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Abstract: The Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) documents the analysis of the proposed action and two 
alternatives which were developed for the management of the 1,000 acre Booth Creek Project Area on the 
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CHAPTER I 
PURPOSE AND NEED 

INTRODUCTION 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) documents the known direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the 
proposed action for Bighorn Sheep Management through prescribed fire. The USDA Forest Service, Colorado 
Division of Wildlife, Foundation for North American Wild Sheep in cooperation with the Town of Vail are 
proposing to treat approximately 800 acres of shrubland and aspen with prescribed fire. 

This Chapter discusses the purpose and need for the project, the lands involved in the decision to be made, 
the decision to be made, and the Forest Service's proposed action for the project area. In this chapter, the 
public involvement plan that was implemented to raise issues and concerns is disclosed and was used in 
the identification of the key issues. These issues were used to develop and analyze the alternatives including 
the proposed action. 

Upon completion of the Land and Resource Management Plan for the White River National Forest (Forest 
Plan), forest management direction was developed to guide vegetation management on the National Forest 
to achie·.'~ the goals set forth in the plan. The purposes of the Environmental Assessment is to develop and 
design management practices that will meet the Forest Plan goals and objectives for this project area. In doing 
so, this EA will disclose possible effects of vegetation management in the Booth Creek Area on the Holy Cross 
Ranger District of the White River National Forest. (See Figure 1-1) 

Historically, the Booth Creek area has been managed for livestock grazing, hunting, and a variety of primitive, 
dispersed recreational activities (hiking, photography, snowshoeing etc.). 

This EA is structured .as follows: Chapter I describes the purpose and need for the proposed action and 
provides a summary of the seeping process and issues identified; Chapter II describes the alternatives, 
summarizes environmental consequences of the alternatives, and describes mitigation measures associated 
with each alternative; Chapter Ill presents the existing environment that is the baseline environment; Chapter 
IV describes the probable consequences of each alternative on selected environmental resources, as well 
as, providing scientific and analytic basis for the comparisons of alternatives; and Chapter V summarizes the 
agencies, organizations, and persons contacted during seeping. 

PURPOSE AND NEED 

This Environmental Assessment is tiered to the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Forest 
Plan (Record of Decision signed 9/20/84). Incorporated by reference from the Forest Plan (pp. 111-93 through 
1 01) are the Goals and Direction describing the desired condition for vegetation, and other affected resourc-
es. These goals and Direction from the Forest Plan include: · 

• Reducing the accumulation of natural fuels. 
e Manage tree stands using both commercial and non-commercial methods. Clearcut aspen and/or 
use prescribed fire to regenerate. 
e Establish elk, moose, bighorn sheep and TES species on sites that can supply the habitat needs 
of the species and population levels of CDOW. 
e Alter ages classes of browse stands in a diversity unit. 
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FIGURE I-1 GENERAL LOCATION MAP 
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• Improve the health and vigor of all vegetation types outside wilderness. 
e Improve habitat capability through direct treatments of vegetation, soils and water. 

The project area is within one management area and the Forest General Standards and Guidelines are 
outlined in the Forest Plan (111-24 to 28), and on Figure 1-1 . Proposed management activities would occur within 
Management Area 2A. 

Table 1-1 Forest Plan Management Areas 

Management Area Acres Percent of Project Area 

2A - Semi-primitive motorized recreation 5,320 99% 
9A - Riparian < 100 <1% 

Management emphasis in a 2A area is for semi-primitive m<;>torized recreation. In 2A Management Areas 
management activities are not evident or should remain visually subordinate. Recommended sifvicuftural 
prescriptions include clearcut, selection, shelterwood, salvage and prescribed fire. 

The primary purposes of the proposed management activities in the Booth Creek area is to enhance Bighorn 
Sheep habitat by creating a travel corridor for sheep to move to escape cover, reduce fuel loadings 
(vegetation) and to regenerate aspen and shrubs. The primary purpose of the Booth Creek Burn is to improve 
habitat for one of the few bighorn sheep bands on the White River National Forest. The East Zone of the White 
River National Forest contains approximately 9,000 acres of bighorn sheep habitat outside of Wilderness 
areas on Forest Service lands. Of the 9,000 acres, the project area contains approximately 2,000 acres. While 
this habitat is not unique in Colorado, it is a important ecosystem on the forest and deserves to be managed, 
maintained and enhanced. The current condition is that by suppressing wildfires, the aspen and shrub 
component have become over mature and are in need of vegetative treatment through prescribed fire. A 
wildfire would likely cause serious habitat degradation and property damage. 

The specific purpose of the prescribed burn is 1. To create a movement corridor for Rocky Mountain Bighorn 
Sheep to go from Booth Creek west to Spraddle Creek. 2. To reduce the fuel loading (vegetation) to lessen 
the risk of wildfire. 3. To regenerate shrubland and aspen stands that are over mature, and 4. To improve the 
quantity and quality of forage (Shrubs, grass, forbs) for big game. 

LANDS INVOLVED 

The Booth Creek Area is located on the north side of Interstate 70, in the Vail Valley. The north side of the 
valley from the ridgetop (on the north), to Dowd Junction (on the west) to 1-70 (on the south) to East Gore 
Creek (on the east) encompasses approximately 5,500 acres of Forest Service lands on the Holy Cross 
Ranger District of the White River National Forest. The project area is east of Dowd Junction, beginning at 
Spraddle Creek and is about 2,000 acres. It is adjacent to the Town of Vail city limits. 

The general setting of the project area is on a south facing forested relatively steep slope on elevations of 
8,500 to 10,000 feet. The forested areas consist of aspen and s;x uce-fir. Approximately 45% of the project 
area is in grassland and shrubland (serviceberry-sagebrush), 15% in conifer stands and 40% in aspen. Of 
the aspen, more than half is over mature. The project area is not roaded except tor the trail going up Spraddle 
Creek. Vegetative treatment has never occurred on the area. There is State of Colorado and Town of Vail 
property within the project area. 
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DECISIONS TO BE MADE 

An Environmental Assessment is not a decision document. It is a document disclosing the environmental 
consequences of implementing the proposed action and alternatives to that action. The decision is docu
mented in a Decision Notice signed by the Responsible Official. 

The decision the District Ranger will make will consist of _three elements: 

e The first element of the decision is whether or not to implement vegetation management through 
prescribed fire within the project area. 

e The second element is that if the answer to the first element is yes, then where and when to 
implement vegetation management. 

e And the third element of the decision is how to manage the prescribed burn. 

PROPOSED ACTION 

The Forest Service proposes to implement a prescribed burn in the Booth Creek .Area. The burn would occur 
in the spring and/or fall over a two year period, weather permitting. To broadcast burn approximately 400 
acres of aspen and 400 acres of shrublands (sagebrush/serviceberry) totalling 800 acres. The prescribed 
burn would improve critical winter range for Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep, elk and deer by as much as 150 
percent. A corridor would be constructed (by fire) so the Bighorn Sheep band would be able to walk from 
Booth Creek to escape rocks (near Spraddle Creek) approximately 1 1/2 miles west by 1/4 mile south. The 
prescribed burn would reduce the dead and down aspen that currently create an impassable barrier for the 
sheep. Dead, dying aspen and overmature shrubs lying on the ground would be reduced by 80 percent by 
fire consumption. This would reduce the future risk of an uncontrolled wildfire. The units would be hand lit 
by a fire crew. Structural engines from the Town of Vail would be positioned near private homes as a 
precaution against wind shifts and downhill fire runs. 

The proposed action was modified due to internal and public comments. Units within the analysis area have 
been removed from erosion/debris/mass movement zones, reduced in size and scheduled for treatment at 
different times of the year. 

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

There are some important environmental issues to consider in determining how best to implemer:~ -~e 

proposed projects if at all, within the Booth Creek Burn project area. Forest Service resource speciaiists 
identified some of the issues, and members of the public identified others or helped to better define these 
issues. 

Public comment on the proposed project was solicited by mailing scoping letters to members of the public 
who could be affected by the proposed project, or those who might have an interest in the decision. Char;ter 
V lists those individuals, organizations, and agencies notified. Letters were sent during February 5:-9, . 09/. 
Written comments were requested by April 1, 1997. The comment period was extended to May 1, 1997 due 
to public request. 

Approximately 23 written responses were received. In addition, 150 brochures were hand delivered to 
residents during the second week of March. The brochures were hand delivered to homes and r:::sidents 
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adjacent to the proposed burn units. Seven people attended the open house in Vail on February 1 o, 1997. 
There were also two meetings with the Vail Town Council. 

The public was invited to go on several field trips (February 28, March 4 and 11, 1997 to look at the proposed 
burn units and to the results of a completed burn (Dowd Junction burned in 1994). 

ISSUES 

Public comments and management concerns generated many issues, concerns, and opportunities. The 
Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) reviewed the issues, concerns, and opportunities and determined which were key 
and tracking issues. The IDT also determined which issues would be tracked through the analysis, and which 
could be eliminated from detailed analysis. 

Key Issues 

Key issues are defined as resources or other values that drive the development of an alternative, may be 
adversely affected by the proposed action, or unresolved conflicts regarding alternative uses of available 
resources. Key issues provide the focus for the analysis and are used directly in the formulation of the 
alternatives. The key issues are tracked th rough the analysis process and through the remaining sections 
of this document. There were some additional issues eliminated from analysis, these are found in Appendix 
A. 

· Mass Movement Potential 

a. The project area contains erosion-debris flow channels that start in the upper drainages, go through 
some of the burn units and stop above some residential homes. In addition to the identified flow zones, 
there is additional debris, rocks and mud that are included within this issue. Some home owners were 
concerned that the prescribed burn would cause land/mud slides into their homes. 

Bighorn Sheep Habitat (Vegetation) 

a. There is a need to improve critical winter habitat for the deer, elk and bighorn sheep that use the 
area in the winter. There are approximately 125 Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep that come out of the 
Eagle's Nest Wilderness (Gore Mountain Range) and inhabit the Vail Valley during the winter. The 
sheep are subjected to harrassment by domestic pets and are crowded in limited critical w1nrer naOI[ar 
(<500 Acres). There is an additional 900 acres of habitat to the west that is unreachable due to 
dead/down aspen that the sheep will not cross. There is a lack forage (quality and quantitv) for sheep 
and other big game animals in the project area. 

Cost/Time of the Project 

a. Vegetative treatment by other methods (Saws, Harvester) is expensive and takes more time to 
achieve the same results as a prescribed fire. It will take 7 to 1 0 years to accomplish the mechanical 
treatment vs one to two years with prescribed fire. It costs three times more per acre to use mechanical 
means. In the phasing of the mechanical treatment alternative, the sheep population will continue to 
grow and degrade the existing habitat. 

VIsuals 

a. The area will look black and ugly after the burn for several years. The dead/down aspen will be 
partially consumed and remain as blackened chunks of wood lying within the burn area. 
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Safety and Protection of Private Homes 

a. A number of home owners are concerned that the prescribed fire could endanger their homes. b. 
There was concern that the smoke from the prescribed burn would cause safety (visibility) problems 
to vehicles traveling on 1-70 and within the Vail Valley. 

Air Quality and Smoke Management 

a. Smoke dispersal into non-attainment areas and Class I airshed (Eagles Nest Wilderness) is a 
violation of the Laws, Rules and Regulations of Clean Air Act. Smoke could cause problems with 
visibility concerns within other communities down wind. 

PERMITS AND APPROVALS 

The USDA Forest Service is required to get a Smoke Permit for the Colorado State Department of Health. The 
Permit will be requested and obtained by Forest Service, East Zone Fire Management Officer prior to the 
implementation of the burn. 
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CHAPTER II 
ALTERNATIVES 

INTRODUCTION 

This Chapter displays detailed information about the Proposed Action, alternatives to the Proposed Action, 
and a st,.Jmmary of environmental effects. The Alternatives present different vegetative management ap
proaches and are designed to respond to the Key Issues. The required "No Action• alternative represents no 
change from current management. 

FORMULATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) implementing regulations {40 CFR Part 1502.14) require 
rigorous evaluation of all reasonable alternatives, including "No Action• to minimize possible environmental 
effects. The impacts of the proposed action and alternatives to-that action are to be presented in comparative 
form. A range of alternatives was developed by the Interdisciplinary Team for evaluation in this environmental 
analysis. The alternatives discussed are intended to be realistic and compatible with Forest Service manage
ment direction and address the issues raised during scoping. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY 

The following alternative was developed during the process, but was eliminated from detailed study. 

Booth Creek-Small Sale 

This alternative proposed to prepare and offer a post and pole aspen timber sale to remove the standing 
aspen ana ru reyet ttu aLe u te :sLat tu:s. t'.·v · i ut 1u.:. \;i a 11y ""'"':: generated) would be used to remove the 
dead/down aspen and to mechanically cut the brush to regenerate them. This alternative was eliminated from 
detailed study because the area is not roaded, would likely not be a commercially viable sale. It would also 
take too much time to cut and regenerate the shrubs. Shrubs do not respond as favorably to mechanical 
treatment. The aspen is of poor quality and would not be purchased. · 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 

The following three alternatives were developed during the environmental process and are considered in 
detail. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 
No Action 

Alternative 1 is the no action alternative which is required to be considered and analyzed in detail. This 
alternative would result in no implementation of management activities necessary to sustain and enhance the 
critical habitat for bighorn sheep. The vegetation (aspen and shrubs) would continue to age, die and be 
replaced with less desirable species. The aspen stands would decay and eventually be replaced by shrubs. 
The shrubs would eventually be replaced by grass/forb. Big game (deer and elk) would lose valuable young 
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aspen for forage during the winter. The sheep would not be able to access habitat to the west, increasing 
their risk of over using their existing habitat. The vegetation (grass, shrubs and dead/down aspen) would 
accumulate and result in greater risk of uncontrolled wildfire. Figure 1-2 indicates the general location. 

ALTERNATIVE 2 
Proposed Action 

This alternative consists of broadcast burning four management units {1, 2, 3 and 6) within the Vail Valley by 
Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management and Vail Fire Department personnel. The area(s) would be 
burned with ground personnel {hand ignition). Some of the aspen and most of the shrub component would 
be regenerated. The dead and down aspen would be reduced, and the shrubs, grasses and forbs would be 
stimulated to produce more pounds of forage per acre. The area would be improved for a number of wildlife 
species. The bighorn sheep would be able to access habitat to the west. Units 1, 2, 3 and 4 have stands of 
aspen that are 40-80% dead. Surface fuels are grass, serviceberry, sagebrush and downed logs. Unit 2 is 
30-60% dead aspen. Surface fuels are grass, serviceberry, sagebrush and downed aspen logs. Units 5 and 
6 are mostly shrubs/grass with decaying stands of aspen. Approximately 800 acres within the Booth Creek 
boundary area would be prescribed burned in a mosiac pattern during a two year period (weather permitting). 
The burn(s) would occur during the spring and/or fall. Artificial reforestation efforts will not be needed in the 
aspen due to the intensitv of the fire which will regenerate from 300 to 3,000 stems per acre. A detailed Burn 
Plan is located in the project file and is available for public review. Figure 11-2 is the map for this alternative. 
Unit 1 is proposed for a fall burn, due it's north aspect (too wet in a normal spring). Units 2, 3, are proposed 
for spring burning in the first year. Units 4 and 5 would not be treated with a prescribed burn. Unit 6 would 
be burned the next year. 

ALTERNATIVE 3 
Force Account and Volunteers 

(Mechanical Treatment) 

This alternative would use Forest Service personnel and volunteers to manually cut the aspen (with chain
saws). They would then stack and burn the piles. The shrub component (sagebrush and serviceberry) would 
be manually cut (saws, brush hooks) to stimulate regeneration. The units are the same as in Alternative 2. 
Units 1, 2, 3, and 6 would be manually treated in their entirety. Units 4 and 5 would have a corridor {125 yards 
wide by 400 yards long) cut through the middle of them. The swath would be placed on the contour of the 
slope. The cut material in all of the units would be piled and burned during the year once the material has 
dried out. It would take approximately 7-10 years to implement this alternative (Crew size, expertise and 
funding dependent). There will be a longer risk of a pile getting out control due to the year round burning. 
Figure 11-3 illustrates the area of this alternative. 
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FIGURE II-1 PROPOSED ACTION (ALTERNATIVE 2) 
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FIGURE II-2 MECHANICAL TREATMENT (ALTERNATIVE 3) MAP 
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COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

This section compares alternatives by: 

-The effect on mass movement channels (High, Low, None) 

-The acres of aspen and shrubs managed for long-term sustainability. 

-The cost ratio of each alternative (cost per acre) 

-Effect on visuals 

-Safety and Protection of private homes 

-Air quality and smoke management 
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Table 11-1 Comparison of Alternatives 

Alternative 1 2 3 

Mass Movement Flow Channels 
Risk of movement Some Slight Slight 

Increase Increase 

Vegetative Treatment 
Acres of aspen/shrub managed for 0 534 600 

long-term sustainablity 

Economics 
(Cost/Acre) 0.0/1 $105/1 $400/1 

Visuals 
Meets Forest Plan VSQ None Meets Meets 

Safety/Protection of Homes 
Risk of Injury/Home Endangerment Short Slight No Rise 

Term Risk Risk 

Visibility 1-70 
Haze in Valley 

(Visibility in miles) None Slight Slight 
1.4 mi. 1.8 mi. 

Smoke/Air Quality 
Duration None 2 Days 12 Days 

Tons/Day 17.6/Day U/12 
Days 

Risk of Escape Fire None Low Low 

Risk of Wildfire Moderate Low Low 

MITIGATION 
The following measures have been identified for the action alternatives except no action as means to mitigate 
adverse environmental impacts disclosed in this Environmental Assessment. Table 11-2 lists the mitigation 
measures, their effectiveness, and the method to be employed for implementation of the measures. 

Table 11-2 Mitigation Measures and Effectiveness 

Impacts Mitigated Mitigation Effectiveness Responsibility 

Mass Movement Located within each Alterna- 2 USFS, Burn Plan 
tive. 
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Table 11-2 Mitigation Measures and Effectiveness (continued) 

Impacts Mitigated 

Safety and Protection of 
Private Homes 

Smoke Management 

Visuals 

Noxious Weed Invasion 

Recreation/Hunting Use 

Effectiveness: 
1 = Highly effective 
2 = Moderately effective 
3 = Somewhat effective 
4 = Uncertain 

Mitigation Effectiveness 

Structural Engines will be 1 
placed near homes. Project 
area will be signed. · 

Burned during Atmospheric 2 
instability. Good Smoke dis-
persal. Patrol roads and 
monitor. Sign to warn visitors 
and public. 

Impact is discussed in eac~ 1 
Alternative. 

Noxious weeds discovered in 2 
the project area after the burn 
will be treated in compliance 
with the Forest-wide Environ-
mental Assessment on the 
Management of Undesirable 
Plant Species. 

Minimize fall burning 1 

Responsibility 

USFS, Burn Plan 

USFS, Burn Plan 

USFS, Burn Plan 

USFS 

USFS 

No site-specific mitigation for cultural resources are recommended at this time, as there are no known historic 
properties within the analysis area. Should any significant cultural resources be located in the future, they 
will be mitigated (avoidance), if necessary, in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation according to Section 1 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
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CHAPTER Ill 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

This Chapter describes the existing condition of the environment likely to be affected by the proposed action 
described in Chapter I. Additional resource specialist reports are located in the Project Analysis File located 
at the Holy Cross Office. 

This affected environment generally includes all National Forest System lands and private lands in and 
adjacent to the project area and along the access roads into the project. It is expected that most direct, 
indirect, and cumulative environmental effects of the decision will be confined to the lands, both public and 
private, within and adjacent to the project area. 

GENERAL SETTING 

The proposed project is located in the Vail Valley, adjacent to 1-70 and the Town of Vail, Colorado. The project 
area is characterized by slopes and benches on a south facing aspect. Some steeper slopes are present 
along some of the drainages, and the average slope of the units proposed for management activities average 
30 to 40 percent. Elevations range from 8,400 feet to 10,000 feet. The project area adjoins private lands (Vail 
Corporate Boundary) on the south. 

The area is not roaded, except for the four wheel drive trail that goes up Spraddle Creek along the east side 
of the drainage. The area is currently used for dispersed recreation. The majority of the recreational use in 
the project area occurs during the summer and winter (hiking and snowshoeing). The area is critical big game 
(deer and elk) winter range and is important habitat for 125 Bighorn Sheep that winter there from the Gore 
Range (Eagle's Nest Wilderness). The area is also important visually to Vail Valley residents, and skiers at 
Vail Ski Resort, located across 1-70. 

KEY ISSUES 

MASS MOVEMENT/SUSTAINED RAPID SNOWMELT 

There are four debris/erosion flow zones within the boundary of the prescribed burn. In 1985, 1988 and 1992 
there was significant mud and snow slides into the private residences on the south boundary of the proposed 
burn area. The slides were caused by sustained rapid melt of snow (water content). There is a map of these 
areas in the project file at the Holy Cross Ranger District. 

BlGHORN SHEEP HABITAT 
VEGETATION 

Forested vegetation within the project area consists mainly of aspen and shrublands. Table 111-1 summarizes 
the vegetation within the analysis area by wildlife habitat structural stages. The publication Managing Forest
ed Lands For Wildlife (Colorado Division of Wildlife, 1984), located at the Holy Cross District Office, contains 
more detailed information on the structural stages. Structural stage 1 is grass/forb, 2 is seedlings/saplings, 
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3 is poletimber, 4 is mature timber, and 5 is old growth. The A, 8, and C refer to the canopy closure, with A 
having a canopy closure less than 39 percent, 8 having a canopy closure between 40 and 70 percent, and 
C having a canopy closure greater than 71 percent. Canopy is the cover provided by limbs and leaves that 
shade the ground. Shrubs are aged either young or old ... Serviceberry and sagebrush over 25 years of age 
is considered an old age class. 

A healthy shrub/aspen community contains a relatively high degree of structural diversity (age classes). The 
aspen stands have tree ages and subsequent sizes from five to ten years old {1-3 inch diameter, early), from 
eleven to seventy five years old (4-12 inch diameter, intermediate and late) and old growth, to one hundred 
ten+ years old {+13 diameter). The understory is grass/forb and shrubs that are in young and old ages. 
Habitat patchiness has been created through past natural disturbances(mud slides, insect/disease/fire) and 
human disturbances (human caused fires) within the project area These include wildfires, recreation and 
game trails and inseCt/disease outbreaks. As a result of this patchiness, a diversity of plant, animal, and cover 
types has evolved within the project area that has resulted in a relatively high level of diversity. This patchiness 
however is failing due to the over maturity of the aspen and shrub community. Optimum diversity or desired 
future condition (forest and shrub) health of the area would be 50% young and 50% old shrubs, and 27% early, 
36% intermediate, 27% late and 1 0% old growth ages in forested stands. 

Currently, over 80% of the shrubs are in an old age class ana most {60%) of the aspen are small size, old 
aged diseased trees. The bighorn sheep cannot move down the valley to additional winter range due to the 
jack-strawed dead and down aspen that prevents their movement. Sheep consider timber stands barriers due 
to their need to visually observe the landscape for predators (dogs, coyotes, Mtn. lions, etc.) 

Other big game species (deer and elk) browse on shrubs and seedling aspen during the winter. The shrub 
community is too old to enable elk and deer to obtain the quantity and quality of forage they need during a 
severe winter. 

Neotropical birds are not found in the area during the early spring due to lack of forage. Small mammals (mice, 
voles, etc.) inhabit areas under the snow during the winter and are found in escape ground cavities during 
the spring prior to creating nests and rearing young. Vegetative treatment will not significantly affect neotropi
cal birds and/or small mammals. 

The existing condition of the vegetation is found in Table 111-1. 

Table 111-1 Acres of Existing Structural Stages 

Structural Stage 1 2 3A 38 3r. I 4A I 48 I 4C 5 

Aspen 0 0 75 40 160 93 175 37 0 

Mountain shrub 0 950 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sagebrush 0 760 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mountain-Grassland 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Wet meadow 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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COST/TIME ANALYSIS 

This is a four season resort and second home based economy. The cost of implementation and time it will 
take to achieve the wanted results will be dicussed in Chapter 4. 

VISUALS 

There will be a mosiac blacken landscape caused by the broadcast prescribed burn in alternative 2. 
Alternative 3 will have scattered dead slash on the ground temporarily until the slash is piled and burned. The 
burning of the piles will cause black spots within the project area. 

SAFETY, AIR QUALITY AND SMOKE MANAGEMENT 

There is a need to make certain that the burn is implemented on days of atmospheric instability to reduce 
the risk of smoke piling into the Vail Valley causing visibility problems to residents and visitors using 1-70 and 
the roadways. 

TRACKING ISSUES (Issues identified during seeping but are not key issues) 

COMPLIANCE WITH THE NATIONAL FOREST MANAGEMENT ACT 

The Land and Resource Management Plan for the White River National Forest determined the appropriate 
silvicultural prescriptions within 2A Management Areas to be clearcut in aspen cover type. The Forest Plan 
General Standards and Guidelines also have standards for big game, Bighorn Sheep and shrub treatment. 

Aspen is expected to regenerate 300 to 3,000 sprouts per acre. The area is not in the suitable timber base 
of the Forest. 

THREATENED, ENDANGERED, AND SENSITIVE SPECIES 

A data search was conducted through the Colorado Natural Heritage Program (CDOW-Nature Cuaa.:>ca vcu '"Y 1 
to see if there are Federally listed Threatened/Endangered or State Sensitive species (TES) documented in 
the area. No known Threatened/Endangered plant or animal species have been documented in the analysis 
area, nor has any portion of the land been designated as critical habitat by the Secretary of the Interior 
(PL-93-205, Section 4, 1978). A Biological Assessment for Federally Usted Species and a Biological Evalua
tion for R2 Sensitive species have been completed for the project area. The Biological Assessment and 
Biological Evaluation are located in the Project Analysis File. 

The Biological Evaluation analyzes the potential effects of the proposed activities on Forest Service Region 
2 Sensitive Species. There are currently forty three sensitive species of plants and animals on the list. The 
Biological Assessment analyzes the potential effects of the proposed activities on Federally listed threatened 
and endangered species. The list of species that may be impacted on the White River National Forest, contain 
eleven species of plants, eight species of mammals, three species of amphibians, twenty species of birds and 
one specie of fish. The complete list of Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive species is contained in the 
project file. 

111-3 



HERITAGE RESOURCES 

A Heritage Resource Survey was completed on the project area during the summer of 1995 and 1996. No 
sites were discovered. 

RECREATION/WILD_ERNESS IMPACTS 

The area is used primarily during the winter by cross country skiing and snowshoers. The use is limited due 
a lack of trails. There will be minimal displacement during the spring during implementation. The Eagles Nest 
Wilderness is a Class I Airshed. 

WETLANDS 

There are approximately 1 oo acres of semi-perennial streams, wet bogs and seeps within the project area. 
There will be no impact to these areas because they will not _be treated (avoided). 

RISK OF ESCAPED FIRE AND WILDFIRE 

There will not be a risk of escaped fire with the no action alternative. There is a risk of uncontrolled wildfire 
(lightning/human caused) due to the accumulation of dead and down vegetation within the project area. 
There will be less chance of wildfire with alternative 2 and 3. 

There will be a slight risk of an escaped fire from the prescribed burn. There will be a slightly higher risk from 
alternative 3 of an escaped fire. 
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INTRODUCTION 

CHAPTER IV 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This Chapter discloses. the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of implementing the three alternatives 
described in detail in Chapter II. It forms the scientific and analytic basis for comparing the probable 
environmental impacts of the actions associated with the three alternatives, on the affected resources. This 
Chapter is organized by resource, followed by a discussion of the probable effects of each alternative 
considered. The resources are presented in the same order as they were discussed in Chapter 3. 

DIRECT AND INDIRECT ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Effects on Mass Movement (Debris Flows) 

Effects of Alternative 1 (No Action)-

With no management activities planned, no debris/Flows/Wetlands would be impacted. Natural processes 
would continue and during periods of high runoff occasional debris flows and erosion would occur. 

Effects of Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)-

This alternative is designed to avoid any known wetland/flow areas. Unit 1 would be burned in the fall, Units 
2 and 3 would be burned in the spring, units 4 and 5 would not be broadcast burned and unit 6 would be 
burned the proceeding year. No vegetation would be burned within 1 00 feet of any designated area(s). Units 
4 and 5 were removed from the broadcast burn due to the moderate chance that vegetation removed by fire 
would increase the risk of mass movement on the slope. There would be slight increase of risk to mass 
movement with this alternative. 

Ef.:: :•~ ..... ~ 1\ lt .... mo:>ti"a ~ ~IIJ1echanical Treatment)-

This alternative covers almost the same area as Alternative 2, except that units 1, 2, 3, and 6 would be 
manually cut with chainsaws. The slash would be piled and burned over a five to ten ye;:,~ :-''?!'!()~. Units 4 ar.-.; 
5 would have a corridor cut approximately 125 yds x 400 yds through them from east to west. The risk of mass 
movement would be slightly less than alternative 2 because the treatment would be phased over a 5-1 o year 
period. · 

Cumulative Effects-

There would be no cumulative effects associated with any of the action alternatives. 

The soil map unit descriptions do not indicate that irreversible damage would occur within the project 
boundary under any action alternative. The soil map unit descriptions and field verification for the project area 
determined the soil limitations for reforestation to be slight to moderate. There are severe debris/flow zones 
within the project area. There are few defined channels within the proposed units. There are numerous seeps 
and springs with characteristics typical of limestone and shale formations. 

Surface flows are originated by snowmelt runoff. Initiation of mass movement events within the project area 
will be related to soil mositure conditions going into the period of snowfall and timing/duration of snowmelt 
runoff. The issue is actually tied to potential changes in surface hydrology, sub-surface shallow groundwater 
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transport and deep ground water inputs as a result of top killing the vegetation. These changes will be short 
lived. 

Conditions could be favorable for mass movement as a function of residual fall moisture with rapid melting 
of an above average snowpack. The burning window is such that there would not be contributing surface 
snowmelt to the areas burned. Vegetation should be re-established prior to the next years runoff, post burn. 
The greater than average snowpack over the past few years may result in increased risk of mass activity 
movement, independent of prescribed burning. 

The Burn Plan for Booth Creek has taken into consideration previous years snow-packs, residual moisture 
in the fall before the burn. The burning window should be such that in a year with high antecedent moisture 
and a high duration snowpack, the prescribed burn would not be implemented. A go/no go criteria has been 
developed for the burn plan along with the standard live/dead fuel moisture, climatic conditions and the 
smoke parameters. 

Effects on Vegetation, Bighorn Sheep Habitat 

Effects of Alternative 1 (No Action)-

None of the proposed vegetation management activities would occur in the project area. As a result, 
biological diversity would decrease due to loss of vegetative species. Animal numbers would not increase. 
The aspen would continue to age, disease and insect infestations would increase and the stands would die. 
Dead and down timber would litter the floor making entry by big game animals more difficult. The aspen and 
shrub community would not regenerate. The shrub component (critical for wintering species) would continue 
to mature, die and be replaced by grasses and forbs. This type of vegetation is covered by snow during the 
winter and is unreachable by browsing species. The area would lose valuable habitat and the number(s) of 
species that live in it. 

Effects of Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)-

Unit 1 would be burned in the fall. Units 2 and 3 would be burned in the spring. Unit 4 and 5 would not be 
broadcast burned and unit 6 would be burned the preceding year. Broadcast burning would maintain and 
increase the plant and animal species in the area through removal of dead/down aspen and by regenerating 
the shrub community. Some aspen stands and shrub areas would be regenerated. Critical habitat for elk and 
deer would be improved by creating younger more vigorous plants. This would increase the quality and 
quantity of forage. Bighorn sheep winter range would be improved and a movement corridor would be 
established enabling them to move into new winter habitat with necessary escape cover nearby. Neotropical 
bird and small mammal habitat would be improved through the removal of old grasses and would stimulate 
grass/forb production. Upon implementation of this alternative, prescribed fire would be used to maintain 40% 
of the aspen/shrub community within the project area. Grass/forbs and some aspen seedlings would be 
available within several months of treatment and new sapling size stands would be established within the next 
two to five years. 

Effects of Alternative 3 (Mechanical Treatment)-

This alternative will mechanically treat the same number of acres and all the units, though without fire 
(broadcast burn). Units 4 and 5 would have a corridor cut through the middle of them (east to west). All of 
the slash would be piled and burned. This work would be very intensive and take from five to seven years 
to accomplish. The work would be accomplished by Forest Service personnel, contractors, volunteers or a 
combination of the three. The vegetative response (regeneration) would take longer to accomplish. Timing 
to regenerate aspen would take several more years because the cutting has to be done when the plants are 
dormant (fall through early spring). 
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Cumulative Effects-

The no-action alternative would cause a decrease in vegetative diversity within the Vail Valley. There would 
be less aspen stands, less bighorn sheep and less numbers of species requiring early stages of aspen and 
shrubs to live in. Alternatives 2 and 3 would increase vegetative and wildlife species within the area. 

Effects on Economic Analysis/Cost-Time of the Project 

Effects of Alternative 1 (No Action)-

The economic analysis is used to compare the alternatives by cost of treatment per acre. Under this 
alternative, no (proposed project) would occur. This is a four season resort and second home based 
economy. No action would have an insignificant effect on the economics of the valley. There would be less 
wildlife, viewing opportunities, but considering other sites within the area. This would be a minor or no change. 

Effects of Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)-

This alternative would be implemented during a five day period including preparation for the burn. The cost 
would be approximately $1 05 per acre for 400 acres. This cost includes in-kind services, volunteer and 
equipment donations from the Bureau of Land Management, local fire departments and the Town of Vail. Total 
cost will be approximately $42,000 for planning, NEPA, supplies, equipment and personnel. The proposed 
action will also be implemented within a very short time frame, enabling the wildlife species to react favorably 
to the habitat improvement. 

Effects of Alternative 3 (Mechanical Treatment)-

The same acreage and units would be treated as alternative 2 but mechanically (chainsaws). Units 1,2,3 and 
6 would be completely treated. Units 4 and 5 would have a corridor cut through the middle of them. The 
implementation time is crew size dependent. Personnel can cut between 1/2 to 3/4 of an acre per day. It will 
take approximately 200 person days to implement the project at a cost of $400 per acre. The cost is 
approximately $80,000-105,000 to cut, pile and subsequently burn the piles. Volunteers, contractors and 
Forest Service personnel would be used to treat the area. 

The time frame for this alternative is crew size dependent. It would take five to seven years for a ten person 
crew or one to two years for a forty person crew to accomplish the work. It would take much longer (5-1 o years) 
to open up the new habitat for the sheep and to improve the shrub and aspen community. Bighorn sheep 
would have to wait for approximately four years to move into the •new• habitat. Economically, unless the 
Foundation for North American Sheep, Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation and the Colorado Division of Wildlife 
offered $25,000 per year for the project, it would not get done. The phasing of this alternative and the length 
of time it would take to complete would be a logistic challenge. 

Cumulative Effects-

Alternative 1 would have no cumulative effects associated with it. There would be no management activities. 

Alternative 2 and 3 would, in combination with other forest activities such as recreation have a slight 
cumulative effect on economics within the Vail Valley. It is not probable that habitat improvement with 
prescribed fire or mechanical treatment will make much of an economic impact within the Valley based on 
development and other resources within the area. 
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Effects on Visuals 

Effects of Alternative 1 (No Action)-

There would be no change to the visuals of the Vail Valley from this alternative. 

Effects of Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)-

Units 2, 3, and 4 would be burned during a three day period during the spring. Unit 1 would be burned in 
the fall. Unit 6 would be burned the proceeding year in the spring. The broadcast burn will blacken the area 
in a mosiac pattern. There would be areas of black and green spread throughout the units. There would be 
charred pieces of dead and down aspen that were not fully consumed throughout the aspen stands. Cool 
season grasses and forbs would sprout as soon as the weather warmed. The burned units would be covered 
in annuals, perennials and forbs by mid summer. During the summer, warm season plants would grow and 
fill in the bare spots. By fall, the entire area would be a different colored green as regeneration starts taking 
place. Within two years, little ev1aence of the prescribed would be visible. 

Effects of Alternative 3 (Mechanical Treatment)-

The green up from warm and cool season grasses, forbs and shrubs would occur in the same manner as 
alternative 2, except that it would take place after the units were cut (3-7 years). The piles however would be 
burned over the summer and fall during the next 4-7 years. There would be temporary black spots from the 
piles being burned. These spots would also be covered by grasses, forbs over time. There would be a green 
strip in the middle of units 4 and 5 from the corridor being cut through the middle of them. It would take more 
years for this area to be covered with vegetation due to the phasing of the treatment. 

Cumulative Effects-

There would be no long term effects from either of the action alternatives. Alternative 3 however would take 
longer to complete and longer for the area to regenerate and subsequently be covered by native vegetation. 

Effects of Safety/Protection of Homes 

Effects of Alternative 1 (No Action)-

There would be no vegetative treatment, fuel loading on the hillsides above private property would not be 
reduced or removed. This area of National Forest would remain at risk to wildfires as the accumulation of fuels 
(vegetation) would increase. There would be continued risk from human caused and lighting caused igni
tions. 

Effects of Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)-

This alternative would reduce the fuel loadings (vegetation) within the units. There would be a slight decrease 
in the risk of wildfire on the Vail Valley. The risk to structures as a result of this alternative would increase 
slightly, but would be addressed through mitigation measures listed in this EA. 

Effects of Alternative 3 (Mechanical Treatment) 

This alternative would also reduce the amount of fuel available to wildfire. The risk of this alternative is less 
than alternative 2 due to the time it would take to reduce the vegetation by mechanical means. 
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Cumulative Effects-

The risk of wildfire would be reduced for a short time (5-1 0 years) by the action alternatives. The risk would 
increase over time as more of the vegetation ages, falls over and accumulates in the untreated areas of the 
valley. 

Effects on Air Quality/Smoke Management 

Effects of Alternative 1 (No Action)-

Under this alternative, no (proposed project) would occur. There would not be any impact from smoke within 
the Vail Valley and/or outside. 

Effects of Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)-

This alternative would be cause a moderate amount of smoke to be lofted into the air. There would be 17.6 
tons of emissions for the day that units 2 and 3 are burned. The Kosh visual range on 1-70 would be 1.4 miles 
with an average wind speed and Good Smoke Dispersal. The visual range within the Eagles Nest .Wilderness 
would be .9 miles. The Zone FMO obtained a smoke permit from the State of Colorado with a specific set of 
implementation parameters. The units will be burned early in the day to achieve good fuel consumption. 
Implementation will occur on days of atmospheric instability to achieve good to excellent smoke dispersal out 
of the valley and over the wilderness. The units will be burned in the spring, where there is a greater likelihood 
of achieving smoke dispersal standards. The units will be burned in two days. There will be safety personnel 
assigned to area roads and highways in case of wind changes and to monitor highway smoke. Specific 
parameters can be found within the Booth Creek Burn Plan, located at the Holy Cross District Office. 

Effects of Alternative 3 (Mechanical Treatment)-

More acreage and units would be treated in alternative 3. The slash from cutting the vegetation will be hand 
piled (8x8x8 ft) and subsequently burned. There will be a maximum of 500 cubic foot of piles burned per day 
(30 piles). There will be 1.1 tons of emissions per day for 12 days. The Kosh Visual range on 1-70 is 1.8 miles 
with an average wind speed and good smoke dispersal. The Kosh visibility range in the Eagles Nest 
Wilderness is 21.4 miles. The zone FMO will obtain a State of Colorado Smoke Permit. There will be more days 
of pile burning, over a number of months, for several years (crew size dependent). The more piles that are 
burned over a longer period of time increases the risk of unprepared weather changes and an increased 
chance of smoke lingering in the Vail Valley, lnterstate-70 and the Eagle's Nest Wilderness. 

Cumulative Effects-

Alternative 1 would not attribute any smoke within the area 

Alternative 2 and 3 would, in combination with other smoke (Vail Associates and private residences ) could 
increase the amount of smoke emitted into the Vail Valley. Alternative 2 would have a short term effect, being 
over within a three day period. Alternative 3 could have long term (a few days over several years) impacts 
to the area due to smoke dispersal and non predicted weather patterns. Air quality levels are worst (high 
PM10) in February-April in the Vail Valley. The project would not contribute to any smoke during this time 
period. 
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Effects on Threatened/Endangered/Sensitive Species 

Effects of Alternative 1 (No Action)-

With no management activities planned, there would be no impact to any Federally Listed or Sensitive 
Species. 

Effects of Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)-

Potential impacts to Sensitive Species from the action alternatives are in the Biological Evaluation package 
located in the Project File, Holy Cross Ranger District. The findings in the BE document associated with 
Alternative 2 would have "No Impact• on the following species and/or their habitats. Those are: 

Harrington's beardtongue 
Clustered lady slipper 
Colorado false needlegrass 
Altai cotton-grass 
Smooth rockcress 
Hapeman's coolwort 
Molydenum milk-vetch 
Sea pink 
Globe gilia 
Debeque scorpion-weed 
Wooly fleabane 
Tiger Salamander 
Western boreal toad 
Northern leopard frog 
Boreal owl 
Black tern 
Black swift 
Lewis' woodpecker 
Three-toed woodpecker 
Olive-sided flycatcher 
Colorado River Cutthroat Trout 

Effects of Alternative 3 (Mechanical Treatment)-

Lynx 
Wolverine 
Spotted bat 
Townsend's big-eared bat 
Fringed-tailed myotis 
Ringtail 
American marten 
Merlin 
Flammulated owl 
Common loon 
Osprey 
Northern goshawk 
Ferruginous hawk 
Pygmy nuthatch 
Loggerhead shrike 
White-faced ibis 
Greater sandhill crane 
Fox sparrow 
Purple Martin 
Golden-crowned kinglet 

This alternative would have the same impact on Sensitive Species as Alternative 2. 

The Biological Assessment for Federally Listed species is located in the Project File at the Holy Cross District 
Office. There will be "No Impact• from either of the action alternatives. The species listed in the area are: 

Peregrine falcon 
Bald eagle 
Whooping crane 
Penland alpine fen mustard 
Southwest willow flycatcher 

Cumulative Effects-
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Humpback chub 
Boneytail chub 
Razorback sucker 
Colorado squawfish 



There would be no cumulative effects associated with any of the action alternatives. 

Effects on Heritage Resources 

Effects of Alternative 1 (No Action)-

Under this alternative, no (proposed project) would occur. This alternative would have no effect on significant 
cultural resources. 

Effects of Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)-

This alternative is designed to avoid any known heritage or potential (Springs) resource sites. Any sites 
discovered during implementation would be protected (by avoidance). The risk of sites within the project area 
being impacted is rated as low. There will not be any ground disturbance from this prescribed burn. 

Effects of Alternative 3 (Mechanical Treatment)-

This alternative would be designed to avoid any known heritage resource sites. Any sites discovered during 
implementation would be protected (avoided). The risk of sites within the project area being impacted is low. 

Cumulative Effects-

Alternative 1 would continue cumulative effects (if any) in the analysis area at the current rate. 

Alternative 2 and 3 would, in combination with other forest activities such as recreation, may have a cumulative 
effect on cultural resources in the form of increased soil erosion, increased visitor traffic and alteration of the 
historic landscape. Cumulative impacts of these types are difficult to quantify, but may be avoided or 
minimized through the implementation of appropriate, site specific treatments when deemed necessary 
through the consultation process with the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation. 

Effects on Recreation/Wilderness 

Effects of Alternative 1 (No Action)-

Under this alternative, no (proposed project) would occur. Dispersed recreation would continue in the form 
of hiking, hunting and snowshoeing. 

Effects of Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)-

There will be some temporary displacement of the recreational public in the project area during the implemen
tation phase of the burn for public safety, though the area is not heavily used. There could be some haze 
from smoke in the late afternoon that could be bothersome for hikers in the area and in the Wilderness. The 
Kosh visibility range will be .9 miles with an average wind speed and good smoke dispersal. Post burn, there 
will no direct or indirect affects. 
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Effects of Alternative 3 (Mechanical Treatment)-

There will be some temporary noise and haze associated with the chainsaw work and pile burning. Some 
areas will be slash littered and hard to travel through. The Kosh visibility range in the wilderness will be 21.4 
miles with an average wind speed and good smoke dispersal. 

Cumulative Effects-

Alternative 1 will eventually cause a decrease in Bighorn Sheep herd size. There will be less opportunity to 
view or harvest a sheep in the future. 

Alternative 2 and 3 would cause an increase in recreation opportunities in the long term with more animals 
to observe and hunt. 

Effects on Risk of Escape Fire and Wildfire 

Effects of Alternative 1 (No Action)-

Under this alternative, there would be no risk of an escaped fire due to the project. There is a slight risk of 
uncontrolled wildfire from human and natural cause ignitions. 

Effects of Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)-

There will be less risk short term (5-7 years) of an uncontrolled wildfire. Fuel loadings will be reduced, There 
will be a short term risk of an escape fire from the prescribed burn. Mitigations (weather window, fire 
prescriptions, equipment and personnel) will be implemented to reduce this risk. 

Effects of Alternative 3 (Mechanical Treatment)-

There will e a risk of uncontrolled wildfire from natural and human causes due to the small number of acres 
being treated per year. The implementation is crew size dependent. The risk of an escape fire will be higher 
than alternative 2 due to less personnel firing the piles, length of the project and higher number of days that 
will be required to burn the piles. 

Cumulative Effects-

There "'ro n,-,t :my cumulative effects associated with wildfire or escaped fire. 

OTHER MANDATORY DISCLOSURES 

This Section is a disclosure of impacts that are required by law or executive order. 

Compliance with the National Forest Management Act 

The proposed project (Alternative 2 and 3) complies with the National Forest Management Act. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources- There are no irretrievable or irreversible commit
ment of resources associated with any of the alternatives. 
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Effects on Prime Farm Lands, Range and Forest Lands- Due to the high elevation and short growing 
season, there are no prime farm lands located within the project area. Impacts to range and forest lands 
discussed in Chapter 4. 

Effects on Minority Groups, Women, Consumers, Civil Rights- Alternative 2 and 3 will have no affect. 

Compliance with the Clean Water Act- All alternatives are in compliance with the Clean Water Act There 
will be minimal effects. 

Compliance with the Endangered Species Act- All alternatives are in compliance with the Endangered 
Species Act The effects to TES are discussed in Chapter 4. 

Compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act- All alternatives are in compliance with the National 
Preservation Act The effects on Heritage Resources are discussed in Chapter 4. 

8. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

1. Past Actions 

Human or natural activities which have had an effect in the area over the past have included, increased 
recreational use of the area, Town of Vail development adjacent to Forest Service lands, and two small 
wildfires in the Valley during the 1990's. The analysis area is defined as the Eagle's Nest Wilderness 
boundary, Red and White Mountain on the north, Interstate 70 on the south, East Gore Creek to the east and 
Dowd Junction to the west. There has been two major mudslides and numerous rock slides in or near the 
project area during the past twenty years. Major changes in vegetation successional stages and fragmenta
tion have not occurred. 

2. Concurrent Actions 

Developmental activities are taking place at the present time which may compound the effects of the 
alternatives. Business and residential building is occurring on adjacent private lands at the present time. 
These activities will probably occur for the next half century. These actions include a hiking trC!il being 
constructed from Spraddle Creek to West Vail. This trail is outside the project area but within the analysis area. 

3. Anticipated Actions 

'Anticipated Actions• are future developmental projects or actions which are reasonably foreseeable and are 
likely to add to the environmental impacts which would result from the alternatives. In order to avoid 
speculation about both kinds of developments which might take place in the future and their potential 
environmental impacts, an effort was made to ensure that the future actions included in this analysis are 
probable. The current Five-Year Prescribed fire Action Plan was used as a guide. Based on the current plan, 
the probable environmental effects of the anticipated projects are roughly estimated and some determination 
made of whether or not these effects will add, in the future, to the effects likely to be created by these 
alternatives. Then, the environmental significance of these additions is determined. 

Based on current knowledge, there are no foreseeable future burns planned within the project area or other 
lands in the vicinity. There is building anticipated on some private lands adjacent to the project area. 
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CHAPTER V 
LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PERSONS CONSULTED 

The following agencies, organizations, and persons were consulted and/or notified of the proposed project. 

U.S.D.A. Forest Service 

Tom Johnston - lOT Leader 
David Van Norman - Silviculture 
Wayne Nelson - Range 
Bill Kight - Heritage Resources 
Bill Wood - District Ranger 
Alice Gustafson - Heritage Resources 
Phil Bowden - Fire and Fuels 
Beth Boyst- Wilderness 
Greg Kuyumjian- Hydrology 
Tony Svatos- Soils 
Kathy Hardy- Recreation 

Colorado Division of Wildlife 

Bill Andree 
Bill Heicher 
Larry Green 
Gene Byrne 
CDOW State Office 

Groups/Organizations 

Bureau Of Land Management, Grand Junction 

Colorado Heritage Program 
Colora.do Environmental Coalition 
Colorado Mountain Club 
CU Wilderness Study Group 
Colorado High Guide Service 
Colorado Wildlife Federation 
Don Clark 

Eagle County Board of Commissioners 
Eagle County Environmental Coalition 
Eagle County - Board of Commissioners and Board of Health 
Elk Mountain Outfitters 

v- 1 



Interested Publics 

L & L Outfitters 
Louisiana Pacific Corporation 

Meet the Wilderness 
Dan McNulty, Ancient Forest Rescue 

National Wildlife Federation 
Nova Guides 

Paragon Guides 

The Sierra Club - Mt. Sopris Group 
The Sierra Club - Blue River Chapter 
The Sierra Club - Rocky Mountain Chapter 

Triple G Outfitters 
Trout Unlimited 

U.S.D.I., Bureau of Land Management 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe 
Southern Ute Tribe (Alden Naranjo) 
Northern Ute Tribe (Betsy Chapoose) 

Vail Tomorrow Built and Natural Environment Group 
Vail, Town of 
Vail Fire Department 
Vail Rec District 

Individuals: 

Steve Dahmer 
Allen Best 
Ken Nuebecker 
John Sheehan 
Tom Bachus 
Randy Campbell 
Elroy Sandoval 
Eve Nett 
Dean Canada 
Gena Whitten 
Sue Rychel 
Dari Blodgett 
Don Clark 
George Gates 
Gary Ullman 
Hassig, Brad 
Dennis and Sheila Unn 
Breck Johnson 
Cheryl Anne Rondeau 
Unda and Fred Kuerston 
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Jean Naumann 
Harold Williamson 
Steve Moore 
Eric Porttorff 
Mike McGuire 
Steve Moore 
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APPENDIX A 
ISSUES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED ANALYSIS 

INTRODUCTION 

The primary function of Appendix A is to present Forest Service's responses to comments received during 
the review period for the Environmental Assessment 

PUBLIC COMMENTORS 

Comments were received from the following individuals, agencies, and organizations. 

Eve Nett 
Dean Canada 
Gena Whitten 
Sue Rychel 
Dari Blodgett 
Rocky Smith, Colorado Environmental Coalition 
Vail Tomorrow Built and Natural Environment Group 
Eagle County Department of Health, County Commissioner-Eagle County 
Bill Andree, Colorado Division of Wildlife 

. The Vail Trail Newspaper 
Dennis and Sheila Linn 
Cheryl Anne Rondeau 
Richard Conn 

PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED 

The following comments were received during the initial seeping period. Each comment or question listed 
below is designated by Comment/Question and Answer. In some instances the comment or question had 
several parts. In such cases each part is addressed separately. Many of the responses to comments refer 
the reader to Chapters or Appendices of the Environmental Assessment. 

Comment/Question 

Name/Agency, Address 
Q. Concern/Question/Issue 
A. Explanation/Mitigation 

1. E. NOTT; Vail, Colorado 

1. Q. East portion of the planned burn is a high hazard zone/debris flow zone. Destruction, burning 
of forest ground cover is not good. 
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1. A. The debris and erosion flow zones areas are not going to be burned. The exposure to mineral 
soil will be less than 1 0% and only in those area proposed for the burn. 

2. a. The fire is dangerously close to buildings. Two residences have sod roofs. Will the Forest Service 
pay for damages? 

2. A. The proposed burn is from 1/8 to 1/4 mile from any residences and is uphill from almost all the 
structures. There will be structural engines near residences to extinguish any spark, flames etc. that 
come close to any homes. The Forest Service will pay for damages to private property when Forest 
Service actions are the proven cause. 

3. a. The aspen are cycling and appear healthy. In regards to succession, aspen seems to be the final 
forest on these south slopes. 

3. A. The aspen that are proposed for treatment are old, unhealthy and declining in vigor. Aspen in 
most cases on the White River National Forest are an early successional species that is pre-conifer. 
Aspen within the the project area are climax (Slope, elevation, aspect, precipitation dependent). 

4. a. The Bighorn do not appear stressed but healthy. ·They are thriving without prescribed burning. 

4. A. There is additional habitat to the west of where the majority of the sheep are now wimenng. ()ne 
of the objectives is to create corridors so the sheep can go to these areas. The Bigham Sheep 
population will probably increase during the future and winter habitat is one of the critical limiting 
factors. If the habitat is not improved, the sheep population might crash/decline from disease, preda
tion and starvation (CDOW comments). 

5. a. The risks appear to outweigh the need for a prescribed burn. a) Alternatives like, fert ilization, 
cutting down diseased trees and seeding of native species should be explored. b) postpone the 
proposed burns so that alternatives can be thoroughly explored and extensive studies can be accom
plished concerning burn impacts on hazardous area soils, erosion potential and hillside instability. 

5. A. There are risks associated with any prescribed fire. This particular proposal has minimal hazards 
and risks. Alternatives, like the ones proposed would cost between $250-$400 per acre, where the burn 
will cost approximately $1 00 an acre. The suggested Alternatives would also not meet 2.1! of ::-:e 
objectives that are in the Bum Plan (ie. Regenerate shrub species, reduce fuel loadings near struc
tures, create corridors for sheep movements .. .for 1998). Note that in the time that's transpired since 
last year, we've undertaken more study on soils/slope stability. 

2. DEAN CANADA; Vail Colorado 

1. a. What gives anyone the right to start a fire, especially when many people directly affected by the 
prescribed burning are diabolically opposed to it? 

1. A. The Forest Service Manages the land for multiple use. Prescribed fire is one of the tools used for 
habitat enhancement. There were over 250 seeping information brochures and letters sent out and 
there has been three radio programs and four newspaper articles written on the proposal in the Eagle 
and Vail valley areas. The Forest Service is required to consider public input. We will have done that 
through this EA process. The number opposed/in favor is not especially relevant to the analysis or 
decision. We've attempted to address all issues raised. 
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2. a. But the fire will kill snowshoe rabbits, marmots, squirrels, birds, chipmunks and all of their young 
born this spring. What makes a Bighorn Sheep any more important than a smaller animal struggling 
to survive.? 

2. A. The prescribed burn is proposed prior to ariy young being born (other than owls). Most of the 
big game (elk, deer, elk) will follow the snowline into their birthing areas .... They do not normally have 
their young on their winter ranges. The prescribed burn will help Nee-tropical birds, small animals, and 
big game animals. Most of the animals will seek shelter in/under the ground during the burn or move 
around the fire. The area will not all be blackened, but rather be burned in a mosiac pattern with lots 
of •green• unburned patches in the units. A few small mammals might be killed that could get confused 
and caught in the fire. 

3. a. Also, the fire would kill or harm our state tree and our state bird. 

3. A. The State Tree is the Blue Spruce and the State bird is the Lark Bunting .... neither of these species 
are found in the area. 

4. a. Main concerns are: 1. The stability of soils after_a fire such as 
the proposed one, the enhancement of greater and more frequent mud slides, 
rock fall, snow slides and debris slides. 2. The threat to the homes in this area if the wind changes while 
a large fire such such as this burns. 3. The pollution of our area for days which will harm humans and 
animals (wild and domestic) . 

. 4. A. The designated debris/erosion areas are not going to be burned. The homes should not be at 
risk due to the mitigation of personnel and engines that will be in the area. The air quality will not be 
affected in the Vail Valley since the burn will be implemented on an day of instability, the burn will be 
completed before 4:00PM and in one day. The air in the valley will clear (if it becomes hazy) within the 
next 24 hour p_eriod. 

5. a. FS personnel work for the people, and by the people ... Why are you not listening? 

5. A. The Forest Service is listening, to everyone. We have made an attempt to notify all the publics 
in the area by newspaper/radio releases 

and scoping letters/brochures to get input to this proposal. We truly appreciate the interest and 
letter/calls that we have received. We have also received a number of supporting letters and com
ments. This EA attempts to address the issues and concerns raised. 

6. a. Please put the money in the background; please give importance to small animals as well as to 
large animals. 

6. A. The Forest can put the money in other areas and resources. But, this area has been identified 
by State and Forest Biologists as an area that needs treatment for a variety of reasons. The Forest 
manages habitat for a wide range of species and all are considered important. 

7. a. Please have another meeting and INFORM people. Have Art Miers or the Corps of Engineers there 
too. 

7. A. We have provided several field trip opportunities to explain the proposal in detail and to answer 
questions. The Burn Plan, an article and additional information will be released in the local newspapers 
and on radio. The slope stability issues have beeri addressed by FS Specialists in this EA. Future public 
meetings, if any, will be based on public input on this draft EA. 
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8. a. I am on oxygen. Is this going to bother me? 

8. A The burn is proposed on a day that has good to excellent smoke dispersal. Most of the smoke 
will go up and out of the valley. Haziness or minimal smoke in the Vail Valley should not bother a person 
who is on oxygen and isn't near the burn area in the smoke column. 

3. GENA WHITTEN; Vail, Colorado 

1. a. The input is only until March 1, 1997. 

1. A. The seeping timeline was extended until March 14, 1997. 

2. a. The original map for the proposed burn includes TOV property. Does the Forest Service have 
to get permission to burn Town of Vail property. 

2. A The Forest Service will have to get TOV approval to burn city property. TOV lands will be in the 
Burn Plan but will probably not be burned the first year. 

3. a. Surely, the burning of vegetation above the desig-nated slide areas will make these areas more 
prone to slides? · 

3. A This is an important issue in deciding whether or not to burn. A Forest Service Hydrologist has 
evaluated the proposal and site. Mitigation, including avoidance has been considered in the Draft EA. 

4. a. The Forest Service says we may have to leave our homes for several days due to smoke. 

4. A The burn is proposed for one-two days. Conditions under which we will burn must be in 
compliance with the Clean Air Act. These conditions will provide for good to excellent smoke dispersal. 
The smoke will not cause residents to have to leave their homes. 

5. a. Smoke. 1-70 will have to be closed. What will happen to our homes and belongings being 
enveloped in that much smoke? How long will we live with lingering odors? 

5. A 1-70 will not be closed, the traffic however will have to be managed to keep folks from stopping 
to look and from speeding through the Valley if haziness develops. Homes are down slope and should 
not be in the smoke. See 4 A Above. Smoke odors in the area will subside after the first rainfall/snowfall. 

6. a. Do we want a de-nuded and blackened hillside stretching for 2-3 miles? Do we want our alpine 
environment turned into a high mountain desert for the next several years? 

6. A The area will not be denuded, but rather be burned in a mosiac pattern ... with numerous green 
unburned areas within the burn units. The burn objectives include getting a quick and vigorous 
regrowth of vegetation. Cool season grasses will green up the area within 30-45 days and the summer 
grass/forbs will increase the greenery by mid to late summer. The area will not be a high desert due 
to the amount of precipitation the area gets annually, the vegetation type and elevation of the area. 
No alpine areas will be burned. 

7. a. Why do we want to interfere with the natural progression from Aspen Forest to Conifer Forest? 
Why focus on this parcel so close to our homes and so visible from Vail Mountain? 

7. A The area has specific goals and objectives for the wildlife and vegetative resources of the area. 
The main focus is on Bighorn Sheep habitat enhancement... and this is where they are located during 
the winter. A second objective is to regenerate some aspen stands that are declining because of 

A-4 



• 

disease and over maturity. The area was/is selected because of the existing sheep population located 
there in the winter and the potential habitat west of where they are now ... 

8. a. The Bighorn Sheep are a concern. Are there not alternative methods? 

8. A. The best tool that we have based on timeliness, cost, safety and specific objectives for the area 
is prescribed fire. 

9. a. As I look out my windows. It appears that most of the aspens on the hillside are young aspens. 
This hillside has been denuded by slides not to long ago. The aspens are just returning. Why burn? 

9. A. The area is proposed for burning to: 1. Create a corridor for Bighorn Sheep, so they many travel 
to habitat in the west. 2. To regenerate the shrub component on the hillside. 3. To regenerate 
over-mature, diseased aspen stands. 4. To reduce natural fuels, to decrease the chance of a wildfire ... 

4. SUE RYCHEL; Vail, Colorado Same letter as Dean Canada 

5. DARI BLODGETT; Vail, Colorado 

1. a. Why is the replacement of aspens by conifers a bad thing? 
., 

. 1. A. Aspen will be replaced by shrubs and grass/forbs. People tend to view aspen as visually 
appealing. It's important to regenerate because of that. Aspen in the Vail Valley are used by many 
cavity nesting species, wintering elk and for rearing areas for many species of wildlife. They provide 
for vegetative diversity and are an intergal component of the beauty in the Vail Valley, especially in the 
spring and faiL There is very little understory in conifer stands and a lush understory is preferred on 
that south facing slope that Big Game use as critical winter range. From an ecosystem standpoint, 
healthy ecosystems must be diverse both in sprouts and age classes. The aspen in the Valley are 
generally in an old and overmature condition due to 1 00 years of wildlfire suppression. Without 
regeneration of aspen by treatments such as prescribed fire, we are in danger of losing the aspen 
component and the wildlife species dependent on it. 

2. a. Burning the vegetation on the hillside will most likely cause another s: ..... c \It::. 1 ~H4). . 

2. A. Debris, erosion slide(s) issue is covered in the Draft EA. 

3. a. The last day for input is March 1, 1997. This isn't enough time to comment. 

3. A. The comment period was extended until March 14, 1996. 

4. a. I trust that the Bighorn sheep and the Elk will do just fine without our meddling. Can't we just live 
and let live? 

4. A. We (humans) have meddled, by building and pushing wildlife species onto small winter ranges, 
and by suppressing wildfires. One of the most limiting factors in the area is winter range .... We cannot 
create any more, but have to strive for improving the quality of what is left. 
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6. COLORADO ENVIRONMENTAL COALITION, Rocky Smith; Denver, CO 

We are in favor of prescribed burning as a means of reducing fuel loadings. We do have the following 
questions. 

1. a. Why is the BLM Cooperating in this burn? 

1. A. The BLM and Forest Service share projects.-Forest Service personnel work on BLM prescribed 
burns at no cost to them and they do likewise.. . · · 

2. a. Why is the Division of Wildlife not involved? Or are they? 

2. A Division of Wildlife personnel were the ones that originally brought the proposal forward to the 
Forest Service. They are participating in the seeping and public relations portions of the burn. They 
also assisted in obtaining the funds that were requested to do the burn. 

3. a. Where would the pregnant sheep and elk go when this area is burned? Is it possible that these 
animals are already stressed and burning the area wo~ld only exacebate their stress? 

3. A. Bighorn Sheep are normally not in the area during that time of year, they have followed the 
snowline and are moving into birthing areas. The elk also follow the snow. Even if they are in the area, 
the entire area will not be blackened and they will be able to move out of harms way. Large portions 
of the area are no longer planned to be burned. 

4. a. The balance between sheep and elk needs needs to be discussed prior to the burn (Cover and 
forage). 

4. A. Bighorn sheep are primarily grazers (eating grass and forbs) and use rock outcrops as escape 
cover. Sheep prefer open meadows with rock ledges. Elk browse on serviceberry and shrubs, eating 
little grass during the winter. Elk also like and use timber stands for thermal and hiding cover. 

5. a. We would like to know how the Forest Service and cooperating agencies are going to control 
the fire? Are you going to create/build fire breaks? Given that this burn is proposed for the spring, is 
it possible that it will be too wet to burn? 

5. A. There will be minimal fireline building. Personnel will use bladder bags to create a wetline thar 
the fire will not cross. If it should, they will be there with hand tools to snuff the flames out. There will 
also be structural engines strategically placed near homes to aid personnel in putting out unwanted 
flames as a contingency, though we don't anticipate fire getting within 1/8-1/4 mile from homes. We 
will and cannot burn if the area is too wet and the fine fuels won't burn. 

6. a. How is the prescribed burn likely to impact air quality in the Vail Valley? 

6. A. Minimally, and for a 24 hour period. Note previous narratives in air 

7. VAIL TOMORROW BUILT AND NATURAL ENVIRONMENT GROUP 

Letter of support for the project. 

8. EAGLE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

Letter of Support. They also had comments about risk to homes and the need for an Air Permit. 
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9. COLORADO DIVISION OF WILDLIFE 

Letter of Support 

10. THE VAIL TRAIL 

Letter of Suppa~. 

11. DENNIS AND SHEILA LINN; Vail, Colorado 

1. a. We're going to adopt a baby, how will the smoke affect him/her? 

1. A. The could be some residual haze in the valley after the 6:00 PM or so inversion. The effects will 
be minimal unless you take the child into the burn area. 

2. a. Concerned about air quality, we have sensitive eyes? 

2. A. We recommend that non-fire personnel stay away from the burn units and do not go down wind 
from them (within 1/4 mile+). Prescribed conditions will provide for good to excellent smoke dispersal. 
Eye and respiratory are not anticipated for people outside of the burn itself. 

3. a. Prefer to have natural processes take place . 

. 3. A. The Forest Service would like to put fire (a Natural Process) BACK into the environment where 
humans have been suppressing it for over a hundred years. By suppressing fire, we have created a 
very unnatural situation. 

4. a. How are you going to manage the fire away from our homes? 

4. A. Structural engines, line personnel with bladder bags and a helicopter with a 1 00 gallon bucket 
will prevent unwanted flames from areas not targeted for burning. Ground personnel will also create 
wetlines to keep flames from backing down the slopes into the residential areas. There has also been 
some adjustments to the unit boundaries. 

5. a. Need more time to comment. What are you going to use to ignite the fire? 

5. A. The comment period was extended from March 1 to March 14. We will continue to take comments 
until the burn plan is written and the decision is made concerning the burn (if new issues or concerns _ 
that have not been addressed are identified). 

12. CHERYL ANNE RONDEAU, Vail Colorado 

1. a. Should all the hillside be burned? What about the potential for mudslides and saving pockets of 
habitat? Those masses of downed timber in the area do have a function. 

1. A. The hillside has been divided into three burn units and all of the area within them will not be entirely 
blackened. The area will have green islands scattered throughout them. The areas that are identified 
as mudlide and debris flow zones will not be burned. All of the downed timber will not be 
consumed ... only that area (corridor) running from east to west to allow Bighorn Sheep the opportunity 
to cross over to escape rock cover. 
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2. a. Middle and Spraddle creeks are •automatic" exit routes what are the people going to do about 
the fleeing animals in their paths? A burn will also cause life threatening delays. 

' 

2. A. The Forest Service is not planning to burn into Middle and Spraddle Creeks. Animals do not run 
wildly away from fire and will not be hazardous to people or fire personnel that are in the same area. 
There will be a helicopter and personnel near the area with cell phones and radio communication. If . 
there is a problem up a drainage during the burn ... they will facilitate a "faster" response call than if they 
were not there. In addition, preburn activities will cause animals to move away from the activities. 

3. a. What change in wildlife behavior is going to be precipitated now? Smoke must be traumatic to 
any animal that smells it. 

3. A. There will be temporary displacement during the day of the burn. Most animals will be seen 
immediately after the area cools down on the burned areas. Smoke isn't traumatic, animals smell it from 
pile burning, chimneys and vehicles all year long in the Vail Valley. Smoke from wildfire is a very natural 
component of the ecosystem. 

4. a. Is such a burn sensible when these game animals may be driven away from areas where snow 
coverage disappears first, and driven into unusually deep snow fields-where they may struggle to the 
point of death to gain distance from burn areas? Remember the Forest Service in its first communica
tion described using the lingering snow fields in their plan for extinguishing the fire! 

4. A. Animals will move around the fire and will move into wet areas. They are not driven into heavy 
snow areas by fire, but mostly by people who get to close to them on their winter range. It is unlikely 
that from where personnel can burn to a snowfield .. that it goes from no snow to deep snow. 

5. a. The pollution created-has the proper study been done? What will valley residents be subjected 
to now? You do realize that anyone with respiratory problems may be forced to leave the valley for the 
duration of the event. 

5. A. The Forest Service will obtain an Air Permit from the State of Colorado before the burn and will 
be in compliance with the Clean Air Act. The Air Permit has numerous mitigations listed in case there 
is a wind change, etc. The haziness, if any in the Vail Valley should only last 24 hours from the time 
the last burn unit is ianited. 

13. RICHARD CONN, New York, New York 

Concerned about mud slides, not in favor of burn. 

A. These concerns have been addressed by adjustments made in the units by the Forest Hydrologist. 

f 
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