITABILITY. As used in the Wilderness Act and in the Federal Land Policy and Management Act refers to a recommendation by the 

Secretary of Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture that certain federal lands satisfy the definition of wilderness in the Wilderness Act and have 
been found appropriate for designation as wilderness on the basis of an analysis of the existing and potential uses of the land. 

SUITABLE ChlMBRCIAL FOREST LANDS. Lands determined to have the capability of sustaining long-term timber production. 

SUPPLEMENTAL VALUES. Resources associated with wilderness which contribute to the quality of wilderness areas. 

SUSTAINED YIELD. The achievement and maintenance in perpetuity of a high-level annual or regular periodic output of the various renewable 
resources of the public lands consistent with multiple-use. 

TERRESTRIAL. Living or growing in or on the land. 

THREATENED SPECIES. Any species or significant population of that species likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future 

throughout all or ‘a significant portion of its range. Usually includes only those species that have been recognized and listed as threatened by 
federal and state governments, but may include species categorized as rare, very rare, or depleted. 

TIMBER PRODUCTION CAPABILITY CLASSIFICATION (TPCC). A classification system based on a forest inventory designed to rate 

an area’s suitability for production of timber or woodland products. 

TIMBER. Standing trees, downed trees, or logs which are capable of being measured in board feet. 

TIMING LIMITATION (SEASONAL RESTRICTION). Prohibits surface use during specified time periods to protect identified resource 
values. The stipulation does not apply to the operation and maintenance of production facilities unless the findings of analysis demonstrate the 
continued need for such mitigation and.that less stringent, project-specific mitigation measures would be insufftcient 

TOTAL DISSOLVED SOLIDS (TDS). Salt, or an aggregate of carbonates, bicarbonates, chlorides, sulfates, phosphates, and nitrates of 

calcium, magnesium, manganese, sodium, potassium,‘and other cations that form salts. 

TREND. The direction of change in ecological status or in resource value ratings observed over time. Trend in ecological status is described 

as “toward” or “away from” the potential natural community or as “not apparent.” Appropriate terms are used to describe trend in resource 

value ratings. Trends in resource value ratings for several ,uses on the same site at a given time may be in different directions, and there. is no 
necessary correlation between trends in resource value ratings and trend in ecological status. 

TRESPASS. Any unauthorized use of public Ian;. 

UNDERSTORY. That portion of a plant community growing underneath the taller plants on the site. 

UNIQUE PLANT ASSOCIATIONS. Plant communities which (1) occur only in Colorado, (2) are common elsewhere but are represented by 

only a few occurrences-in Colorado, (3) could easily be eliminated from Colorado, or (4) are considered to be their natural state. 

UNIVERSAL SOIL LOSS EQUATION. A formula for predicting soil loss resulting from sheet and till erosion caused by rainfall. 
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UTILIZATION. The proportion or degree of current year’s forage production that is consumed or destroyed by animals (including insects). 

May refer either to a single plant species, a group of species, or to the vegetation as a whole. Utilization is synonymous with use. 

VALID EXISTING RIGIITS. Legal interests that attach to a land or mineral estate that cannot be divested’from the estate until that interest 

expires or is relinquished. 

VANDALISM. Willful or malicious destruction or defacement of public property; e.g., cultural or paleontolo&cal resources. 

VEGETATION MANIPULATION. Planned alteration of vegetation communities through use of prescribed tire, plowing, herbicide spraying, 

or other means to gain desired changes in forage availability, wildlife cover, etc. 

VEGETATION TYPE. A plant community with immediately distinguishable characteristics based upon and named after the apparent dominant 
plant species. 

VERTEBRATE. An animal having a backbone or spinal column. 

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT CLASSES. VRM classes identify the degree of acceptable visual change within a characteristic 
landscape. A VRM classitication is assigned to public lands based on the guidelines established for scenic quality, visual sensitivity, and 
visibility. The management objectives for visual resources in each VRM Class are: 

VRM CLASS I. This classification preserves the existing characteristic landscape and allows for natural ecological changes only. 

Includes Congressionally authorized areas (wilderness) and areas approved through the Rh4P where changes to the landscape 
would be restricted, would be very low, and would not attract attention. 

VRM CLASS II. This classification retains the existing characteristic landscape. The levdl of change in any of the basic 
landscape elements due to management activities should be low and not evident. 

VRh4 CLASS III. This classification partially retains the existing characteristic landscape. The level of change in any of the 
basic landscape elements due to management activities may be moderate and evident. 

VRM CLASS IV. This classification provides for major modifications of the characteristic landscape. The level of change in 
the basic landscape elements due to management activities can be high. Such activities may dominate the landscape and be the 

major focus of viewer attention. 

VRM CLASS V. This classification applies to areas where the characteristic landscape has been so disturbed that rehabilitation 
is needed to improve scenic quality. Generally considered an interim shot%term classification until rehabilitation or enhancement 

is completed, note from SLRA p., F-l. 

VRM CLASS II R, III R, AND IV R. These classifications denote lands that contain visual intrusions to the extent that 

rehabilitation is necessary to improve the scenic quality to the level where applicable class objectives (II, III, or IV) could be 
applied. Upon rehabilitation, the lands would be managed as per the noted VRM Class (II, 111, or IV). 

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (VRM). The inventory and planning actions taken to identify visual resource values and to establish 

objectives for managing those values, and the management actions taken to achieve the visual resource management objectives. 

VISUAL SENSITIVITY. Visual sensitivity levels are a measure of public concern for scenic quality and existing or proposed visual change 
to the landscape. 

VISUAL RESOURCES. The visible physical features within and on a landscape, (topography, water, vegetation, animals, structunzs, and other 

features) that comprise the scenery of the area. 

VOLUNTARY NON-USE/SUSPENDED. That portion of the total grazing preference, expressed in AUMs that is being temporarily withheld 
from active grazing use. 

WAIVER. Permanent exemption from a lease stipulation. The stipulation no longer applies anywhere within the leasehold. 

WATERSHED. Topographical region or area delineated by water draining to a particular water course or body of water. 

WAY. A vehicle route established and maintained solely by the passage of motor vehicles. A way is not a road 
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WETLANDS. Those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration suflicient to support, and 

which, under normal circumstances, do support a prevalence ofvegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands include 
marshes, swamps, lake bogs, muskegs, wet meadows, estuaries, and riparian areas. 

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT POLICY. Policy document prescribing the general objectives, policies, and specific activity guidance 
applicable to all designated BLM wilderness areas. Specific management objectives, requirements, and decisions implementing administrative 
practices and visitor activities in individual wilderness areas am developed and described in the wildemcss management plan for each unit. 

WILDERNESS INVENTORY. An evaluation of the public land in the form of a written description and a map showing those lands that 

meet the wilderness criteria as established under Section 603 (a) of FLPlWA and Section 2 (c) of the Wilderness Act. The lands meeting 
the criteria will be referred to as WSAs. 

WILDERNESS AREA. An area formally designated by Congress as a patt of the National Wilderness Preservation System. 

WILDERNESS STUDY AREA (WSA). A n area determined to have wilderness characteristics. Wildemcss study areas will be subject to 

interdisciplinary analysis and public comment to determine wilderness suitability. Suitable areas will be recommended to the President and 

Congress for designation as wilderness. 

WILDERNESS CHARACTERIShCS. Identified by Congress in the Wilderness Act of 1964; namely, size, naturalness, outstanding 

opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation, and supplemental values such as geological, archaeological, historical, 
ecological, scenic, or other featurns. 

WITHDRAWAL. An action which restricts the use of public land and segregates the land from the operation of some or all of the public land 

and mineral laws. Withdrawals are also used to transfer jurisdiction of management of public lands to other federal agencies. 

WOODLANDS. Plant communities in which trees, often small and characteristically short-bowled relative to their depths of crown, are present 
but form only an open canopy, the intervening areas being occupied by lower vegetation, commonly grass. Woodland forests contain major 

and minor forest products (or any wood tibre) that has, or may have, merchantability. 
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