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GUNNISON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
WORK SESSION AGENDA 


 
DATE:  Tuesday, July 10, 2018 Page 1 of 1 
PLACE:   Board of County Commissioners’ Meeting Room at the Gunnison County Courthouse 
 


NOTE:  This agenda is subject to change, including the addition of items up to 24 hours in advance or the deletion of items at any time.  All times are approximate.  The 
County Manager and Deputy County Manager’s reports may include administrative items not listed.  Regular Meetings, Public Hearings, and Special Meetings are recorded 
and ACTION MAY BE TAKEN ON ANY ITEM.   Work Sessions are not recorded and formal action cannot be taken.  For further information, contact the County 
Administration office at 641-0248.  If special accommodations are necessary per ADA, contact 641-0248 or TTY 641-3061 prior to the meeting.   


 
8:30 am • Gunnison County Boards and Commissions Interviews: 
 


• Library Board of Trustees 
8:30 am; Sally Hays 


  
8:40 • Taylor Park Vegetation Treatment Environmental Assessment 
 


• Adjourn 
 


 
 
Please Note: Packet materials for the above discussions will be available on the Gunnison County website at 


http://www.gunnisoncounty.org/meetings no later than 6:00 pm on the Friday prior to the meeting.  



http://www.gunnisoncounty.org/meetings
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Gunnison County Board of County Commissioners Calendar 
(Two or more commissioners may be in attendance.) 


Search Results from 7/6/2018 to 8/31/2018 
 


Board of County Commissioners 


1. BOCC Work Session 
July 10, 2018, 8:30 AM @ BOCC Boardroom 


2. Mayors & Managers Meeting – Hosted by Town of Pitkin 
July 12, 2018, 12:00 PM – 1:30 PM 


3. BOCC Regular Meeting 
July 17, 2018, All Day @ BOCC Boardroom 


4. Continued Joint Public Hearing; Gunnison County Planning Commission; Brush Creek 
July 20, 2018, 10:00 AM @ BOCC Boardroom 


5. BOCC Special Meeting & Work Session 
July 24, 2018, All Day @ BOCC Boardroom 


6. Mayors & Managers Meeting – Hosted by Library District 
August 2, 2018, 12:00 PM – 1:30 PM 


7. BOCC Regular Meeting 
August 7, 2018, All Day @ BOCC Boardroom 


8. BOCC Work Session 
August 14, 2018, All Day @ BOCC Boardroom 


9. BOCC Regular Meeting 
August 21, 2018, All Day @ BOCC Boardroom 


10. BOCC Work Session 
August 28, 2018, All Day @ BOCC Boardroom 
 



https://co-gunnisoncounty.civicplus.com/calendar.aspx?Keywords=&startDate=2%2f17%2f2017&enddate=3%2f31%2f2017&CID=22%2c34%2c14%2c37%2c&view=list&PREVIEW=YES

https://co-gunnisoncounty.civicplus.com/calendar.aspx?Keywords=&startDate=2%2f17%2f2017&enddate=3%2f31%2f2017&CID=22%2c34%2c14%2c37%2c&view=list&PREVIEW=YES

https://co-gunnisoncounty.civicplus.com/calendar.aspx?Keywords=&startDate=2%2f17%2f2017&enddate=3%2f31%2f2017&CID=22%2c34%2c14%2c37%2c&view=list&PREVIEW=YES

https://co-gunnisoncounty.civicplus.com/calendar.aspx?Keywords=&startDate=2%2f17%2f2017&enddate=3%2f31%2f2017&CID=22%2c34%2c14%2c37%2c&view=list&PREVIEW=YES

https://co-gunnisoncounty.civicplus.com/calendar.aspx?Keywords=&startDate=2%2f17%2f2017&enddate=3%2f31%2f2017&CID=22%2c34%2c14%2c37%2c&view=list&PREVIEW=YES

https://co-gunnisoncounty.civicplus.com/calendar.aspx?Keywords=&startDate=2%2f17%2f2017&enddate=3%2f31%2f2017&CID=22%2c34%2c14%2c37%2c&view=list&PREVIEW=YES

https://co-gunnisoncounty.civicplus.com/calendar.aspx?Keywords=&startDate=2%2f17%2f2017&enddate=3%2f31%2f2017&CID=22%2c34%2c14%2c37%2c&view=list&PREVIEW=YES



		Board of County Commissioners

		1. BOCC Work Session

		2. Mayors & Managers Meeting – Hosted by Town of Pitkin

		3. BOCC Regular Meeting

		4. Continued Joint Public Hearing; Gunnison County Planning Commission; Brush Creek

		5. BOCC Special Meeting & Work Session

		6. Mayors & Managers Meeting – Hosted by Library District

		7. BOCC Regular Meeting

		8. BOCC Work Session

		9. BOCC Regular Meeting

		10. BOCC Work Session








           June 28, 2018 


 


To Gunnison Board of County Commissioners: 


I would like to apply for the vacant seat on the Gunnison County library board left by Dr. Andy Keck. I am 
a professor of Economics at Western State Colorado University and have lived in Gunnison since starting 
my professorship in August 2004. I feel very fortunate to live in this amazing valley and hope to give 
back to this community and working with the library would be a wonderful opportunity. 


I was approached by a current library board member about joining because my background is similar to 
Dr. Andy Keck’s and so I can serve a similar role to the board. I received my PhD in Economics from the 
University of Oregon with emphases in econometrics, game theory and industrial organization. My 
research over the past 18 years has focused on understanding how we choose to use the resources we 
have in the most efficient manner possible. At Western, I teach business statistics, natural resource 
economics and a few additional specialized economics classes. In my business statistics classes, I 
emphasize the necessity of understanding data to make better informed decisions. I also appreciate 
applying what I teach to real world situations. 


In addition to working at Western, I have had the opportunity to volunteer as a member of the 
Tenderfoot Child and Family Development Center Board of Directors. I joined their board while the new 
building was being built in 2005. This has provided me with a wonderful opportunity to help a great 
community resource grow into the largest child care provider in Gunnison.  


I believe my skills as an economist and my experience on a local non-profit board would be beneficial to 
the library’s board and would welcome the opportunity to be of service to my community. 


Thank you, 


Sally Hays 
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  Taylor Park Vegetation Treatment EA  


Public Meeting Q&A Notes 


Thursday, June 21, 2018 


Question: What is the ratio of lodgepole to other tree species in Taylor Park? How much of that is 


infested with Dwarf Mistletoe? 


Answer: ~41% of the planning area (shown on page 4 of the power point presentation) is 


lodgepole pine.  On the Gunnison Ranger District, 52% of the lodgepole pine forest type area is 


infected with dwarf mistletoe; however, the infestation is higher in the Taylor Park Area.  


District Silvicuturist estimates the infestation is somewhere around 66%. 


Question: Why are 20 acre clear cuts needed for treatment if the dwarf mistletoe seeds, at most, only 


shoot 60ft from the host tree? 


Answer: 60ft is only the initial invasion of the cut area.  The infestation then continues to 


leapfrog into the area.  For this reason, assuming the treatment area edges are infested and you 


are not going to do the donut treatment 10 years later, cut patches should be a minimum of 20 


acres.  The basis for this if found in various management guides.  


Additional information contributed post meeting: Management Guide 


Hawksworth FG, Johnson DW. 1989. Biology and management of dwarf mistletoe in lodgepole 


pine in the Rocky Mountains. General Technical Report RM-169. April, 1989. Fort 


Collins, CO: USDA Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station. 


38 p.  


On page 27 is the statement, 


“Clearcuts in infested stands should have as large an area/perimeter ratio as allowable to 


minimize reinvasion from infected trees along bordering stands.  Narrow strips should be 


avoided.  Cutting units should be no less than 20 acres (8 ha) to minimize the edge effect (fig. 


24).” 


Below is a graph that shows more detail than fig. 24 referenced above.  It shows the proportion 


of a circular, treated area exposed to direct inoculum of dwarf mistletoe from the edge at the 


maximum dispersal distance (16 m or 52 ft), used because plants in tall trees are showering seed 


on regeneration.  Also shown is the additional effect of lateral spread for 50 years, assuming 


lateral spread rate for a single-storied stand of 0.5 m (1.5 ft) per year.  This spread rate is the 


average estimated for lodgepole pine dwarf mistletoe (Hawksworth & Dooling 1984).  Note that 


any shape other than a circle would lead to more rapid invasion.  
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Question: Studies have shown that dwarf mistletoe is important for avian species.  How will the project 


affect this? 


Answer:  The studies cited on birds and dwarf mistletoe were analyzed for ponderosa pine 


mistletoe stands.  That is a different host, different dwarf mistletoe, and very different habitat.  


The results may not apply to lodgepole pine dwarf mistletoe.  Additionally, when you look at the 


data in the Bennetts study there are some discrepancies between the data and the conclusions 


in the abstract.  


Additional information contributed post meeting:  


To the extent there is any benefit to birds from lodgepole pine dwarf mistletoe, we are only 


treating 7.7% of the infested stands on the District, leaving 92% to provide any possible benefit. 


Question: Does dwarf mistletoe kill the tree?  


Answer: It does, however not that quickly.  The tree has to be heavily infected.  In heavily 


infested stands, mortality increases by 8% per decade.   


Question:  Are there any other treatment options for dwarf mistletoe?  Chemicals? 
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Answer:  The only known chemical treatment is ethylene.  This only kills the fruiting shoots.  It 


does not kill the mistletoe organism within the tree.  Essentially it disrupts seed production 


temporarily. 


Question: What is the standard for determining infestation? 


Answer: The FS uses a 0-6 crown rating system.  We then target treatments in stands with 


ratings greater than 1.  


Question: Can general public be involved in the Adaptive Management Group (AMG)? 


Answer:  The Gunnison Ranger District is presenting this as something that locals could form to 


guide Taylor Park EA.  The FS can guide this formation of a local AMG if there is interest.   


Question:  What authority does the AMG have to hold the FS accountable? 


Answer:  The AMG group is there to hold use accountable.  If we don’t do what we said we 


would they would call us out and we would look bad.  We don’t want that.  Additionally, we try 


to be as responsive as possible within the purpose and need, but we do not rehash the NEPA 


decision. 


Statement:  Putting emphasis on an AMG seems pre-decisional and assumes that the populace accepts 


the project.  


Response:  We are still in the NEPA process.  People are welcome to provide input about the 


size and scope of the project, but it needs to meet the purpose and need.    


Question: What is the quota for timber production? 


Answer:  We are a multi-use agency.  We get targets each year for production.  This is high right 


now due to salvage from beetle kill.  However, we can only do commercial logging in our 


suitable forest base areas, which is about 7%.  Of that 7% only half is allowable for commercial 


logging.  


Question: Are the temp roads closed at the end of the sale/within five years?  This has not been done in 


the past in this area.  Will the temp roads be open to the public to utilize will the sale is going on and/or 


during the five years after the sale? 


Answer:  Yes, the temp roads will be effectively closed.  No, the temp roads will not be open to 


public motorized use at any time.  


Statement: It looks like emphasis is on areas that have been treated before.  This represents only a 


fraction of the forest in Taylor Park.  This lead to intense treatments in limited areas.  


Response: We do place emphasis in continuing treatment in these areas treated in the past.   


Statement:  This leaves vast areas untreated.  


Response:  Much of the untreated areas are within Colorado Roadless area, Wilderness, on 


steep slopes, etc.  This limits what areas can be treated.  


Statement: Concern that the proposed treatments won’t help much with a catastrophic fire.  
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Response:  Fire breaks are proposed in an effort to address this.  


Questions:  What about cleanup of logging actions?  Standards leave too much slash on the ground for 


areas to be passable by hikers or wildlife.  


Answer:  Current practices use whole tree skidding to landing sites which moves more slash to 


the landing areas.  The requirement is that slash is within 24” of the ground prior to close of sale 


(and return of deposit). 


Statement:  I’m staggered that the FS vision is so different from mine…what is proposed is way too big.  


Response: We need to build in natural processes.  Fire has been a driver of disturbance, but has 


not been allowed now as in the past.    


Follow up statement: I would prefer the risk of fire to large clearcuts.   


Question:  Who do I talk to about specific concerns regard fuel treatments? 


Answer: Pat Medina, Assistant Fire Management Officer  


Statement: There was no one on the Science Team that represents cultural resources.  


Response:  Every project/treatment will have to be surveyed by an archeologist and State 


Historic Preservation Office will have to be consulted. 


Question:  Who makes the decision and when? 


Answer:  The District Ranger (Matt McCombs).  We are aiming to have a decision by March 


2019.  


Question:  Will there be an opportunity for public input?  


Answer:  A draft decision will go out with a 30 day Objection Period.  Additionally, we will take 


comments at any time that will inform our project; however, comments received outside the 


official scoping period will not give standing to object.  


Statement:  The Healthy Forest Restoration Act hamstrings opportunity for public input.  Folks who 


didn’t comment during scoping would benefit from an additional comment period.  


Response: We welcome comments at any time, but we do not plan to have another formal 


comment period.  


Statement: SBEADMR worked because the forest slowed down and did more public involvement.  This 


would help here too.  


Response: The District Ranger will be consulted about this.  Ultimately this is up to him.  


Statement: There is a public perception that the FS has made up its mind and will not listen.  Is there still 


room for the proposed action to change?  


Response:  We do not plan to add an alternative to the analysis, but some changes to the 


proposed action could change in response to input as long as we continue to meet the purpose 


and need. 
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Question:  I sent in a forest plan comment and got a response back that it was received.  I sent in a 


comment on Taylor Park EA and didn’t get a response.  How do I know if you received my comment? 


Answer:  On the project webpage is a Comment Public Reading Room where you can see all the 


comment letters received during the official scoping period.   


Statement:  I never received a notice of the project or process, but I am a landowner.  So I won’t have 


standing if I comment, but I was never contacted.  


Response:  We do our best to reach out to everyone, but ultimately we do miss some people.  


We sent roughly 600 letters to inform people of the project.   


Additional information contributed post meeting:  


Scoping Effort Details… 


 Approximately 209 postal letters were mailed out on April 17th, 2018 


 Approximately 319 emails were sent to unique email addresses on April 18th, 2018 


 News Release was posted on the GMUG website, Facebook and Twitter accounts on 


April 17th, 2018 


 News Release and Legal Notice was published in the Gunnison Times on April 19th, 2018 


Questions:  What percentage of activities will be commercial versus non-commercial?  


Answer: The pre-commercial thinning is all non-commercial.  And about ½ of the fuels 


treatments area expected to be noncommercial too.  


Follow up question: But isn’t the pre-commercial stuff for future commercial use?  


Follow up answer: The intent is to achieve better growth.  We may have a 


commercial cut in the future in these areas, but this is not being approved under 


this decision.  That would require a new decision.  


Statement:  I was recently in the Breckenridge area where I saw a crown fire.  The crown fire was 


stopped by fuel breaks that had been previously implemented.  


Response:  We are trying to do similar fuel breaks here.  


Question:  The emphasis has been on mistletoe, but have you considered fuel breaks around Tincup and 


other private property?  


Answer:  Yes we have.  Fuel breaks are part of the proposed project.  Please see the project 


maps for more details.  


Question:  Would there be clear cuts in the fuel breaks prescriptions around Rainbow Subdivision? 


Answer:  Lodgepole pine infested with mistletoes would be removed.  Any spruce would be left.  


Question:  I am not convinced that mistletoe is so horrible.  Is the science team receptive to not 


believing that mistletoes is bad?  
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Answer: The Science Team is diverse.  We have a landscape ecologist on the team that is 


concerned about the landscape and not so much on tree health.  Other team members are 


concerned about timber production.  However it should be noted that the Science Team is 


advisory, we listen to them, but are not bound to do everything they request.  


Question:  What is the process for creating an AMG for this project (not SBEADMR)? 


Answer:  We could use Public Lands Partnership (like we did for SBEADMR) or maybe Western 


State Colorado University to help facilitate bringing an AMG together for this project.  


Follow up statement:  You need to get this started now and not post decision.  


Follow up response:  If anyone is interested in being on an AMG for this project, 


either add that information to the sign-in sheet or let Pamela King 


(prking@fs.fed.us) know.  


Question:  Will alternative proposed be added?  


Answer:  No new action alternative are planned; however the proposed action may have some 


changes to include comments.  Alternatives presented in scoping have been considered, but 


preliminarily have been determined to not meet the purpose and need.  


Statement: I would like to see this done under the “normal NEPA process” not the Healthy Forest 


Restoration Act.  We want a second opportunity to comment.  


Response: We welcome comments at any time, but we do not plan to have another formal 


comment period.  But we will discuss this further with the District Ranger.  


Question:  Can you put the slides from this meeting on the webpage?  


Answer: Yes.  We will also get more information about AMGs on the website too.   


 


 



mailto:prking@fs.fed.us





Taylor Park Vegetation 
Management EA







Outline
Welcome & Introductions


Purpose & Need for Project


Dwarf Mistletoe: What is it and potential 


management


Proposed Action


Timber & Forest Health Treatments


Fuels & WUI Treatments


Question and Answer Session







Purpose and Need for Project
Primary


• Goal: Help the forest become more resilient to:


• Climate Change


• Drought


• Insect Attack


• Mountain Pine Beetle


• Disease


• Dwarf Mistletoe


While also promoting safety and reducing fuel loading


Secondary


Goal: Provide wood products for the local and regional economy







Planning Area







Planning Area
• 256,000 Acres


Forbs


0%


Grassland


9%


Bare


7%


Shrub


1%


Sage Brush


4%


Willow


12%


Aspen


2%


Lodgepole Pine


41%


Spruce-Fir


23%


WATER


1%







Planning Area


Colorado Roadless; 
81,833; 32%


Fossil Ridge 
Recreation 


Management Area; 


7,600; 3%


Proposed 
Treatment Acres; 


14,950; 6%


Wilderness; 
57,029; 22%


Other FS Land Potentially 
Available for Management


(includes parks, 


meadows, steep areas); 
82,795; 32%


Other projects 
(SBEADMR); 
2,367; 1%


Non Forest Service 
(Private, BLM); 


10,420; 4%







Lodgepole Pine and 
Dwarf Mistletoe


in Taylor Park EA







Lodgepole Pine 101


• Pinus contorta subsp. latifolia


• Tolerant of dry sites, short growing 
seasons, frost


• Intolerant of shade, grows quickly 
in the open


• Sexually mature at young age


• Prolific seed producer







Lodgepole Pine 101


• Cone serotiny – fire adaptation


• Large quantity of seed released by 
heating, after fire or cutting


• Slash heats on the ground, many 
years of seed crops are released


• Regenerates after cutting or fire


• Problem is often too many 
seedlings (precommercial thinning)







Natural disturbance regime


• LPP thrives under influence of fire: 


• Fires vary in frequency and intensity


• Taylor Pk. return intervals 8 – 140+ yr


• Mostly a fire-maintained seral type


• Stand-replacing fire, LPP regenerates


• Results in extensive pure stands


• Mountain pine beetle


• Extensive, severe epidemics in 
landscapes with mature stands


• Younger trees and stands not 
attacked







Red Hand 
of Death
2006 northern CO


Red: unmanaged, 
mature stands  killed 
by mountain pine 
beetle.


Green: healthy, 
young, vigorous 
stands clearcut in 
experiments in the 
1960s.


Regenerated stands 
the only green forest.







Dwarf Mistletoe 101


Slow but steady parasite







Lodgepole pine dwarf mistletoe


• Flowering plant, Arceuthobium americanum


• Life cycle takes ~ 6 years


• Ballistic seeds  up to 60 feet (60 mph!)


• Host specific







Lodgepole Pine DM


• Generally follows 
distribution of host







Symptoms and signs


• Swelling


• Witches’ brooms


• Thinning, dieback, topkill, mortality


• Mistletoe 
shoots


• Basal cups







Impacts


• Trees and stands – Reduced:


• Growth


• Seed production and viability


• Longevity


• Ecological


• Fire regime and behavior


• Forest disturbance and succession







Tree growth and longevity


• Lodgepole pine 


infected when 


young


• Trees in heavily 


infested, 100-


year stand 13% 


of healthy







Fire
• Fire is the most 
important natural 
regulator of dwarf 
mistletoes


• Dwarf mistletoes 
increase surface 
and ladder fuels


• Large brooms, resin, 
dead needles, snags







Fire







Fire – DM – LPP cycle


•Stand matures, dwarf mistletoe 
intensifies


•Fuels, especially ladder fuels, 
increase


•Stand-replacing fire


•New stand establishes, (largely) 
free of dwarf mistletoe







Clearcut instead of fire


• Clearcuts can mimic this ecological 
function, esp. where large, stand-
replacing fire is undesired.


• In a large clearcut or replacement 
fire, most trees will mature before 
DM can reach them.


• Shelterwood can also work if done 
carefully and followed through.


• Partial cuts stimulate DM 
development, don’t mimic natural 
disturbance regime.







Uneven structure favors mistletoe


Infested edge of 


treatment area


Infected leave trees


Infected 


advanced 


regen







Successful


Treatment







Why manage dwarf mistletoe?


• In timber management areas, we have 
responsibility to manage the resource


• DM substantially reduces productivity


• Increased severe fire behavior, risk to 
firefighters, communities


• DM westwide more severe and 
widespread than presettlement


• More age diversity  resilience to MPB







Management of dwarf misletoe –
tips from the ‘toe doctor


• In concept, dwarf 
mistletoes are easily 
managed because:


• Obligate parasites


• Life cycle is long, spread 
is slow and distance is 
limited


• Host specificity


• Relatively easy to detect







Management


• Place treatment edges in uninfested
areas 


• Clearcut patches at least 20 acres


• Favor nonhosts


• Sanitation


• Seedlings under infected trees safe 
until 10 years or 3 feet (shelterwood)







Donut cut ≤ 10 yr later


Make a Donut


• Smaller patch cut (e.g. for wildlife) 
initiates young stand in infested 
matrix.


• In 10 yr, cut a clean strip, ≥ 60 ft
wide, around young stand to 
protect it from surrounding infested 
stands


• Trees regenerating in strip may be 
infected, but trees in original patch 
will be too big by then to be 
impacted.


Original patch cut







Fresh donuts







LPP DM and Taylor Park EA


•286,616 acres of lodgepole


pine forest type on the Gunnison 
Ranger District


•52% of it is infested


• likely higher in Taylor Park







LPP DM and Taylor Park EA


•7.7% of infested LPP type 


proposed for DM treatment, 
including:


• 2.4% DM strip or clearcut


• 1.0% overstory removal/shelterwood


• 4.3% young stands could be 
thinned/sanitized







LPP DM and Taylor Park EA


• 4.0% of all 


LPP type 


proposed for 


DM treatment
Uninfested, 


137,576 


Infested, 
untreated, 
137,620 


Infested, treated, 
11,420 


Acres of lodgepole pine 


forest type







Proposed Action
Treatment Prescriptions


• Dwarf Mistletoe Edge Strip Cuts


• Group Selection


• Shelterwood Seed Cut


• Overstory Removal


• Fuels Reduction


• Young-Stand: Pre-commercial Thinning


There will be no new permanent roads constructed under this project.


• Existing roads may be re-constructed to handle logging traffic


• Up to 106 miles of temporary roads


• Existing road beds will be used to the maximum extent 


practicable


• Some temporary roads will be retained for up to 5 years after 


sale closure for post-sale activities (weed spraying, site 


preparation, planting, etc.).  These roads will be barricaded 


closed.  


• All temporary roads will be closed and obliterated within 5 years 


of sale closure







Proposed Action


Dwarf Mistletoe Edge 


Strip Cuts or Clearcut; 


3,566; 24%


Fuel Treatment; 


2,820; 19%


Group Selection in 


Spruce; 741; 5%Overstory Removal; 


733; 5%


Prescription To Be 


Determined, Mixed-


species; 193; 1%


Shelterwood Seed Cut 


(or Group Selection in 


Spruce or Clearcut if 


Mistletoe is Present); 


714; 5%


Young Stand --


Precommercial 


Thinning, Sanitation, 


or No Immediate 


Treatment; 6,182; 


41%







Dwarf Mistletoe Strip Cut or Clearcut


Up to 3,566 acres or 24% of the proposed acreage


Current Stand Condition


• Mostly single-storied mature Lodgepole Pine


• Very few other species present


• Dwarf mistletoe


Objectives


• Create forest age class and species diversity 


across the landscape


• Protect forests from disease


• Prevent dwarf mistletoe spread 


• Regenerate a fully stocked stand after harvest







Dwarf Mistletoe Strip Cut or Clearcut







Dwarf Mistletoe Strip Cut or Clearcut


“DONUT CUT”


“SEROTINOUS CONES”


“DWARF MISTLETOE”







Dwarf Mistletoe Strip Cut or Clearcut







Group Selection (spruce)


Up to 741 acres or 5% of the proposed acreage


Current Stand Condition


• Mostly single-storied mature mid-age Engelmann Spruce, 


with a few other species present


• Advanced regen will be protected to the maximum 


extent possible


Objectives


• Generate and maintain multiple age classes across the 


landscape


• Treat approximately 25% of a stand in a given entry


• 40 year rotation interval


• Maintain shade-tolerant species







Group Selection (spruce)







Group Selection (spruce)







Shelterwood Seed Cut


Up to 714 acres or 5% of the proposed acreage


Current Stand Condition


• Lodgepole pine stands that with no previous treatment;


• Little to no dwarf mistletoe present


Objectives


• Create forest age class and species diversity across the 


landscape


• Reduce understory competition and promote 


understory growth


• Regenerate a fully stocked stand after harvest







Shelterwood Seed Cut


BEFORE


AFTER







Overstory Removal


Up to 733 acres or 5% of the proposed acreage


Current Stand Condition


• Lodgepole pine stands that were previously treated with 


a shelterwood prescription


• Minimum of 600 seedlings or saplings present


Objectives


• Create forest age class and species diversity across the 


landscape


• Reduce understory competition and promote 


understory growth


• Regenerate a fully stocked stand after harvest







Overstory Removal







Young Stand: Pre-Commercial 
Thinning


Up to 6,182 acres or 41% of the proposed acreage


Objectives


• Ensure replacement of the stand with adequate 


regeneration


• Control stocking and species composition


• Control the spread of disease (dwarf mistletoe)







Young Stand: Pre-Commercial Thinning
BEFORE


AFTER







Fuels Treatment


Up to 2,820 acres or 19% of the proposed acreage


Objectives


• Reduce potential for crown fire by reducing canopy 


continuity


• Decrease potential surface fire intensity via reduced 


surface fuels


• Improve tree health and vigor by reducing competition







Fuels Treatment







Condition Based 
NEPA – An 
Adaptive 
Management 
Approach







Adaptive Implementation


• Adaptive Implementation involves an 
action being framed on a conditional 
“if/then” basis (e.g. presence of mistletoe 
versus no mistletoe). 


• Application of appropriate design features 
to minimize effects or achieve a desired 
outcome. 


• Checking to determine if the action worked 
Implementation and effectiveness 
monitoring).


• Apply what is learned to future 
management.







La Garita Project
• Initial Planning occurred in 2012/13 –


stand green


• Spruce Beetle trees 1-2 years later –
Change Condition


• New prescription – salvage and sanitation


• Effects analysis updated







Concerns About Adaptive 
Implementation


• Level of site specific data not adequate to inform decision. 


• If a disturbance results in the desired condition, no further 
action is needed.  Focus on critical areas of public safety. 


• Continuation of implementation without a check on the initial 
decision is a red flag. Confidence building measures are 
needed to reduce fear amongst the public about the rolling 
implementation concept. 


• Use of Best Available Science – how do you keep pace with 
changing science if the project takes multiple years to 
implement. 


• View that the Forest Service simply wants a “blank check” to do 
what they want without on-going public involvement.  Lack of 
trust!







Spruce Beetle 
Epidemic and 
Sudden Aspen 


Decline Management 
Response 


(SBEADMR) Project 


• Decision signed in 2016


• Authorizes Commercial and non-
commercial treatment on 120,000 acres 
from a pool of priority treatment areas 
totaling 207,000 acres.


• Objectives:
• Mortality of Engelmann spruce from beetles –
public safety and economic value of the wood.


• Improved resiliency of spruce stands not 
currently affected by spruce beetle.


• Aspen decline and the need to regenerate      
where possible.







Resource Issues
•Canada Lynx and wildlife in general 


• Impacts to soils and advanced 
regeneration


•New road 


construction


• Impacts to 


Recreation







SBEADMR Components


• Landscape-level triggers 


• Prescription Matrix


• Design Features


• Treatment Design Checklist


• On-going Public Involvement – at-large and 
AMG


• Implementation Monitoring


• Effectiveness Monitoring


• Forest Leadership Team Involvement –
Annual Management Review







Plan
•SBEADMR  FEIS


•Treatment Planning


Do
•Implement Treatment


•Applicable Design 
Features applied


Check
•Treatment Inspection


•Implementation 
Monitoring


•Effectiveness 
Monitoring


•Annual Report of 
Findings


Act 
•Forest Leadership Reviews 


Recommendations from 
Findings Report


•Actions to Improve 
Environmental Outcome or  
Administrative Processes


•Mid-winter Meeting 


•Annual Public Field Trip


•30-day Public Comment            


Period


•Adaptive Management 


Group


•Science Team


SBEADMR


Adaptive 


Process







Science Team Members 


• Science Team


• Dr. Jason Sibold - Landscape Ecologist, Colorado 
State University


• Dr. Mike Battaglia – Research Silviculturist, Rocky 
Mountain Research Station


• Dr. Tony Chen, Colorado Forest Restoration Institute, 
CSU


• Dr. Jim Worrall, Forest Health, USDA Forest Service


• Dr. Jake Ivan, Mammal Research Biologist, Colorado 
Parks and Wildlife







Adaptive Management 
Group


• County Commissioners


• Environmental/Conservation Groups


• Forest Processors


• Forest Loggers


• Community at large 


• Water Users


• Recreation User Groups


• Wildlife and Fish


• Education


• Colorado State Forest Service







Benefits
• More time in the woods planning and executing 


treatments.


• On-going involvement of scientists providing information 
in “real time”


• Feedback to Forest Managers to create a culture of 
learning and true adaptive management.


• On-going engagement with 


the public.


• Accountability to the public. 


Plant 


Survey 







Questions??
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Proposed Treatments and Legend


$Roads Open To
Highway Legal
Vehicles Only
Roads Open To All
Vehicles
NON-FS Lands


ShelterwoodSeed Cut (or Group Selection in
Spruce or Clearcut if Mistletoe is Present): 714
Acres


Fuel Treatment: 2,820 Acres


Prescritpion TBD, Mixed Species: 193 Acres


Overstory Removal: 733 Acres
Engelmann Spruce Group Selection: 741 Acres


Young Stand Pre-Commercial Treatment,
Sanitation, or No Immediate Treatment: 6,182
Acres
Dwarf Mistletoe Edge Strip or Clearcut: 3,566
Acres


0 5 102.5 Miles







Fossil 
Ridge
RMA


Fossil 
Ridge
RMA


Collegiate
Peaks


Wilderness


Fossil
Ridge


Wilderness
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Taylor Park Vegetation Management EA
Public Meeting: Wilderness, Roadless, RMA
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Wilderness
FossilRidgeRMA
CO_RoadlessAreas


Proposed Treatments and Legend


$
Roads Open To
Highway Legal
Vehicles Only
Roads Open To All
Vehicles
NON-FS Lands


ShelterwoodSeed Cut (or Group Selection in
Spruce or Clearcut if Mistletoe is Present): 714
Acres


Fuel Treatment: 2,820 Acres


Prescritpion TBD, Mixed Species: 193 Acres


Overstory Removal: 733 Acres
Engelmann Spruce Group Selection: 741 Acres


Young Stand Pre-Commercial Treatment,
Sanitation, or No Immediate Treatment: 6,182
Acres
Dwarf Mistletoe Edge Strip or Clearcut: 3,566
Acres


0 5 102.5 Miles
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