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Uncompahgre National Forest Travel Plan Revision, And Forest Plan Amendment Draft Supplement to the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

DRAFT ( X )    FINAL ( ) 

Lead Agency:   U.S.D.A., Forest Service 

Type of Action:   Administrative (X)           Legislative  (   ) 

ABSTRACT:  The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) documents the environmental 
consequences of implementing alternative Travel Plans for the Uncompahgre National Forest (UNF).  This 
document supplements that FEIS, to address issues raised in an appeal of the April 2000 decision based upon 
the FEIS.  

The existing Travel Plan was developed in 1984, from direction in the 1983 Land and Resource Management 
Plan for the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests (1983 Forest Plan). The existing 
Travel Plan consists of: an Uncompahgre National Forest Travel Map showing roads, trails and area travel 
regulations; the current Travel Availability Guide (TAG) listing route and area travel regulations not shown 
on the map; and signs locate d along Forest routes showing the recommended modes of travel.  

The 1983 Forest Plan was replaced in 1991 by an Amended Land and Resource Management Plan for the 
Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests (the Forest Plan). Both the 1983 Forest Plan and 
the current Forest Plan identified a need to refine travel management direction.  This analysis is a result of 
that need. 

The UNF lies within Gunnison, Hinsdale, Mesa, Montrose, Ouray, San Juan and San Miguel Counties, in 
southwestern Colorado.  The UNF has been divided into the plateau division (consisting of the Uncompahgre 
Plateau), and the mountain division (consisting of the portion of the UNF on the San Juan Mountains and the 
Naturita Division) for this analysis. This was done because the terrain, the uses and the current travel 
management is different between the two divisions.  

The Forest Service proposes to revise the existing Travel Direction for the UNF, to address the current and 
anticipated travel demands on the Forest. The new Travel Plan must consider access needs of the area, 
physical capabilities of the land and compatibilities between uses and forest resources.  New Travel 
Restrictions will designate a transportation system of roads and trails to provide access for resource 
management and provide a spectrum of recreational opportunities for the public. A new Travel Plan will also 
address winter travel in selected areas of concern. The Forest Plan will be amended to include any decisions 
based on this analysis which differ from current Forest Plan direction.  

The authority to allow, restrict, or prohibit off-road vehicle use is provided in Executive Order 11644, as 
amended by Executive Order 11989, and Title 36 Code of Federal Regulations, Parts 261, 293 and 295.  

Responsible Official:      For Further Information: 

Robert L. Storch, Forest Supervisor     Jeff Burch (970) 874-6600 
Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre & Gunnison National Forests   Travel Management 
2250 Highway 50       2250 Highway 50 
Delta, Colorado  81416      Delta, Colorado   81416 
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PREFACE  
 
 
 
In April of 2000 the Forest Supervisor made a decision to implement a new set of travel 
management restrictions on the Uncompahgre National Forest.  Collectively these restrictions 
and maps were referred to as the Uncompahgre Travel Plan.  Under this new plan motorized and 
mechanized travel was to be restricted to designated routes, and a mix of opportunities for all 
types of recreation was to be provided through the designation of various routes for various types 
of use.   
 
The April 2000 decision was reversed on appeal.  The Forest Supervisor was instructed to 
remedy procedural flaws identified through the appeal and to make a new decision. The appeal 
reviewing officer found that 1) in the analysis supporting the decision we had failed to analyze 
compliance with the habitat capability standard across multiple management areas, and 2) that 
the standards were not being met under the decision, but that we had not amended the Forest 
Plan to allow for this departure from it.  Our interpretation had been that an amendment was not 
needed if the decision resulted in maintaining or improving habitat conditions, which it did for 
all Habitat Units.  
 
The standards which were of concern were those which apply to habitat capability.  Of related 
concern were the standards for habitat effectiveness.  The table in Appendix A to this 
Supplement summarizes (directly quotes) these standards in the Forest Plan (the Plan).   
 
In the course of internal discussion with Regional staff we have been made aware of a 
misinterpretation of the applicable standards.  These definitions are critical to all that follows in 
this document, and to the determination of compliance with/or amendment of the Plan necessary 
to move to a decision.   
 
HABCAP is the model we have used to measure habitat capability and habitat effectiveness 
quantitatively.   In the HABCAP Documentation and Users Guide (01-20-94), attached to this 
Supplement as Appendix C, the terms habitat effectiveness and habitat capability have very 
precise definitions.  These definitions carry directly over into the standards set in the Forest Plan.   
 
In the HABCAP model, and for the purpose of calculating compliance with the Forest Plan: 
 

Habitat Capability is a function of forage value combined with cover value for all 
species.  The model has specific numeric adjustments calibrated into the algorithms for 
the calculation of Forage Value Index and Cover Value Index.  From the HABCAP Users 
Guide (See Appendix C), the basic equation is:  
 

Habitat Capability Index = (Forage Value Index)(Cover Value Index)1/2 
 
 

The effect of roads on the “effectiveness” of this habitat is not factored into this definition of 
habitat capability.   

NOTE:  Understanding ideas presented in this Preface is 
critical to understanding all that follows in this FEIS 
Supplement.  Please read this section first.   
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Habitat Effectiveness is a function of forage, cover AND roads effects combined. It 
represents the decreased value of habitat for deer and elk caused by the use of open roads 
and motorized trails. Again, the model has specific numeric adjustments calibrated into 
the algorithms for calculating FVI and CVI and Road Density Index, but the equation is: 

 
Habitat Effectiveness Index = (Forage Value Index)(Cover Value Index)(Road Density Index) 

 
Habitat Effectiveness is calculated in this manner for elk and deer only in the HABCAP model.   
 
Based on this new understanding of definitions, in the April 2000 FEIS, what is labeled Habitat 
Capability in Appendix F is actually the calculated Habitat Effectiveness for elk.  What is 
labeled Habitat Effectiveness in those tables is actually the Roads effect or Road Density Index 
from HABCAP.  And finally, Habitat Capability as a function of forage and cover is not shown 
on those tables in Appendix F.   
 

There are some very important conclusions that come out of these definitions: 
 
1. Because travel management decisions in general affect only the roads aspect of these 

calculations, habitat capability, as calculated by HABCAP, remains unchanged across all 
alternatives.  No aspect of the decision being made changes calculated habitat capability.  
Hence the Forest Plan Standards for habitat capability will be unaffected under any 
alternative.  

2. Habitat effectiveness is affected by travel decisions.  The habitat effectiveness standards 
in the Plan (they are specifically under Transportation Management heading of Forest 
Direction - see Supplement Appendix A) are specific to elk only (not deer).  Hence, the 
critical standards which apply in the case of Uncompahgre Travel Management are those 
specifying elk habitat effectiveness.  

3. This interpretation is supported by the fact that there is a separate standard in the Plan for 
elk and habitat effectiveness. 

4. Under any alternative for Uncompahgre Travel we will maintain or improve elk habitat 
effectiveness in all Habitat Units when compared with the No Action Alternative.  Thus 
we clearly meet the Plan standard to “maintain or enhance effective habitat for elk”.  
Hence, no amendment for habitat capability or habitat effectiveness is needed for the 
Uncompahgre Travel decision.   
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Chapter 1 Proposed Action/Purpose and Need/Public 
Participation/Issues 
The Uncompahgre Travel Plan Decision of April 2000 was reversed (and therefore vacated) on 
appeal.  This means the 1984 Travel Plan remains in effect.  A new Decision must be made 
before any portion of the April 2000 plan can be implemented. 

In his reversal decision, Deputy Regional Forester Tom Thompson instructed the Forest 
Supervisor to “promptly begin a new decision-making process” incorporating a “procedural 
remedy of the NEPA/NFMA flaw” discovered through the appeal.  NEPA is the National 
Environmental Policy Act, which requires environmental analyses of proposed Federal actions; 
NFMA is the National Forest Management Act, which establishes Forest Plans.  

We concluded that a supplement to the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) should be 
prepared.  The supplement would examine issues raised in the appeal and additional information 
identified since the decision. 

BACKGROUND – HOW WE GOT TO THIS POINT 

Over a six-year period the Forest Service developed the Uncompahgre Travel Plan and decision.  
The process included 38 open public meetings, a Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
extensive public comment on the Draft, a Final Environmental Impact Statement and a Record of 
Decision finally published in April of 2000.  The final Decision was our best attempt at 
balancing all interests and providing a mix of opportunities to accommodate all forms of 
recreation while moving toward more sustainable natural resource management.  The majority of 
feedback received on the Decision indicated that it was reasoned and fair.  Editorials in the local 
newspapers, local elected officials and the general public expressed satisfaction that new 
restrictions and designations in the new Uncompahgre Travel Plan were needed and appropriate.   

However, we were not able to please everyone, and several groups filed appeals.  In the appeal 
by Western Colorado Congress (WCC), Western Slope Environmental Resource Council 
(WSERC) and others, which lead to the reversal of our decision, the issue of Plan compliance 
and the Plan standard for habitat capability was raised.   

From the Appeal Reviewing Officer’s letter, and concurred with by the Appeal Deciding Officer, 
“I recommend the Forest Supervisor’s decision be reversed.  The Forest did not present sound, 
complete rationale for using Habitat Units rather than the Management Areas (MA’s) designated 
in the Forest Plan.  Although the Appellants did not request a reversal on the entire decision, 
their concern regarding habitat capability cannot be made relevant to just one portion of the 
decision.  If after reanalysis, the Forest determines that the areas do not meet the MA habitat 
capability standard, they need either to adjust the proposal, or amend the Forest Plan.  
Alternatively, the Forest may amend the Forest Plan without specific analysis of individual 
MA’s, and explain the rationale.  Any Forest Plan amendment must comply with 36 CFR 219 for 
significance determination.  While I strongly support the progress the Forest would be making to 
resolve travel management concerns, as stated there is an apparent NEPA / NFMA flaw which 
must be remedied before the decision can go forward.”  
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It was on this basis that a proposed plan amendment, addressing the habitat capability standard 
was scoped with the public.  See Scoping and Public Involvement in following pages.   

Following scoping, and in discussions among the Interdisciplinary Team, Regional specialists, 
and line officers we came to the significant conclusion that the calculation and application of the 
Forest Plan standards had been done in error.  The reasoning for this is presented in the Preface 
of this document and is not repeated here.   

The consequence is that this supplement does not examine a proposed plan amendment and 
alternatives to it, as was proposed in scoping.  Rather, this document supplements the analysis 
and disclosure related to issues raised in the appeal, and adds information developed since the 
publication of the FEIS.   

DECISIONS TO BE MADE 

The focus of this supplement is on additional analysis needed to support decision making leading 
to another Uncompahgre Travel Decision.  The Decision-maker will consider this information 
along with analysis of effects documented in the FEIS in coming to a new decision, consistent 
with the Decisions to be Made articulated in Chapter 1 (pages I-5 through 1-8) of the FEIS.   

 

SCOPING/PUBLIC PARTICIPATION/ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

Scoping was conducted to inform the public of the proposed amendment and this Supplement to 
the FEIS, and to ask for comment.  A scoping notice was mailed to over 1500 names on our 
mailing list (See Agencies and Persons Consulted, Chapter 4 of this Supplement).  News releases 
were sent to all local media contacts.  A public meeting was held on September 27, 2000 in 
Montrose, at which the proposal was presented and public discussion invited.   

The specific proposal that was scoped was to have been an Amendment of the Forest Plan.  This 
Plan Amendment would have been associated with and made a part of all action alternatives in 
the FEIS.  That is, each of the four action alternatives in the FEIS would have been 
supplemented /modified to include amended standards.  This would allow implementation of any 
of the action alternatives in the FEIS, consistent with the (amended) Plan. Please see Preface of 
this Supplement for our revised thinking in this regard.   

In response to the opportunity to comment, 34 letters and comments were received.  Table 1-1. is 
a listing of the key issues raised in these comments.  Many of these issues still apply even though 
amendment of the Plan for habitat capability and habitat effectiveness is not needed.   
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Table 1-1.  Issues from Scoping Comments 

 Comment 

 

1 Do not believe that changing the Forest Plan standards in order to allow a questionable decision to go 
forward is good policy or even necessary in this case 

2 No information has been presented …. That habitat capability could not be met through reasonable 
motorized route closures in those areas with adequate forage and cover 

3 The Forest Service MUST consider not amending the plan and instead, requiring that motorized routes 
be closed to ensure habitat capability is met or improved on in (SIC) prescription areas as reasonable 
alternative. 

4 & 
5 

..user created routes were illegally constructed.   If the Forest Service is to approve illegal, user-created 
trails, the baseline for the analysis must assume only those routes legally constructed.   

6 Habitat within the GMUG would be much better served by going to a system of wildlife security areas.  
Another alternative that should be considered is a system of wildlife security areas.   

7 NO Action. ….. one of the alternatives that must be considered is attempting to meet the Forest Plan 
standards. 

8 Another alternative should be to apply the prescription area requirements on the Uncompahgre to the 
system of Habitat Units already in place. 

9 Should consider an alternative that would change # standards to a simple road density standard.   

10 Consider amending the GMUG RMP to turn the habitat capability standard into a guideline only for 
those prescription areas where closure of motorized routes alone cannot meet standards. 

11 Elk population health must be fully evaluated in order to maintain that a loosening of standards will not 
cause population harm.  The public must be shown [monitoring] data in order to be fully informed about 
what the weakening of habitat capability might mean to the health of elk habitat.   

12 An economic analysis of the importance of elk to local economies as well as the economic effect of the 
loss of that economy must be presented to the public 

13 … elimination in (SIC) habitat capability standards ….. would make it more imperative than ever that 
known critical elk habitat (particularly calving grounds, security areas and winter range) be guaranteed 
administrative protection from motorized disturbance…. 

14 … motorized recreation… has … impacts….. beyond the .. footprint of the route itself………  The 
GMUG NF must disclose this information since weakening of habitat capability standards for elk will, in 
itself, allow road densities to be greater on the Uncompahgre NF than would be permitted under the 
current Plan.   

15 …. The notice only relaxes the application of the habitat capability model with regard to Elk and not 
other species…… the failure to relax its application to all species may viewed (SIC) as arbitrary and 
calculated only to support an alternative that has been previously selected…. 

16 The proposed amendment should clarify that the 40% goal is to be applied forest wide rather than within 
each Habitat Unit 

17 Seasonal restrictions …..during spring calving and fall big game seasons, including restrictions on the 
unregulated motorized access from adjoining private land, would substantially enhance elk habitat 
during crucial periods with out disrupting summertime recreation.   
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18 …it is incumbent upon the agency to include within the scope of the contemplated Supplemental EIS, a 

re-analysis of travel management modifications.  …. It may be possible to create a consolidated system 
of East-West, North-South motorized trails which will enhance recreational travel while providing large, 
intact, relatively undisturbed habitat blocks.  … the Supplemental EIS must revisit the subject of 
particular trail closures and establish the extent to which such closures will result in progress toward 
Habitat Capability goals Forest wide.   

19 …remember that elk are being used as an indicator for other species including mule deer. Mule deer 
have experience decline recently…. 

20 If you ….restrict access to an area for elk habitat, it is illogical and discriminatory to only restrict 
motorized use.  Scientific studies have clearly proven that non-motorized users (hikers, mountain bikes, 
horses, dogs, etc) all harm elk far more dramatically than a motorized user.   

21 HABCAP is technically inadequate.  Elk populations have increased on areas HABCAP says was not 
possible.  Routes should not be closed on basis of HABCAP results. 

22 We encourage you to restrict off-road motorized vehicle use to a specified and limited area: to require 
vehicles to use designated roads outside of that specified area; to close off illegally created motor trails 
outside that specified area; to reestablish foliage on illegally created trails with fines collected from off-
road offenders, and to work toward a standard higher than 40%. 

23 Elderly and handicapped persons …..require wheeled and or motorized vehicles to navigate 

24 The BLM ….. provides the largest buffer zone that there is around any forest.  That zone ….. is not 
addressed in the travel plan.  That buffer is full of roads.  Provide quiet on the Forest.  

25 Sees no Law Enforcement presence on Forest 

26 Consult various Wildlife Biologists that are EXPERTS in their fields 

27 ….Look at who actually uses a route before you close it to a particular visitor group 

28 Would like to see comparison studies of areas that have not been affected by motorized/mechanized 
travel in regard to elk populations and movements 

29 …More times needs to be spent on interpretations for species other than elk 

30 ….why such urgent…. To begin a new decision making process…. When a … Plan revision is imminent 
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Chapter 2 – Supplemental Analyses 
For reasons explained in the Preface to this document, we have concluded that an amendment to 
the Plan for habitat capability and habitat effectiveness standards is not required.  Hence, the 
remainder of this document consists of additional analyses identified as needed, either through 
scoping or as part of the appeals of the first decision.  This chapter is divided into two parts: the 
first describes our analysis of management area standards for habitat effectiveness, and the 
second describes additional information supplementing the FEIS. 

 

ANALYSIS OF MANAGEMENT AREA STANDARDS FOR HABITAT 
EFFECTIVENESS.   

 

BENCHMARKS 
As part of the analysis of the existing situation in terms of habitat 
effectiveness two “benchmark” analyses were done.  Benchmarks 
are hypothetical management scenarios.  They provide a better 
understanding of the opportunities for management actions to 
affect habitat effectiveness. 

Benchmark 1 – No motorized roads or trails open on the 
Uncompahgre National Forest 
Under this hypothetical Benchmark, no roads or trails, not even existing Forest Development 
Roads, would be open for motorized use.  Benchmark 1 shows the capability of the habitat 
without it being affected or decreased by the miles of open road.     

Benchmark 2 – Only roads shown on the “Base” transportation 
system open on the Uncompahgre National Forest 
Under this Benchmark only the “Base” transportation system would remain available to 
motorized use.   

In the FEIS and throughout the Uncompahgre Travel Planning effort this “base”  transportation 
system has been defined as the established transportation system not- in-need of reconsideration.  
The scope of the decision process was bounded with the Base as the beginning point, or lower 
limit of the decision space, for route-specific planning.  Routes beyond the base were considered 
for a new decision in the FEIS.  See FEIS pages 1-6 and 1-7, #2-1. 

Benchmark 2 is intended to show what opportunity the re is to meet habitat effectiveness 
objectives at this lower limit of the decision opportunity being considered.  This would be the 
same as closing to motorized use every route that was not included in the “base” transportation 
system in the Uncompahgre Travel planning process.   

Tables in Appendix B show calculated habitat effectiveness.   

 

See Preface for important 
definitions of habitat 
capability and habitat 
effectiveness.   
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SUPPLEMENTAL ANALYSIS PROCESS 
Appendix A to this Supplement shows a summary of Forest and Management Area direction 
related to habitat capability and habitat effectiveness.  The Forest Direction and Management 
Area Direction contain management requirements that are made up of Management Activities, 
General Direction, and Standards and Guidelines.  Management Activities are work processes 
that are conducted to produce, enhance, or maintain Forest objectives, or to achieve 
administrative and environmental quality objectives.  General Direction specifies the actions, 
measures, or treatments (management practices) to be done when implementing the management 
activity, or the condition expected to exist after the general direction is implemented.  Standards 
and Guidelines are quantifications of the acceptable limits within which the general direction is 
implemented (Forest Plan page III-5). 

The Forest Direction is applicable to all areas of the Forest unless specifically altered in the 
Management Area Direction.  The Management Area Direction is applicable to specific land 
areas delineated in the Forest Plan. 

Under the General Direction, Standards and Guidelines for both habitat capability and habitat 
effectiveness apply to analysis areas known as Diversity Units, or as described in the FEIS, 
Habitat Units.  The Habitat Units are generally aligned with fourth order watershed boundaries, 
elk habitat, home range, and transportation systems (FEIS 3-117). To facilitate the analysis for 
the FEIS the area within the boundaries of the Uncompahgre National Forest was delineated into 
70 Habitat Units and habitat capability/effectiveness was determined for each of the five 
management alterna tives.      

In the FEIS, the analysis was conducted at this scale to compare the effects of each of the five 
management alternatives upon elk habitat capability and habitat effectiveness.  Management 
prescription area boundaries were not considered in this analysis.  This is one of the primary 
points of appeal of the Uncompahgre Travel Plan decision and FEIS.  This supplemental analysis 
includes an assessment of habitat effectiveness standards as they relate to Management Areas 
within each Habitat Unit in order to determine habitat effectiveness values for two benchmarks 
and each of the five alternatives described in the FEIS. 

To facilitate this supplemental analysis a map of the 70 Habitat Units was electronically overlaid 
with a map of the Management Area boundaries for the Uncompahgre National Forest.  From 
this process it is possible to determine the geographic boundaries and size of each Management 
Area located inside each of the Habitat Units.  See Figure 2-1.   The relative size of each 
Management Area was then calculated for all Habitat Units based upon the acreage 
determinations and expressed as a percentage.  Appendix B Tables 1 – 4 at the end of this 
Supplement are tables for the Mountain Division and the Uncompahgre Plateau summarizing 
these calculations.   

In addition, the miles of each class of open road and motorized trail were determined within each 
of the Management Areas for all Habitat Units for Benchmark 1, Benchmark 2, and the five 
alternatives.  This data provides information on the density of open roads and motorized trails 
within each Management Area for each Benchmark and Alternative.   

From this analysis it is evident that most of the Habitat Units contain multiple Management Area 
prescriptions with varying habitat effectiveness objectives.  In order to determine a relationship  
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Insert Figure 2-1.  Map of Mangement areas and Habitat Units goes here.
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between these varying habitat effectiveness objectives within each Habitat Unit, a weighted 
average was calculated for those values based on the relative size of each Management Area 
included within the individual Habitat Units.  The weighted average calculations were 
determined as follows: 

WA =  (%MA in HU) x (HE obj) 

           SUM %MA in HU 

   Where WA = Weighted Average 

    MA = Management Area Acres 

    HU = Habitat Unit Acres 

    HE Obj = Habitat Effectiveness Objective for that MA 

     

All habitat effectiveness standards are stated as objectives in the Plan.  All Management Areas 
were included in the weighted average calculations regardless of whether there are roads or 
motorized trails present or not. The calculated habitat effectiveness value for the Habitat Unit 
was then compared to this weighted average objective for each Benchmark and Alternative.   

 

 ANALYSIS RESULTS 
Four tables were created to summarize the results of this analysis.  For Benchmark 2 and all five 
Alternatives, Appendix B Tables 1 (Mountain Division) and 2 (Plateau Division) show the miles 
of open roads and motorized trails located within each Management Area for every Habitat Unit.  
The data shown in this table shows exactly how many miles of each class of road and trail is 
present within each Management Area. No roads or motorized trails are assumed to be open for 
motorized use in Benchmark 1.   

Appendix B Tables 3(Mountain Division) and 4 (Plateau Division) show the weighted average 
habitat effectiveness values for all Habitat Units and the Habitat Effectiveness values calculated 
by the HABCAP model for each Benchmark and the five Alternatives.  

The data within these tables is the primary basis for this supplemental analysis.  These tables are 
intended to allow the reader to, at a glance, evaluate the standard for a given Habitat Unit against 
the existing condition and the condition which would result under alternatives considered in the 
FEIS.   

These tables aid in understanding the effects of possible route designations particularly when 
considered in conjunction with the numeric effect of addition or deletion of a mile of various 
types of routes.  Summarized below are the coefficients of road density for various types of 
routes.  This means that for each mile of a given type of route the relative effective reduction in 
habitat effectiveness is equal to the coefficient shown.  Full sized motor vehicle routes have the 
greatest effect.  Single track motorcycle use a very small effect on habitat effectiveness.  
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Road Type  Average Daily Traffic    Coefficient                            

Primary  > 5 vehicles/day  1.0 

Secondary  1-5 vehicles/day         0.7 

Primitive  < 1 vehicle/day  0.05 

Closed (to motorized) none           0.0 

 

 

Analysis results are displayed in tables in Appendix B and in charts at the end of this section. 
 
Mountain Division 
There are a total of 30 Habitat Units within the Mountain Division of the Uncompahgre National 
Forest. The analysis included in the FEIS used the Forest-wide habitat effectiveness objective of 
40% for comparison of the alternatives. Within the Mountain Division, the weighted average 
habitat effectiveness objectives ranges from 40% to 70%, and is greater than 40% in 21 of the 30 
Habitat Units. 

As described above, Benchmark 1 shows the capability of the habitat without it being affected or 
decreased by the miles of open road.  This is intended to demonstrate the effect that forage and 
cover alone have on habitat effectiveness.  This scenario was also described in the FEIS as 
forage limiting Habitat Units (FEIS 3-131). 

Appendix B Table 3 (Mountain Division) demonstrates there are a total of 21 Habitat Units that 
are at or greater than the weighted average habitat effectiveness objectives without the presence 
of any open roads and motorized trails.  Using the weighted average, the number of Habitat Units 
that are unable to meet the habitat effectiveness objectives increase from 5 out of 30 (when 
compared to the 40% Forest-wide objective) to 9 out of 30 (when compared to the weighted 
average values).  These Habitat Units include Dallas – O13, Yankee Boy – O14, Red Mountain – 
O15, Dexter Creek – O16, Sneva Mountain – O18, Cimarron Forks – O21, Big Cimarron – O22, 
Little Cimarron – O23, and Big Park – O24.      

Habitat capability within these nine Habitat Units is limiting for elk, primarily due to the low 
forage values associated with the dominant vegetation and large expanses of barren, rocky 
ground.  To meet habitat effectiveness objectives for elk it would be necessary to implement 
vegetation management projects designed to improve the forage values of the dominant 
vegetation cover types, especially in the late seral spruce-fir forest type.  Analysis and 
implementation of such projects are not related to travel management, but are addressed in other 
project proposals subject to separate NEPA decisions.  

Benchmark 2 demonstrates the effects of including only the Base transportation system in the 
analysis.  The Base transportation system includes most of the existing primary and secondary 
road systems on the Forest.  These types of roads have the most impact upon habitat 
effectiveness.  As described within the FEIS, pages 3-115 and 3-116, the influence of open roads 
and motorized trails upon elk habitat effectiveness is based upon research from Lyon (1983, 
1985a, 1985b).  In summary, the impact varies by route types, which have corresponding 

Road and trail classifications are based on class and maintenance 
levels.  Primary roads are the main high standard, improved 
roads that receive constant maintenance.  Examples include the 
Divide  road, Delta-Nucla road, and Dave Wood road on the 
Plateau.  Secondary roads are the collector roads and main spurs 
that are moderate to high standard, somewhat improved road 
systems that receive irregular to regular maintenance.  Examples 
include the Hanks Valley road, Monitor Mesa road, Brushy 
Ridge road, and Love Mesa road on the Plateau.  Primitive roads 
include the unimproved jeep roads and two-track roads that are 
rarely maintained.  All motorized trails are included in the 
primitive road class.  See FEIS pages 3-115 and 3-116 for more 
detail. 
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weighted road density coefficients.  Primitive roads and trails have the least impact, primary 
roads and trails the greatest, and secondary roads are in between.  The higher the open road and 
motorized trail density is within an area, the greater the impact is to elk habitat effectiveness. 

As shown in Appendix B Table 3 (Mountain Division) there are 9 out of 30 Habitat Units that 
meet the weighted average habitat effectiveness objectives, under assumptions of Benchmark 2.  
This indicates that the “base” transportation system has a significant effect upon elk habitat 
effectiveness within the Mountain Division.  Although this Benchmark was not considered in the 
FEIS, a total of 17 out of 30 Habitat Units would meet or be greater than the Forest-wide 
objective of 40%. 

Alternatives 1 through 5 include routes beyond the Base transportation system.  The additional 
routes are primarily primitive roads and motorized trails that have relatively lower impact to 
habitat effectiveness.   

Alternative 1 (No Action) represents the existing situation on the Forest and is used for 
comparison of the other four alternatives.  For the Mountain Division, Appendix B Table 3 
indicates that there are 8 out of 30 Habitat Units that meet the prescribed weighted average 
habitat effectiveness objectives during the summer season.  This is a decrease of one Habitat 
Unit from Benchmark 2 at Naturita Creek – N04.  The number drops to 7 out of 30 Habitat Units 
during the hunting season when the Telluride – N26 Habitat Unit no longer meets the objective. 

When compared to the No Action Alternative, the total number of Habitat Units meeting the 
weighted average habitat effectiveness objectives remains unchanged under any season for 
Alternatives 2 through 5. 

The data displayed in Appendix B Table 3 (Mountain Division) demonstrates that even though 
the weighted average habitat effectiveness objectives are not met in all Habitat Units, habitat 
effectiveness is maintained or improved from the existing condition in each of the action 
alternatives (Alternatives 2-5), over the No Action Alternative. 

 

Plateau Division 

There are a total of 40 Habitat Units within the Plateau Division of the Uncompahgre National 
Forest.  The analysis included in the FEIS used the Forest-wide habitat effectiveness objective of 
40% for comparison of the alternatives.  Within the Plateau Division, the weighted average 
habitat effectiveness objective ranges from 40% to 84%, and is greater than 40% in 39 of the 40 
Habitat Units. 

As described above, Benchmark 1 portrays the effect of no roads or motorized trails at all on 
habitat effectiveness.  This is intended to demonstrate the effect that forage and cover alone have 
on habitat effectiveness.  This scenario was also described in the FEIS as forage limiting Habitat 
Units (FEIS 3-131). 

Appendix B Table 4 (Plateau Division) demonstrates there are a total of 20 Habitat Units that 
meet or are greater than the prescribed weighted average habitat effectiveness objectives without 
the presence of any open roads and motorized trails.  Using the weighted average, the number of 
Habitat Units that are unable to meet the habitat effectiveness objective increase from 6 out of 40 
(when compared to the 40% Forest-wide objective) to 20 out of 40 (when compared to the 
weighted average values).  Much of this is due to the high habitat effectiveness objectives 
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associated with large areas of 4B, 4D, 5A and 5B Management Area prescriptions on the Plateau.  
These Habitat Units include Atkinson Creek – G01, South Fork of Mesa Creek – G02, Blue 
Creek – G04, Calamity Creek – G05, Ute Creek – G06, Yellowjacket – G07, Unaweep – G09, 
Little Dominguez – G11, Brushy Ridge – G12, Long Point – G13, McKenzie Creek – N06, 
Horsefly Creek – N10, Little Red – N12, Cottonwood Creek – N14, Lower Tabeguache – N16, 
Campbell Creek – N19, Dry Mesa – O02, Moore Mesa O05, Long Creek – O07, and Roubideau 
– O08.     

Habitat capability within these Habitat Units is limiting for elk, primarily due to the low forage 
values associated with the dominant vegetation.  To meet the prescribed management objectives 
for elk it would be necessary to implement vegetation management projects designed to improve 
the forage values of the dominant vegetation cover types, especially in the late seral pinyon-
juniper woodland and gambel oak brush fields.  Analysis and implementation of such projects 
are not related to travel management and will be included in subsequent management plans that 
are subject to separate NEPA decisions.  

Benchmark 2 demonstrates the effects of including only the “base” transportation system in the 
analysis.  As previously described the Base transportation system includes most of the existing 
primary and secondary road systems on the Forest, and these types of roads have the most impact 
upon habitat effectiveness. 

As shown in Appendix B Table 4 (Plateau Division) there are 5 out of 40 Habitat Units that meet 
the weighted average habitat effectiveness objectives in Benchmark 2 (Big Dominguez – G10, 
North Creek – N07, Craig Point – N09, Upper Tabeguache – N15, and Sawmill Mesa O03).  
This indicates that the “base” transportation system has a significant effect upon elk habitat 
effectiveness within the Plateau Division.  Although this Benchmark was not considered in the 
FEIS, a total of 19 out of 40 Habitat Units would meet or be greater than the minimum Forest-
wide objective of 40%. 

Alternatives 1 through 5 include routes beyond the Base transportation system.  The additional 
routes are primarily primitive roads and motorized trails that have relatively lower impact to 
habitat effectiveness.   

Alternative 1 (No Action) represents the existing situation on the Forest and is used for 
comparison of the other four alternatives.  For the Plateau Division, Appendix B Table 3 
indicates that there are 2 out of 40 Habitat Units that meet the prescribed weighted average 
habitat effectiveness objectives during the summer season (Big Dominguez – G10 and Upper 
Tabeguache – N15).  This is a decrease of three Habitat Units from Benchmark 2.  The number 
drops to 1 out of 40 Habitat Units during the hunting season when the Big Dominguez – G10 
Habitat Unit no longer meets the objective. 

When compared to the No Action Alternative, the total number of Habitat Units meeting the  
weighted average habitat effectiveness objectives during the summer season gradually improves 
under Alternatives 2-5.  Under Alternative 2 the total number of Habitat Units meeting the 
objective increases to 3 out of 40.  The added Habitat Unit is North Creek – N07. Alternatives 3 
and 4 have 4 out of 40.  Habitat Unit Craig Point - N09 is added to those in Alternative 2.  
Alternative 5 includes 5 out of 40 Habitat Units, with the addition of Sawmill Mesa – O03. 

As described above, the only Habitat Unit to meet the weighted average habitat effectiveness 
objectives under the No Action Alternative on the Plateau Division during the hunting seasons is 
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Upper Tabeguache – N15.  This remains the only Habitat Unit meeting objectives under 
Alternatives 2 and 3.  Under Alternative 4, one additional Habitat Unit (North Creek – N07) 
meets the weighted average habitat effectiveness objective.  Alternative 5 also has 2 out of 40 
Habitat Units meeting the weighted average objective; Upper Tabeguache – N15 and Sawmill 
Mesa – O03. 

The data displayed in Appendix B Table 4 (Plateau Division) demonstrates that even though the 
prescribed weighted average habitat effectiveness objectives are not met in all Habitat Units, 
habitat effectiveness is maintained or improved from the existing condition (Alternative 1) in 
each of the action alternatives (Alternatives 2-5) and in both Benchmarks in all 40 Habitat Units.      
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Figure 2-2. 
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Figure 2-3. Habitat Units where Habitat Effectiveness is Maintained or Improved, by Alternative 
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION SUPPLEMENTING THE FEIS 
Since publication of the FEIS several analysis factors have been brought to the attention of the 
Forest Service.  These are addressed below.   

Management Indicator Species 
 

Species Selection 
 
The National Forest Management Act establishes the use of Management Indicator Species 
(MIS) in project planning.  MIS are species whose response to land management activities can be 
used to predict the likely response of species with similar habitat requirements.  The Forest 
Service Manual at FSM 2621.1(3) states “Select ecological indicators (species or groups) only if 
scientific evidence exists confirming that measurable changes in these species or groups would 
indicate trends in the abundance of other species or conditions of biological communities they 
are selected to represent.”  
 
The 1991 Amended Land and Resource Management Plan for the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, 
and Gunnison National Forests (Forest Plan) identified 17 MIS (Table II-15 and II-16, pages II-
42, II-43).  These species are the elk, mule deer, pine marten, red crossbill, hairy woodpecker, 
goshawk, Abert squirrel, Lewis’ woodpecker, sage grouse, pinyon jay, bighorn sheep, rainbow 
trout, brown trout, black bear, Colorado River cutthroat trout, peregrine falcon, and bald eagle. 
 
From this list of 17 Forest-wide MIS, one species, the elk, was selected for detailed analysis 
(FEIS 3-113).   
 
As described in the Preface to this Supplemental EIS, habitat effectiveness is a function of 
forage, cover, and roads effects combined.  Physical characteristics such as forage and cover are 
not affected by travel management decisions.  Therefore, no aspect of the decision being made 
changes calculated habitat capability for any species.  Habitat effectiveness represents the 
decreased value of habitat for elk caused by the density and use of open roads and motorized 
trails.  Hence, the applicable Forest Plan standards are those specifying habitat effectiveness.  In 
the Forest Plan, those standards apply only to elk.  This standard does not apply to any of the 
other MIS. 
 
The other MIS were not selected because the proposed action does not alter any associated 
habitat conditions for these species.   
 
The effects of road and trail use, maintenance, decommissioning, and off-route use were 
analyzed for other wildlife and plant species in the FEIS.  Those species considered were 
federally listed, proposed, candidate, and USFS sensitive species.  Some of the MIS species 
listed above were included in the biological assessment and biological evaluation for this project 
because they are also included in this list of species.  Those species include the pine marten, 
goshawk, Lewis’ woodpecker, Colorado River cutthroat trout, peregrine falcon, and bald eagle.   
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Other species considered in the FEIS include the mule deer and bighorn sheep.  The red crossbill, 
hairy woodpecker, Abert squirrel, sage grouse, pinyon jay, rainbow trout, brown trout, and black 
bear were not included in the FEIS because no measurable changes in these species or groups 
(see FSM 2621 direction above) would result from decisions being considered. 
 

Project Design 
 
The proposed action will promote attainment of Forest Plan standards and guidelines for elk 
habitat effectiveness related to travel management on the Uncompahgre National Forest.  As 
described in the Analysis of Management Area Standards for Habitat Effectiveness, the proposed 
action will maintain or improve elk habitat effectiveness from the current situation in every 
Habitat Unit under all of the action alternatives (Alternatives 2-5). 
 
The proposed action is designed to avoid or reduce existing conflicts between public travel and 
sensitive elk habitats.  The Colorado Division of Wildlife provided maps of seasonal 
concentration areas for analysis (FEIS Appendix I).  Areas of concern were identified from 
conflicts between current route locations and recreational activities within sensitive wildlife 
habitats.  The seasonal concentration areas of concern on the Forest include elk calving areas, 
summer concentration areas, winter concentration areas, and elk security areas. 
 
The proposed action includes both project design and mitigation measures to avoid or reduce the 
impact of recreational activities within seasonal concentration areas and key habitats.  
Specifically routes were selected for closure in key habitats, and other routes were subject to the 
mitigation measure of seasonal closure to avoid impact during sensitive seasons (either spring 
birthing season or winter concentration of big game).  The design considerations were considered 
during public review and discussion of the existing routes, wildlife habitat maps, and current or 
proposed recreational activities.  Mitigation measures include limiting all travel to designated 
routes, no down game retrieval off designated routes, seasonal restrictions on motorized use of 
specific routes, and seasonal restrictions on motorized use within areas identified as winter 
concentration areas (FEIS pages 3-150 to 3-153). 
 

Habitat Analysis 
 
The habitat analysis is included in both the FEIS (Chapter 3, pages 112 through 153) and the 
SEIS (see discussion above, Analysis of Management Areas Standards for Habitat 
Effectiveness). 
 

Population Analysis 
 
Estimated elk population levels and trends for the Uncompahgre National Forest and the 
combined Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests are identified from 
Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) data.  The CDOW is charged with the task of 
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establishing herd goals and objectives for all big game Data Analysis Units (DAU) in the State.  
DAU’s are made up of two or more Game Management Units and represent discreet big game 
populations.  The DAU is a landscape composed of all public and private lands within its 
boundaries.  The National Forest is only a portion of this landscape. 
 
Big game population status, trend, and management goals were presented for elk and mule deer 
in the FEIS for the Mountain Division and Plateau Division (pages 3-122 to 3-124).  For the 
Uncompahgre National Forest, elk population numbers peaked in the early 1990’s and have 
steadily declined to population levels currently estimated to be at or above the DAU objectives 
established by the CDOW.  This trend is similar to the overall trend of the Grand Mesa, 
Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests combined (GMUG Forest MIS Analysis for elk, 
2001). 
 
Deer and elk population numbers and trends are influenced by an array of complex factors of 
which most influential are; climatic conditions (variable winter weather and summer droughts), 
harvest rates, predator interactions, declining habitat conditions on winter ranges, land use 
conversion, and forage condition. 
 
The effects of travel management upon elk populations are primarily a result of reduced habitat 
effectiveness, altered seasonal distribution, and increased vulnerability to harvest (FEIS pages 3-
125 through 3-128).  These effects can also contribute to influences on population numbers and 
trends by displacing elk from preferred habitats or causing additional stress to individual animals 
during critical time periods of reproduction or winter survival.  
 
The proposed action is anticipated to maintain or improve habitat effectiveness and significantly 
reduce the identified conflicts from the current situation in all Habitat Units.  See Figure 2-3.  
The result is likely to be an increase in duration of elk use on National Forest lands as habitat 
effectiveness and security is improved on preferred habitat areas.  Total elk numbers within the 
affected DAU’s are not likely to change significantly from the current situation as influenced 
solely by travel management. 
 

Monitoring 
 
The 1991 Amended Forest Plan on page IV-6, Table IV-1 contains an Implementation 
Monitoring Plan for various management activities.  Those activities related to wildlife are 
habitat capability for MIS and MIS population trends, vegetative diversity, old growth habitat, 
and habitat effectiveness for big game. When these activities are affected by projects, 
prescriptions, or plans they should be monitored.  The Implementation Monitoring relevant to 
travel management includes population trends, and habitat effectiveness. 
 
Population numbers and distribution are estimated and monitored annually by the Colorado 
Division of Wildlife.  As previously described, that data was utilized for this assessment to 
compare projected habitat capability and habitat effectiveness estimates to desired population 
levels of elk.  Based upon this assessment of monitoring data, the proposed action will continue 
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to provide habitat capable of sustaining desired populations of elk on the Uncompahgre National 
Forest. 
 
Other monitoring specified in the FEIS for wildlife resources include the following (FEIS page 
2-6, 2-7): 
 
v Validating road/trail use levels used in the HABCAP analysis for the spring/summer and 

fall hunting use periods. 
 
v Validating vegetation structural stage assumptions used in the HABCAP analysis 

(regarding available forage and cover), especially in pinyon/juniper, oak, and spruce-fir 
vegetation types. 

 
v Determining effectiveness of seasonal use restrictions on motorized travel in protecting 

key big game habitats and elk distribution. 
 
v Monitoring snowmobile trail use and play areas to determine if they occur within lynx 

habitat. 
 
v Monitoring the effectiveness of road use restrictions in actually changing or controlling 

human use.  

Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species 
 
The Endangered Species Act of 1973 requires all federal departments and agencies to conserve 
threatened and endangered species and the habitats they depend upon, and to consult with the US 
Fish and Wildlife Service on all actions authorized, funded or carried out by such agency to 
ensure that the action will not likely jeopardize the continued existence of any threatened or 
endangered species or result in an adverse modification of critical habitat (FSM 2670).  In 
addition the Forest Service requires an evaluation of effects to federal candidate and Forest 
Service sensitive species and habitat (FSM 2672.4).  This evaluation is necessary to ensure that 
Forest Service actions do not contribute to a loss of viability of any native or desired non-native 
plant or animal species, nor cause a species to move toward federal listing. 
 
The species affected include the list of federally listed threatened, endangered, proposed, and 
candidate species maintained by the US Fish and Wildlife Service.  Also included is the list of 
sensitive species developed and maintained by the US Forest Service. 
 
In compliance with the Endangered Species Act and Forest Service Manual direction, the 
analysis of the effects of the proposed action upon federally listed threatened, endangered, and 
proposed species and habitat was documented in a Biological Assessment (11/30/99).  This 
assessment process included review and consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service to 
reach concurrence on the determination of the effects upon those species and habitat potentially 
affected (1/12/00). 
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The April 2000 FEIS included a list of 11 federally listed or proposed species from that 
biological assessment (Table WL-1 and WL-2, pages 3-119 and 3-120).  This list and the 
Biological Assessment were reviewed for this Supplemental EIS to determine any changes in 
species status and potential need for any additional analysis or consultation.  One action has 
occurred since November of 1999 affecting the status of the Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis); its 
status has changed from proposed to threatened.  The remainder of the list is unchanged. 
 
The Canada lynx was included in the Biological Assessment with the other ten species listed by 
the US Fish and Wildlife Service.  This Biological Assessment was written by the Forest Service 
and reviewed by the US Fish and Wildlife Service under the guidelines included in the 1999 
Canada Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy (LCAS).  The Interagency Technical 
Committee revised this version of the LCAS in August of 2000.  For this Supplemental EIS, the 
proposed action was reviewed in context of this revised LCAS to determine if additional analysis 
or consultation is necessary.  Based upon this review it was determined that the current proposed 
action will not change the determination of effect upon the Canada lynx made in the 1999 
Biological Assessment, nor are there any additional conservation measures included in the 
revised LCAS that need to be incorporated into the current proposed action.     
 
Under the authority of the National Forest Management Act, the Rocky Mountain Region has 
developed and maintains a list of sensitive species located within its boundaries (USFS 3/12/94).  
The GMUG National Forest has reviewed this list and designated a total of 52 plants and animals 
as sensitive species that are likely to occur on the GMUG National Forests (GMUG NF 3/23/94).  
This list of species can and does include species with federal candidate status.  Based upon the 
habitats present and known species occurrence, this list was narrowed down to 32 species of 
plants and animals potentially located on the Uncompahgre National Forest.  This list of affected 
species has not changed since November of 1999.  
 
In compliance with Forest Service Manual direction the effects of the proposed action upon 
federal candidate and Forest Service sensitive species was documented in a Biological 
Evaluation (11/1/99).  The results of this biological evaluation were disclosed in the FEIS.  The 
current proposed action will not have any effect upon the analysis or determinations made in that 
evaluation.      
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APPENDIX A 
 

SUMMARY OF FOREST AND MANAGEMENT AREA DIRECTION 
RELATING TO HABITAT CAPABILITY AND HABITAT EFFECTIVENESS 
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APPENDIX B 
 

ANALYSIS RESULTS – CALCULATED HABITAT EFFECTIVENESS 
OBJECTIVES AND RESULTS FOR BENCHMARKS AND ALTERNATIVES 
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APPENDIX C 
 

HABCAP Documentation and Users Guide 
 
 

NOT AVAILABLE ELECTRONICALLY 
 
 


