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GUNNISON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
SPECIAL & REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 


 
DATE:  Tuesday, May 7, 2019 Page 1 of 2 
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.   


GUNNISON RIVER VALLEY LOCAL MARKETING DISTRICT SPECIAL MEETING:  
 
8:30 • Call to Order 
 
 • lCELab Funding Request; Gunnison-Crested Butte Tourism Association 
 
 • Adjourn  
 
GUNNISON COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS REGULAR MEETING:  
 
8:50 • Call to Order 
 
 • Agenda Review  
 
 • Minutes Approval: 


1. 4/16/19 Regular Meeting 
 


• Consent Agenda:  These items will not be discussed unless requested by a Commissioner or citizen. Items removed 
from consent agenda for discussion may be rescheduled later in this meeting, or at a future meeting. 


1. Professional Services Agreement; Two Aspens Brief Therapy; Juvenile Services 
2. Amended Scope of Work; Mt Emmons & Coal Creek Project  
3. Contract; Colorado Department of Human Services; Early Childhood Council; Systems 


Building & Colorado Shines Quality Improvement; $59,601 
4. Facilities Use Agreement; Gunnison High School; Gunnison County Substance Abuse 


Prevention Program (GCSAPP); Choice Pass Parent Education Dinner  
5. Memorandum of Agreement; Lot 22 – Rock Creek Village & Rock Creek Commons 
6. Modification of Premises; Kebler Corner Liquors, LLC  
7. Liquor License Renewals & Special Event Liquor License; Elk Creek Marina, LLC dba 


Pappy’s Restaurant; Elk Creek Marina, LLC dba Elk Creek Marina; Elk Creek Marina, LLC 
dba Lake Fork Marina & Adaptive Sports Center of Crested Butte, Inc.    


8. Ratification of County Manager’s Approval to Submit Grant Application; Buell Foundation; 
Early Childhood Council; $30,000 


9. Approval to Submit Grant Application; Community Foundation of the Gunnison Valley; 
Family Advocacy Support Team (FAST); $1,500 


10. Approval to Submit Grant Application; Community Foundation of the Gunnison Valley; 
GCSAPP; Choice Pass Scholarships; $3,000 


11. Approval to Submit Grant Application; Community Foundation of the Gunnison Valley; 
Early Childhood Council; Nurturing the Young Child Conference; $2,200   
 


 • Scheduling  
 
9:00 • County Manager’s Report 
 
9:10 • Deputy County Manager’s Report 
   
9:20 • Gunnison County Strategic Plan (Draft) Revision 
 
9:25 • Amendment; Resolution 2016-6; Exhibit A  
 
9:30 • Discussion; BOCC Comments Re: Taylor Park Preliminary Environmental Analysis  
 
9:35 • Presentation; U.S. Census Bureau  
 







GUNNISON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
SPECIAL & REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 


 
DATE:  Tuesday, May 7, 2019 Page 2 of 2 
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.   


 • Unscheduled Citizens: Limit to 5 minutes per item. No formal action can be taken at this meeting.  
  
 • Commissioner Items: Commissioners will discuss among themselves activities that they have recently participated in 


that they believe other Commissioners and/or members of the public may be interested in hearing about. 
 
 • 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






Term Begins: Term Ends: Grant Contract #:


Submitter's Email Address:


Finance Review: Not Required


County Attorney Review: Required Not Required


Regular Agenda Time Allotted:


Action Requested:


Parties to the Agreement:


Agenda Item: 


Summary:


Fiscal Impact:


Submitted by:


Certificate of Insurance Required


Reviewed by: Discharge Date:


Yes           No
Reveiwed by: Discharge Date:


County Manager Review:


Discharge Date:


Required


Comments:


AGENDA ITEM or FINAL CONTRACT REVIEW SUBMITTAL FORM 


 Revised April 2015


Comments:


Reveiwed by:


Comments:


WorksessionConsent Agenda 


Agenda Date: 


GUNCOUNTY1\dBaumgarten


I have attached two documents containing my comments; May 2019 Agenda Item LMD pdf, and Approved 2019 draft budget version 41020
with notes Excel document.


GUNCOUNTY1\mbirnie


20 minutes


5/3/2019


ok  db    5/3/19


Other Discussion & Motion


Up to $260,000


ICELab funding request from Local Marketing District funds


ICELab Funding Request; LMD


5/3/2019


EMense@gunnisoncounty.org


GUNCOUNTY1\lNienhueser 4/30/2019


5/7/2019


Liz Mense for TA







 


Finance Office 
Memorandum 


 
 
To:  Board of County Commissioners 
  Matthew Birnie 
 
From: Linda Nienhueser 
 
Date: May 7, 2019 
 
Re:  Gunnison-Crested Butte Tourism Association 
  Additional Funding Request 
 
 
The Gunnison-Crested Butte Tourism Association has requested 
additional funding.  The three separate amounts requested are 
discussed below and total $260,000.  Should you decide to fund 
any/all of these requests, there is sufficient available resources to 
cover one-time additional costs.  The anticipated ending available 
resources for 2019 will be $1,526,208 using 2018 actuals and 2019 
budget figures.  
 
County Funds to ICELab 
 
This item is a request for an additional $50,000.  In 2018 a budget 
line item was included in the Marketing District Fund for Economic 
Development.  That amount was $50,000 and was intended to be used 
at the discretion of the BOCC.  The actual cost in 2018 was $35,000.  
Gunnison County entered into a contract with Western State Colorado 
University to support ICELab for a total of $50,000.  We paid $50,000 
in May 2018 and they refunded the unused portion ($15,000) in 
January 2019.  The refund was deposited to 2018 business.  







CONCLUSION:  No 2018 funds would be automatically available for 
redistribution to GCBTA.  Possible use of ending available resources 
after 2019 budget amendment request. 
 
Unallocated Funds from LMD to GCBTA 
 
This item is a request for an additional $170,000.  In 2019 the 
contract with GCBTA is for $1,900,000.  Their request was for 
$2,070,000 however the draft budget document attached to that 
request showed a net income amount of $265,282.72.  It was agreed 
the 2019 budget would include $1,900,000, the same amount as the 
2018 agreement. A copy of the budget request spreadsheet is 
attached with the total request of $2,070,000 highlighted in yellow and 
the net income circled in red. 
CONCLUSION:  Possible use of ending available resources after 2019 
budget amendment request.  
 
Additional funds from LMD 
 
This item is a request for an additional $40,000 for costs associated 
with the transition of the ICELab from Western to the TA.  
CONCLUSION:  Possible use of ending available resources after 2019 
budget amendment request.  
 
 
 
 
 
  
:ln 
 
 







APPROVED 2019 DRAFT BUDGET VERSION 41020 with notes CONFIDENTIAL Annual Expense Summary Printed On 5/3/2019
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Income
   Income $2,110,000.00 $466,718.11 $16,046.20 $0.00 $2,592,764.31 
Uncategorized 
Income $0.00 


Total Income $  2,110,000.00  $  466,718.11  $    16,046.20  $             0.00  $2,592,764.31


Expenses
Airport Guest 
Recovery $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $500.00 
Bank Service 
Charge $0.00 $144.57 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $144.57 


Broadcast Media $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 
Buydown $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 
Computer/Office 
Equipment $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5,575.41 $0.00 $0.00 $5,575.41 


Contract Labor $24,300.00 $397,246.80 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $124,444.42 $0.00 $0.00 $545,991.22 
Contract 
Services $0.00 $74,859.96 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $63,723.40 $0.00 $0.00 $138,583.36 


COOP Programs $0.00 $0.00 $95,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $20,000.00 $0.00 $5,000.00 $0.00 $20,000.00 $140,000.00 
Digital Media $0.00 $0.00 $280,000.00 $0.00 $40,600.00 $0.00 $16,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $162,900.00 $0.00 $3,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $502,500.00 
Dues/ 
Memberships $0.00 $4,115.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3,156.50 $0.00 $0.00 $7,271.50 
Events $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,300.00 $35,000.00 $0.00 $42,300.00 
FAMS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $32,445.56 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,633.68 $0.00 $0.00 $34,079.24 
Fulfillment $0.00 $0.00 $3,334.92 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3,334.92 
Insurance $1,200.00 $1,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,200.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,900.00 


Market Research $0.00 $120.99 $98,000.00 $15,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $113,120.99 
Meals and 
Entertainment $2,240.57 $3,464.88 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,452.19 $0.00 $26.97 $10,184.61 


Media Planning $0.00 $0.00 $49,250.00 $0.00 $6,652.86 $0.00 $3,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $58,902.86 
Out of Home 
Media $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $7,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $7,000.00 
Phone/Fax/ 
Internet $0.00 $3,568.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $22,410.00 $0.00 $0.00 $25,978.00 
Photo/Video/ 
Creative 
Production $0.00 $10,000.00 $39,000.00 $16,000.00 $35,075.00 $0.00 $6,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $94,700.00 $0.00 $57,400.00 $0.00 $0.00 $258,675.00 
Postage $0.00 $20.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,040.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $7.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,067.00 
Print Media $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $399.00 $0.00 $400.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $11,500.00 $0.00 $6,800.00 $0.00 $0.00 $19,099.00 
Professional 
Development $0.00 $6,075.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $6,075.00 
Promotional 
Items $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $13,057.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $13,057.00 
Rent $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $14,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $14,000.00 
Reservation 
Fees $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 
Signage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5,000.00 $0.00 $75,799.00 $80,799.00 
Social Media $0.00 $0.00 $15,800.00 $0.00 $33,567.54 $0.00 $15,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $76,200.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $140,567.54 
Supplies $0.00 $3,087.03 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $95.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $12,000.00 $0.00 $5,858.35 $0.00 $0.00 $21,040.38 
Tradeshows $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,500.00 
Travel $0.00 $416.84 $5,000.00 $664.41 $5,281.20 $0.00 $1,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $19,500.00 $0.00 $30,217.61 $0.00 $0.00 $62,080.06 


Unapplied Cash 
Bill Payment 
Expense $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 


Vacation Guide $0.00 $0.00 $25,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $25,000.00 


Visitor Centers $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $50,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $50,000.00 
Web Design and 
Development $0.00 $0.00 $6,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,000.00 $0.00 $321,936.10 $329,936.10  
Maintenance 
and Repairs $0.00 $1,837.50 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,837.50 
Web Servers & 
Domains $0.00 $930.86 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $275.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $6,745.00 $7,950.86 


Total Expenses $27,740.57 $507,387.43 $616,384.92 $64,109.97 $121,575.60 $0.00 $46,035.00 $0.00 $0.00 $50,500.00 $0.00 $417,139.00 $0.00 $365,671.56 $35,000.00 $424,507.07 $  2,676,051.12  


Net Operating 
Income $  2,110,000.00  $  466,718.11  $    16,046.20  $             0.00  ($27,740.57) ($507,387.43) ($616,384.92) ($64,109.97) ($121,575.60) $0.00 ($46,035.00) $0.00 $0.00 ($50,500.00) $0.00 ($417,139.00) $0.00 ($365,671.56) ($35,000.00) ($424,507.07) ($83,286.81)


Other Income    
Income 0.00  $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 


Total Other 
Income $                0.00  $             0.00  $             0.00  $             0.00  $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $                0.00  


  
Income $                0.00  $             0.00  $             0.00  $             0.00  $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $                0.00  


Net Income $  2,110,000.00  $  466,718.11  $    16,046.20  $             0.00  ($27,740.57) ($507,387.43) ($616,384.92) ($64,109.97) ($121,575.60) $0.00 ($46,035.00) $0.00 $0.00 ($50,500.00) $0.00 ($417,139.00) $0.00 ($365,671.56) ($35,000.00) ($424,507.07) ($83,286.81)







APPROVED 2019 DRAFT BUDGET VERSION 4102019 CONFIDENTIAL Annual Expense Summary Printed On 5/3/2019
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Income
   Income $2,110,000.00 $466,718.11 $16,046.20 $0.00 $2,592,764.31 
Uncategorized 
Income $0.00 


Total Income $  2,110,000.00  $  466,718.11  $    16,046.20  $             0.00  $2,592,764.31


Expenses
Airport Guest 
Recovery $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $500.00 
Bank Service 
Charge $0.00 $144.57 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $144.57 


Broadcast Media $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 
Buydown $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 
Computer/Office 
Equipment $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5,575.41 $0.00 $0.00 $5,575.41 


Contract Labor $24,300.00 $397,246.80 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $124,444.42 $0.00 $0.00 $545,991.22 
Contract 
Services $0.00 $74,859.96 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $63,723.40 $0.00 $0.00 $138,583.36 


COOP Programs $0.00 $0.00 $95,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $20,000.00 $0.00 $5,000.00 $0.00 $20,000.00 $140,000.00 
Digital Media $0.00 $0.00 $280,000.00 $0.00 $40,600.00 $0.00 $16,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $162,900.00 $0.00 $3,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $502,500.00 
Dues/ 
Memberships $0.00 $4,115.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3,156.50 $0.00 $0.00 $7,271.50 
Events $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,300.00 $35,000.00 $0.00 $42,300.00 
FAMS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $32,445.56 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,633.68 $0.00 $0.00 $34,079.24 
Fulfillment $0.00 $0.00 $3,334.92 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3,334.92 
Insurance $1,200.00 $1,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,200.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,900.00 


Market Research $0.00 $120.99 $98,000.00 $15,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $113,120.99 
Meals and 
Entertainment $2,240.57 $3,464.88 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,452.19 $0.00 $26.97 $10,184.61 


Media Planning $0.00 $0.00 $49,250.00 $0.00 $6,652.86 $0.00 $3,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $58,902.86 
Out of Home 
Media $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $7,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $7,000.00 
Phone/Fax/ 
Internet $0.00 $3,568.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $22,410.00 $0.00 $0.00 $25,978.00 
Photo/Video/ 
Creative 
Production $0.00 $10,000.00 $39,000.00 $16,000.00 $35,075.00 $0.00 $6,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $94,700.00 $0.00 $57,400.00 $0.00 $0.00 $258,675.00 
Postage $0.00 $20.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,040.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $7.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,067.00 
Print Media $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $399.00 $0.00 $400.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $11,500.00 $0.00 $6,800.00 $0.00 $0.00 $19,099.00 
Professional 
Development $0.00 $6,075.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $6,075.00 
Promotional 
Items $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $13,057.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $13,057.00 
Rent $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $14,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $14,000.00 
Reservation 
Fees $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 
Signage $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5,000.00 $0.00 $75,799.00 $80,799.00 
Social Media $0.00 $0.00 $15,800.00 $0.00 $33,567.54 $0.00 $15,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $76,200.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $140,567.54 
Supplies $0.00 $3,087.03 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $95.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $12,000.00 $0.00 $5,858.35 $0.00 $0.00 $21,040.38 
Tradeshows $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,500.00 
Travel $0.00 $416.84 $5,000.00 $664.41 $5,281.20 $0.00 $1,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $19,500.00 $0.00 $30,217.61 $0.00 $0.00 $62,080.06 


Unapplied Cash 
Bill Payment 
Expense $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 


Vacation Guide $0.00 $0.00 $25,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $25,000.00 


Visitor Centers $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $50,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $50,000.00 
Web Design and 
Development $0.00 $0.00 $6,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,000.00 $0.00 $321,936.10 $329,936.10  
Maintenance 
and Repairs $0.00 $1,837.50 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,837.50 
Web Servers & 
Domains $0.00 $930.86 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $275.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $6,745.00 $7,950.86 


Total Expenses $27,740.57 $507,387.43 $616,384.92 $64,109.97 $121,575.60 $0.00 $46,035.00 $0.00 $0.00 $50,500.00 $0.00 $417,139.00 $0.00 $365,671.56 $35,000.00 $424,507.07 $  2,676,051.12  


Net Operating 
Income $  2,110,000.00  $  466,718.11  $    16,046.20  $             0.00  ($27,740.57) ($507,387.43) ($616,384.92) ($64,109.97) ($121,575.60) $0.00 ($46,035.00) $0.00 $0.00 ($50,500.00) $0.00 ($417,139.00) $0.00 ($365,671.56) ($35,000.00) ($424,507.07) ($83,286.81)


Other Income    
Income 0.00  $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 
Total Other 
Income $                0.00  $             0.00  $             0.00  $             0.00  $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $                0.00  


  
Income $                0.00  $             0.00  $             0.00  $             0.00  $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $                0.00  


Net Income $  2,110,000.00  $  466,718.11  $    16,046.20  $             0.00  ($27,740.57) ($507,387.43) ($616,384.92) ($64,109.97) ($121,575.60) $0.00 ($46,035.00) $0.00 $0.00 ($50,500.00) $0.00 ($417,139.00) $0.00 ($365,671.56) ($35,000.00) ($424,507.07) ($83,286.81)





		Agenda Item - ICELab Funding Request; LMD Completed Form.pdf

		Finance Memo Re Additional Funding.pdf

		APPROVED 2019 DRAFT BUDGET VERSION 41020 with notes.pdf

		Annual Expense Summary



		APPROVED 2019 DRAFT BUDGET VERSION 4102019.pdf

		Annual Expense Summary












GUNNISON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
SPECIAL & REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 


 
DATE:  Tuesday, May 7, 2019 Page 1 of 2 
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.   


GUNNISON RIVER VALLEY LOCAL MARKETING DISTRICT SPECIAL MEETING:  
 
8:30 • Call to Order 
 
 • lCELab Funding Request; Gunnison-Crested Butte Tourism Association 
 
 • Adjourn  
 
GUNNISON COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS REGULAR MEETING:  
 
8:50 • Call to Order 
 
 • Agenda Review  
 
 • Minutes Approval: 


1. 4/16/19 Regular Meeting 
 


• Consent Agenda:  These items will not be discussed unless requested by a Commissioner or citizen. Items removed 
from consent agenda for discussion may be rescheduled later in this meeting, or at a future meeting. 


1. Professional Services Agreement; Two Aspens Brief Therapy; Juvenile Services 
2. Amended Scope of Work; Mt Emmons & Coal Creek Project  
3. Contract; Colorado Department of Human Services; Early Childhood Council; Systems 


Building & Colorado Shines Quality Improvement; $59,601 
4. Facilities Use Agreement; Gunnison High School; Gunnison County Substance Abuse 


Prevention Program (GCSAPP); Choice Pass Parent Education Dinner  
5. Memorandum of Agreement; Lot 22 – Rock Creek Village & Rock Creek Commons 
6. Modification of Premises; Kebler Corner Liquors, LLC  
7. Liquor License Renewals & Special Event Liquor License; Elk Creek Marina, LLC dba 


Pappy’s Restaurant; Elk Creek Marina, LLC dba Elk Creek Marina; Elk Creek Marina, LLC 
dba Lake Fork Marina & Adaptive Sports Center of Crested Butte, Inc.    


8. Ratification of County Manager’s Approval to Submit Grant Application; Buell Foundation; 
Early Childhood Council; $30,000 


9. Approval to Submit Grant Application; Community Foundation of the Gunnison Valley; 
Family Advocacy Support Team (FAST); $1,500 


10. Approval to Submit Grant Application; Community Foundation of the Gunnison Valley; 
GCSAPP; Choice Pass Scholarships; $3,000 


11. Approval to Submit Grant Application; Community Foundation of the Gunnison Valley; 
Early Childhood Council; Nurturing the Young Child Conference; $2,200   
 


 • Scheduling  
 
9:00 • County Manager’s Report 
 
9:10 • Deputy County Manager’s Report 
   
9:20 • Gunnison County Strategic Plan (Draft) Revision 
 
9:25 • Amendment; Resolution 2016-6; Exhibit A  
 
9:30 • Discussion; BOCC Comments Re: Taylor Park Preliminary Environmental Analysis  
 
9:35 • Presentation; U.S. Census Bureau  
 







GUNNISON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
SPECIAL & REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 


 
DATE:  Tuesday, May 7, 2019 Page 2 of 2 
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.   


 • Unscheduled Citizens: Limit to 5 minutes per item. No formal action can be taken at this meeting.  
  
 • Commissioner Items: Commissioners will discuss among themselves activities that they have recently participated in 


that they believe other Commissioners and/or members of the public may be interested in hearing about. 
 
 • 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






Term Begins: Term Ends: Grant Contract #:


Submitter's Email Address:


Finance Review: Not Required


County Attorney Review: Required Not Required


Regular Agenda Time Allotted:


Action Requested:


Parties to the Agreement:


Agenda Item: 


Summary:


Fiscal Impact:


Submitted by:


Certificate of Insurance Required


Reviewed by: Discharge Date:


Yes           No
Reveiwed by: Discharge Date:


County Manager Review:


Discharge Date:


Required


Comments:


AGENDA ITEM or FINAL CONTRACT REVIEW SUBMITTAL FORM 


 Revised April 2015


Comments:


Reveiwed by:


Comments:


WorksessionConsent Agenda 


Agenda Date: 


GUNCOUNTY1\dBaumgarten


GUNCOUNTY1\mbirnie


5


5/3/2019


ok   db   5/3/19


Motion


The 4/16/19 Regular Meeting minutes are attached for consideration and approval.


DRAFT BOCC Meeting Minutes; 4/16/19


5/3/2019


EMense@gunnisoncounty.org


5/7/2019


Liz Mense
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Gunnison County Board of Commissioners - 1 - 
Minutes of April 16, 2019 Regular Meeting 
Approved by BOCC May 7, 2019 


 
 
 


GUNNISON COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 


April 16, 2019 
 


The April 16, 2019 meeting was held in the Board of County Commissioners’ meeting room located at 
200 E. Virginia Avenue, Gunnison, Colorado. Present were: 
 
Jonathan Houck, Chairperson Matthew Birnie, County Manager 
John Messner, Vice-Chairperson Elizabeth Mense, Deputy County Clerk 
Roland Mason, Commissioner (ABSENT) Others Present as Listed in Text   
 
GUNNISON COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS REGULAR MEETING: 
 
CALL TO ORDER: Chairperson Houck called the meeting to order at 9:08 am.   
 
AGENDA REVIEW: There were no changes made to the agenda. 
 
MINUTES APPROVAL: Moved by Commissioner Messner, seconded by Commissioner Houck to approve 
the meeting minutes of 3/19/19 and 4/2/19 as presented. Motion carried. 
 1. 3/19/19 Regular Meeting 
 2. 4/2/19 Regular Meeting  
  
CONSENT AGENDA: Moved by Commissioner Messner, seconded by Commissioner Houck to approve 
the Consent Agenda as presented. Motion carried.  


1. Agreement; Gunnison Valley Hospital Assisted Living – Gunnison Living Community 
2. Liquor License Renewals; Double J Enterprises, LLC dba Murph’s Place; Irwin Back Country Guides, 


LLC dba Parking Barn & Irwin Back Country Guides, LLC dba Move Cabin 
3. Special Event Liquor License; Crested Butte / Mt Crested Butte Chamber of Commerce; 7th Annual 


Crested Butte Pole, Pedal & Paddle; April 28th, 2019 
4. Grant Proposal; Region 10; Senior Resource Office – Information & Assistance 
5. Ratification of County Manager’s Signature; Professional Engineering Services Agreement; 


McDowell Engineering, Inc.  
6. Ratification of BOCC Chair Signature; Letter of Support; Chief Local Elected Official – Western Sub-


Area & Colorado Rural Consortium Workforce Development Boards 
7. Funding Agreement; Upper Gunnison River Conservancy District; Shady Island River Park Project; 


$40,000 
8. Contract Amendment; Colorado Assertive Community Treatment (COACT); Colorado Department 


of Human Services – Office of Behavioral Health 
 
SCHEDULING:  
Commissioner Messner and Commissioner Houck will be in Denver April 18th – 19th attending Colorado 
Counties, Inc. and Counties & Commissioners Acting Together (CCAT) meetings.  
Commissioner Messner will be attending the Partners in the Outdoors Conference in Breckenridge April 24th 
– 26th.  
There is an Air Command meeting scheduled for 4/29/19. 
The Gunnison County Employee Appreciation dinner is 5/3/19. 
Commissioner Houck will be attending the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Gunnison Sage Grouse Draft Recovery Plan 
community meeting in Delta on April 23rd. 
Commissioner Houck will not be attendance for the 5/14/19 BOCC Work Session. He’ll be traveling to the 
National Association of Counties (NACo) Western Interstate Region conference in Spokane, Washington. 
June BOCC scheduling will be discussed at a future meeting.  
 
DEPUTY COUNTY MANAGER’S REPORT: Deputy County Manager Marlene Crosby was present for the 
discussion.  
-DCM Crosby discussed the need for a resolution that addresses the sewer system in Somerset. The County 
Attorney’s office will work on drafting a resolution.  
-DCM Crosby explained that the deadline to apply for the Federal Lands Access Program (FLAP) grant is 
June 4th. Initially, the intent was to apply for the grant for engineering of certain sections of Kebler Pass. 
Due time constraints and the inability to access Kebler currently, DCM Crosby is going to pass on this grant 
opportunity.  
 
Marijuana Facility License Renewal Request; TR Enterprises: 
Beth Baker, Administrative Services Manager from Community & Economic Development was present for 
the discussion.  
Moved by Commissioner Messner, seconded by Commissioner Houck to authorize the Chair signature on 
the license renewal for TR Enterprises. Motion carried.  
 







  April 16, 2019 
 
 


Gunnison County Board of Commissioners - 2 - 
Minutes of April 16, 2019 Regular Meeting 
Approved by BOCC May 7, 2019 
 
 
 


Back Nine Condominiums; Building D Plat: 
Beth Baker, Administrative Services Manager from Community & Economic Development was present for 
the discussion.  
Moved by Commissioner Messner, seconded by Commissioner Houck to authorize Chair signature on the 
supplemental plat for Back Nine Condominiums Building D. Motion carried.  
 
Possible Executive Session; Pursuant to C.R.S. 24-6-402(4) for conference with the County 
Attorney & Deputy County Attorney regarding the Law Enforcement Agreement between 
Gunnison County, Mt. Crested Butte & Gunnison County Sheriff; Possible Action: 
County Attorney David Baumgarten and Sheriff John Gallowich were present for the discussion. Attorney 
Baumgarten explained that an agreement has been met and approved by all parties and is ready for 
Board review and approval. An executive session is not necessary at this time. The Law Enforcement 
Agreement will be placed on the April 23, 2019 BOCC Special Meeting agenda for approval.  
 
UNSCHEDULED CITIZENS: There were no Unscheduled Citizens present  
 
COMMISSIONER ITEMS:  
John Messner- 
1. Commissioner Messner discussed testimony he gave at the Capitol in Denver on 4/15/19 regarding a 
    housing bill.  
Jonathan Houck- 
1. Commissioner Houck attended the Hartman Rocks User Group meeting on 4/10/19.  
2. Commissioner Houck attended a multi-county forest planning meeting in Montrose on 4/11/19.  
3. Commissioner Houck is continuing to work with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS) regarding the 
    Gunnison Sage Grouse draft Recovery Plan. The next meeting with the FWS is Tuesday, 4/23/19 in 
    Delta.  
4. Commissioner Houck is attending the annual meeting with the Public Lands Partnership regarding the 
    Spruce Beetle Epidemic & Aspen Decline Management Response (SBEADMR).  
 
ADJOURN: Moved by Commissioner Houck to adjourn the meeting. The meeting adjourned at 9:47 am. 
 
        


_________________________________ 
Jonathan Houck, Chairperson 


 
 


_________________________________ 
John Messner, Vice-Chairperson 
 


 
_________________________________ 
Roland Mason, Commissioner 


 
 
 


Minutes Prepared By: 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Elizabeth Mense, Deputy County Clerk 
 
Attest: 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Kathy Simillion, County Clerk 
 
 


 
 





		Agenda Item - DRAFT BOCC Meeting Minutes; 4_16_19 Completed Form.pdf

		20190416mnDRAFT.pdf
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Term Begins: Term Ends: Grant Contract #:


Submitter's Email Address:


Finance Review: Not Required


County Attorney Review: Required Not Required


Regular Agenda Time Allotted:


Action Requested:


Parties to the Agreement:


Agenda Item: 


Summary:


Fiscal Impact:


Submitted by:


Certificate of Insurance Required


Reviewed by: Discharge Date:


Yes           No
Reveiwed by: Discharge Date:


County Manager Review:


Discharge Date:


Required


Comments:


AGENDA ITEM or FINAL CONTRACT REVIEW SUBMITTAL FORM 


 Revised April 2015


Comments:


Reveiwed by:


Comments:


WorksessionConsent Agenda 


Agenda Date: 


GUNCOUNTY1\dBaumgarten


No concerns, costs will be covered in existing budget. ln


GUNCOUNTY1\mbirnie


0


5/3/2019


ok   db    5/3/19


Board of County Commissioners' Signature


Professional Services included in dept. budget


This is a service contract to expand access to mental health services for Juvenile Services involved youth.


Professional Services Agreement; Two Aspens Brief


5/3/2019


mdougherty@gunnisoncounty.org


GUNCOUNTY1\lNienhueser


4/1/2020


5/3/2019


Juvenile Services and Scott Ziemba


5/7/2019


Meghan Dougherty









































		Agenda Item - Services Contract - Two Aspens Brief Therapy Completed Form.pdf

		Professional Services Agreement - 2020.pdf










Term Begins: Term Ends: Grant Contract #:


Submitter's Email Address:


Finance Review: Not Required


County Attorney Review: Required Not Required


Regular Agenda Time Allotted:


Action Requested:


Parties to the Agreement:


Agenda Item: 


Summary:


Fiscal Impact:


Submitted by:


Certificate of Insurance Required


Reviewed by: Discharge Date:


Yes           No
Reveiwed by: Discharge Date:


County Manager Review:


Discharge Date:


Required


Comments:


AGENDA ITEM or FINAL CONTRACT REVIEW SUBMITTAL FORM 


 Revised April 2015


Comments:


Reveiwed by:


Comments:


WorksessionConsent Agenda 


Agenda Date: 


Funding is available in the Water Resources Protection Fund to cover these costs.


Per letter, no fiscal impact. No concerns. ln


GUNCOUNTY1\mbirnie


0


5/3/2019


Other County Attorney Signature on behalf of BOCC


Requesting approval of the amended scope of work and authorization for County Attorney Baumgarten to sign on behalf of the BOCC for the Mt
Emmons & Coal Creek project.


Amended Scope of Work; Mt Emmons & Coal Creek


EMense@gunnisoncounty.org


GUNCOUNTY1\lNienhueser 5/3/2019


5/7/2019


Liz Mense for CAO































 



















 


2019 MT EMMONS AND COAL CREEK PROJECT 
APPENDIX “A” 


AMENDMENT 1 


April 19, 2018 


Dara MacDonald, Town Manager 
Town of Crested Butte 
PO Box 39 
Crested Butte, CO 81224 


David Baumgarten, Attorney 
Gunnison County 
200 E. Virginia Avenue 
Gunnison, CO 81230 


Subject: Amended Scope of Work for the 2019 Mt. Emmons and Coal Creek Project 


Ms. MacDonald and Mr. Baumgarten: 


As you know, the Town of Crested Butte and Gunnison County are collaborating with Mt. Emmons 


Mining Company (MEMC), the Coal Creek Watershed Coalition (CCWC), and other stakeholders to 


address long-term management of the Keystone Mine site and develop site-specific standards for Coal 


Creek Segment 12. This document outlines a revision to the scope of work for the 2019 Mt. Emmons and 


Coal Creek Project contract signed by the Town, County, and CCWC. 


When this scope of work was developed in October 2018, the parties understood that the Water Quality 


Control Division Permits Section intended to renew the Keystone Mine permit in 2019. On April 17, 


2019, the Permits Section notified CCWC that the Keystone Mine permit will not be renewed in 2019. 


The Keystone Mine permit will not be renewed until at least 2020. 


This change of plans, due to the Permits Section’s backlog, necessitates an adjusted approach to the 


project. Both the Town and County are strong advocates of a watershed-based approach to managing 


water quality issues. Given the multitude of man-made and natural pollutant sources in the Coal Creek 


Watershed, a watershed-based approach to permitting, water quality standards, and water quality 


management is particularly important for this project. 


Rather than review the specifics of the Keystone Mine permit, work this year will evaluate the water 


quality impacts associated with major metal sources in the Coal Creek Watershed including the Standard 


Mine, Fen and Gossan, and the Keystone Mine site. This water quality analysis will provide data 


necessary for upcoming permit reviews and the site-specific standards process. This proposed change 


will not increase the cost of the project. The purpose of this amendment is document changes in the 


technical approach to the project.  







 


2019 MT EMMONS AND COAL CREEK PROJECT 
APPENDIX “A” 


AMENDMENT 1 


Major Tasks: 


During 2019 we expect to meet with the stakeholder group on a quarterly basis to continue water 


quality data evaluation, discuss management plans for the Keystone Mine property and the Standard 


Mine site, and identify appropriate measures for discharge permits in the watershed. The technical 


coordinator, Ashley Bembenek, will communicate with stakeholders before and after meetings, as 


needed, to assure progress between quarterly meetings. 


Project Timeline and Cost Estimate: 


The timeline is based upon a tentative schedule discussed by the stakeholder group and includes time 


for technical meetings and associated travel expenses, water quality data analysis, and to evaluate 


water quality issues related to permitting in the watershed. The proposal addresses the technical 


expertise provided by Ashley Bembenek and assumes that the Town and County will continue to provide 


necessary legal services, as they have in the past. The anticipated total cost for 2019 is $11,900.00; 


where the Town and County each contributes $5,950.00. If additional meetings or tasks are developed 


by the stakeholder group during 2019, it may be necessary to revise this proposal. 


 


Please contact me to discuss any questions or concerns that you may have regarding the amended 


proposal. If you accept the changes to the technical approach for the project, please signed the attached 


page to document your acceptance of this amendment. Thank you for your support. 


Sincerely, 


 


Ashley Bembenek 
Technical Coordinator 
Coal Creek Watershed Coalition 
(970) 251-0029 
abembenek@yahoo.com


Mt. Emmons and Coal Creek Project Tasks Cost


Quarterly meetings (includes travel expenses) 4,700.00$   


Water quality data analysis for standards 3,600.00$   


Water quality data analysis for watershed permits 3,600.00$   


Total Estimated Cost for 2019: 11,900.00$ 


Cost for Town of Crested Butte: 5,950.00$   


Cost for Gunnison County: 5,950.00$   







 


2019 MT EMMONS AND COAL CREEK PROJECT 
APPENDIX “A” 


AMENDMENT 1 SIGNATURE PAGE 


IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have accepted this amendment to the scope of work as documented 


in Appendix “A” and dated April 19, 2019. 


TOWN OF CRESTED BUTTE, COLORADO 


By:       


Dara MacDonald, Town Manager 


Attest: 


      


Lynelle Standard, Town Clerk 


BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ON THE COUNTY OF GUNNISON, COLORADO 


By:       


David Baumgarten, County Attorney at 


the direction of the Board of County 


Commissioners 


Attest: 


      


Elizabeth Mense, Deputy County Clerk 


COAL CREEK WATERSHED COALITION 


A Colorado nonprofit corporation 


By:       


Ashley Hom, CCWC Vice President 





		Agenda Item - Amended Scope of Work; Mt Emmons & Coal Creek Completed Form.pdf

		2019-019 Contractor Agreement; Mt Emmons and Coal Creek Project.pdf

		Mt Emmons and Coal Creek Scope of Work 4-19-19.pdf










Term Begins: Term Ends: Grant Contract #:


Submitter's Email Address:


Finance Review: Not Required


County Attorney Review: Required Not Required


Regular Agenda Time Allotted:


Action Requested:


Parties to the Agreement:


Agenda Item: 


Summary:


Fiscal Impact:


Submitted by:


Certificate of Insurance Required


Reviewed by: Discharge Date:


Yes           No
Reveiwed by: Discharge Date:


County Manager Review:


Discharge Date:


Required


Comments:
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL CONTRACT AMENDMENT #3  
 


SIGNATURE AND COVER PAGE 
State Agency 
Colorado Department of Human Services 
Office of Early Childhood 
1575 Sherman Street, 1st Floor 
Denver, CO 80203 


Original Contract Number 
18 IHIA 103943 


Contractor 
Gunnison County Department of Human Services 
225 North Pine Street, Suite E 
Gunnison, CO 81230 


Amendment Contract Number 
20 IHIA 128528 


Current Contract Maximum Amount 
Initial Term 


Contract Performance Beginning Date 
October 1, 2017 


 State Fiscal Year 2108 $51,270* 
*An appropriation for Quality Improvement (QI) General 
Accounting Encumbrance (GAE) is hereby added to this 
contract. The maximum amount payable for QI GAE is subject 
to appropriated funds, not to exceed $2,614,500, which is split 
among other Early Childhood Council (ECC) vendors. See 
Exhibit H, Section 9. Quality Improvement General 
Accounting Encumbrance (GAE). 
 
Extension Terms 


Current Contract Expiration Date 
June 30, 2020 


 State Fiscal Year 2019 $83,344* 
*An appropriation for Quality Improvement (QI) General 
Accounting Encumbrance (GAE) is hereby added to this 
contract. The maximum amount payable for QI GAE is subject 
to appropriated funds, not to exceed $3,486,000, which is split 
among other Early Childhood Council (ECC) vendors. See 
Exhibit H, Section 9. Quality Improvement General 
Accounting Encumbrance (GAE). 
 
 State Fiscal Year 2020 $59,601* 
*Two General Accounting Encumbrances (GAE) have been 
appropriated and added to this contract for: 


 Quality Improvement (QI) – the maximum amount 
payable for QI GAE is subject to appropriated funds, 
not to exceed $3,486,000 


 Expanding Quality in Infant Toddler Care (EQIT) – 
the maximum amount payable for EQIT GAE is 
subject to appropriated funds, not to exceed $470,000 


The QI GAE and the EQIT GAE shall be split among other 
Early Childhood Council (ECC) vendors. See Exhibit H. 
Section 9. Quality Improvement General Accounting 
Encumbrance (GAE) and Section 10. Expanding Quality 
General Accounting Encumbrance (GAE). 
 
Total for All State Fiscal Years $194,215* 
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THE PARTIES HERETO HAVE EXECUTED THIS AMENDMENT 
Each person signing this Amendment represents and warrants that he or she is duly authorized to execute this Amendment 


and to bind the Party authorizing his or her signature. 
CONTRACTOR 


Gunnison County Department of Human Services 
 
 


 
 
 
______________________________________________ 


By: Matthew Birnie, Gunnison County Manager 
 
 


Date: _________________________ 


STATE OF COLORADO 
Jared Polis, Governor 


Michelle Barnes 
Executive Director 


 
 
 
______________________________________________ 
By: Mary Anne Snyder, Director, Office of Early Childhood 


 
 


Date: _________________________ 
 


In accordance with §24-30-202 C.R.S., this Amendment is not valid until signed and dated below by the State Controller or an 
authorized delegate. 


 
STATE CONTROLLER 


Robert Jaros, CPA, MBA, JD 
 
 


By:___________________________________________ 
Clint Woodruff / Travis Yoder / Andrea Eurich 


 
 


Amendment Effective Date:_____________________ 
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1. PARTIES 


This Amendment (the “Amendment”) to the Original Contract shown on the Signature and Cover 
Page for this Amendment (the “Contract”) is entered into by and between the Contractor, and the 
State.  


2. TERMINOLOGY 


Except as specifically modified by this Amendment, all terms used in this Amendment that are 
defined in the Contract shall be construed and interpreted in accordance with the Contract. 


3. AMENDMENT EFFECTIVE DATE AND TERM 


A. Amendment Effective Date 


This Amendment shall not be valid or enforceable until the Amendment Effective Date 
shown on the Signature and Cover Page for this Amendment. The State shall not be bound 
by any provision of this Amendment before that Amendment Effective Date, and shall have 
no obligation to pay Contractor for any Work performed or expense incurred under this 
Amendment either before or after of the Amendment term shown in §3.B of this 
Amendment. 


B. Amendment Term 


The Parties’ respective performances under this Amendment and the changes to the 
Contract contained herein shall commence on the Amendment Effective Date shown on the 
Signature and Cover Page for this Amendment or July 1, 2019, whichever is later and shall 
terminate on the termination of the Contract. 


4. PURPOSE 


Gunnison County Department of Human Services shall be the fiscal agent to Gunnison-Hinsdale 
Early Childhood Council. Statutorily ECCs support the effective delivery of early childhood 
services in the areas of early care and education, family support, mental health, and health. ECCs 
increase and sustain the quality, accessibility, capacity, and affordability of early childhood 
services for children and their parents. ECCs provide local level supports for licensed programs 
required to participate in Colorado Shines by offering technical assistance and quality 
improvement supports to programs pursuing higher quality levels. This Amendment extends the 
contract expiration date, adds fund for FY20 services, amends Exhibits A, B, D, G, H; and adds 
Exhibits EQ-A, and EQ-B. 


5. MODIFICATIONS 


The Contract and all prior amendments thereto (Original Contract CMS 18 IHIA 103943; 
Amendment #1 CMS 18 IHIA 106143; Option Letter #1 CMS 19 IHIA 110552; and Amendment 
#2 CMS 19 IHIA 109539) are modified as follows: 


A. Extend the Contract Expiration Date from June 30, 2019 to June 30, 2020 


The Contract Initial Contract Expiration Date on the Contract’s Signature and Cover Page 
is hereby deleted and replaced with the Current Contract Expiration Date shown on the 
Signature and Cover Page for this Amendment.  
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B. Increase the Contract Maximum amount for Fiscal Year 20 (FY20) by $59,601* and 
increase the Total for All State Fiscal Years from $134,614* to $194,215*. 


The Contract Maximum Amount table on the Contract’s Signature and Cover Page is 
hereby deleted and replaced with the Current Contract Maximum Amount table shown on 
the Signature and Cover Page for this Amendment. 


C. Exhibit A – Statement of Work 


Exhibit A – Amendment #3, which is attached and incorporated into this Amendment, shall 
be added to Exhibit A of the Original Contract. 


D. Exhibit B – Budget 


Exhibit B – Amendment #3, which is attached and incorporated into this Amendment, shall 
be added to Exhibit B of the Original Contract. 


E. Exhibit D – Colorado Shines Business Rules 


Exhibit D – Amendment #3, which is attached and incorporated into this Amendment, shall 
replace Exhibit D – Amendment #2 of the Original Contract. 


F. Exhibit G – Supplemental Provisions for Federal Awards 


Exhibit G – Amendment #3, which is attached and incorporated into this Amendment, shall 
be added to Exhibit G of the Original Contract. 


G. Exhibit H – Additional Provisions 


Exhibit H – Amendment #3, which is attached and incorporated into this Amendment, shall 
replace Exhibit H – Amendment #2. 


H. Exhibit EQ-A – Overview of EQ Initiative Business Rules 


Exhibit EQ-A, which is attached and incorporated into this Amendment, shall be added to 
the Original Contract. 


I. Exhibit EQ-B – EQ Initiative Budget Template 


Exhibit EQ-B, which is attached and incorporated into this Amendment, shall be added to 
the Original Contract. 


6. LIMITS OF EFFECT AND ORDER OF PRECEDENCE 


This Amendment is incorporated by reference into the Contract, and the Contract and all prior 
amendments or other modifications to the Contract, if any, remain in full force and effect except 
as specifically modified in this Amendment.  Except for the Special Provisions contained in the 
Contract, in the event of any conflict, inconsistency, variance, or contradiction between the 
provisions of this Amendment and any of the provisions of the Contract or any prior modification 
to the Contract, the provisions of this Amendment shall in all respects supersede, govern, and 
control.  The provisions of this Amendment shall only supersede, govern, and control over the 
Special Provisions contained in the Contract to the extent that this Amendment specifically 
modifies those Special Provisions. 







EXHIBIT A - AMENDMENT #3


Statement of Work (SOW)  Systems Building, Colorado Shines Quality Improvement Supports, and 
Expanding Quality in Infant Toddler Care


Gunnison County
220 N. Spruce Street
Gunnison, CO 81230


7/1/2019 - 6/30/2020
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EXHIBIT A - AMENDMENT #3


Systems Building: The Gunnison Hinsdale Early Childhood Council (GHECC) will sustain a council of early childhood stakeholders through holding 
membership meetings and building and maintaining relationships. The GHECC is guided by a jointly developed strategic plan, which will be kept updated. An 
evaluation plan will be developed.  The GHECC will annually submit an organizational strategic plan, as well as a written, comprehensive evaluation and report 
of its progress based on the strategic plan accountability metrics.  The GHECC will submit a current record of the council governance structure, including 
membership list, organization chart, name and contact of Council Director, council bylaws, and an annual budget.


Quality Improvement:This scope of work is intended to: 
1. Community Dispersion of High Quality CCCAP - Increase the percentage of Colorado communities with access to slots for Colorado Child Care Assistance 
Program subsidies in a high quality programs (Level 3-5).
2. Colorado Shines Program Engagement - Increase Colorado Shines Quality Rating and Improvement System Engagement to 60%. Engagement is defined as 
Level 2 or higher.  
3. Children Served in High Quality Programs - Increase the number and percentage of children receiving child care subsidy being served in a high quality 
program.
4. Promotion of Colorado Shines Quality Rating and Improvement System - Promote the Colorado Shines Quality Rating and Improvement System at least once 
a month and 
5. Promotion of the Early Learning and Development Guidelines - Promote the Early Learning and Development Guidelines at least once a month.  


Introduction/Background


EQIT: The primary goal of the Expanding Quality in Infant Toddler Care Initiative (EQ Initiative) is to increase the quality and availability of responsive group 
care for infants and toddlers across Colorado. The EQ Initiative focuses on providing infant toddler caregivers evidence-based professional development they 
need to ensure each child has access to the responsive relationships that define quality early care and learning, encouraging programs to meet the full range of 
developmental needs for infants and toddlers.  This initiative works through the EQ Infant Toddler Specialist Network and in partnership with local communities 
to increase the quality of caregiver interactions with infants and toddlers in child care settings.


The primary evidence-based professional development activities carried out by local, approved EQ Infant Toddler Specialists are the 48-hour EQIT course of 
training is offered in local communities across the state and Coaching with the EQ RELATE. All individuals teaching the EQIT course must have completed the 
state-level Infant Toddler Specialist Foundations course and possess a Colorado Trainer Credential or Trainer Approval. All individuals conducting EQIT 
Coaching must adhere to the EQIT model, utilizing the EQ RELATE Coaching tools, and hold a Colorado Coaching Credential. Additional activities include the 
fidelity implementation of evidence-based professional development for infant and toddler early care educators and the capacity-building of infant toddler 
specialists.


Scope of Work


Systems Building: The Gunnison Hinsdale Early Childhood Council works to create a seamless system of early childhood services representing collaboration 
among various public and private stakeholders for the effective delivery of early childhood services in the areas of early care and education, family support, 
mental health, and health.  These services shall support children eight years of age or younger and their parents in a manner that is responsive to local needs and 
conditions. 


Quality Improvement:  Colorado includes four components that make up the overarching goals to improve the quality of child care services: quality standards, 
licensed program improvement supports, licensed program quality incentives, and supports for implementation.
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EXHIBIT A - AMENDMENT #3


EQIT: The EQ Initiative supports Early Childhood Councils to increase the quality of infant and toddler child care through the provision of evidence-based 
training and coaching for infant and toddler early care educators, deployed by EQ Infant Toddler Specialists. EQIT training and coaching seek to increase the 
quality and availability of responsive, relationship-based infant toddler care in local communities across Colorado. The Early Childhood Council will offer the 
approved 48-hour EQIT course of training and individualized EQIT Coaching, following all EQ Initiatives guidelines. Any changes to the EQIT Course of 
Training, the EQIT Coaching model must be preapproved. Other high-quality, evidence-based professional development for infant toddler early care educators 
can be provided with Program Manager approval including Touchpoints, additional EQ RELATE Coaching, and scholarships for ECE 111/112 and/or the Infant 
Toddler or Family Child Care CDA. All requirements of these programs must be met.


The EQIT course and coaching are designed to be offered at very low cost to infant toddler caregivers across Colorado. However, Early Childhood Councils may 
charge a nominal fee (up to $50/pp for training) and may use those funds ONLY for EQIT-related needs. There must be a written plan in place to reduce or 
eliminate this charge for individuals who cannot afford to pay training fees. 


Period of Performance
 July 1 2019 through June 30th 2020
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EXHIBIT A - AMENDMENT #3


Tasks Time Period Measurement Person(s) Responsible Budget Category


Plan and hold at least 6 
GHECC meetings per year.


July 1, 2019 - 
June 30th, 2020


Meeting notes with attendance 
on sign-in.


Council Coordinator Personnel, Operating


Maintain membership of at 
least 10 members with 7 
mandatory Stakeholder 
members. 


July 1, 2019 - 
June 30th, 2020


Membership List with Contact 
information and alignment 
with 7 Mandatory members.  
Signed MOU


Assistant Council 
Coordinator


Personnel 


Actively inform and include 
small or under-represented 
early childhood service 
providers in Early Childhood 
Council activities and functions


July 1, 2019 - 
June 30th, 2021


Sign in sheets, list of 
awards/scholarships


Assistant Council 
Coordinator


Personnel


Maintain fiscal agent. July 1, 2019 - 
June 30th, 2020


Current MOU in place. Council Coordinator Personnel


Tasks Time Period Measurement Person(s) Responsible Budget Category


Review, update, and approve 
Strategic Plan annually that 
responds to local needs and 
conditions to increase and 
sustain the quality, 
accessibility, capacity, and 
affordability of early childhood 
services for children and their 
parents


July 1, 2019 - 
June 30, 2020


Meeting minutes. Council Coordinator Personnel


Develop, approve, and conduct 
an Evaluation Plan, which is a 
local system of accountability 
to measure local progress based 
on the needs and goals set for 
program performance 


July 1, 2019 - 
June 30, 2020


Evaluation Plan is submitted 
to the OEC annually.


Council Coordinator Personnel


Work Plan


OUTCOMES, BENCHMARKS, AND MILESTONES


Systems Building Outcome 
statement: 1)   


Work Plan


Key Activity A: Maintain Council, maintain Membership and Hold Council Meetings


Deliverable


6 GHECC meetings held per year


10 Early Childhood Members with 7 Mandatory members 
represented.


75% of licensed Early Childhood Education Providers 
participate in council meetings, training, scholarships, 
awards or events.


Fiscal Agent is in place as employer of council coordinator.


Key Activity B: Strategic Plan, Evaluation Plan and Report


Deliverable


Updated Strategic Plan annually


Updated Evaluation Plan annually


The GHECC will maintain an early childhood council that meets state statute and the rules governing councils, including membership of 7 mandatory 
stakeholders, submission of current strategic and evaluation plan, and tracking of measurements.
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EXHIBIT A - AMENDMENT #3


Tasks Time Period Measurement Person(s) Responsible Budget Category


Track and report annually 
accountability measurements 
defined in the strategic plan


July 1, 2019 - 
June 30, 2020


Completed Quarterly Reports, 
completed Council Impact 
Tool, Updated Evaluation 
Report


Council Coordinator Personnel


Create an Evaluation Report, 
based on the strategic plan


0July 1, 2019 - 
June 30, 2020


Evaluation Report is submitted 
to the OEC


Council Coordinator Personnel


Tasks Time Period Measurement Person(s) Responsible Budget Category


Review, update if needed, and 
approve council Bylaws, 
Operating Agreement, and 
Organization Chart annually


July 1, 2019 - 
June 30, 2020


Meeting minutes. Council Coordinator Personnel


Tasks Time Period Measurement Person(s) Responsible Budget Category


Hold an annual Nurturing the 
Young Child Conference 
(NTYC) in collaboration with 
Western State Colorado 
University.


December 31st, 
2019 


List of Attendees, number of 
training certificates given, and 
number of people obtaining 
the 0.5 CEU


Assistant Coordinator Personnel and Annual 
Conference


The NTYC Conference will provide at least 6 training hours 
and 0.5 Continuing Education Units (CEU)s.


Work Plan


OUTCOMES, BENCHMARKS, AND MILESTONES


Work Plan


Deliverable


Key Activity D: Nurturing the Young Child Conference


Deliverable


Quarterly Report to CDHS, Updated Council Impact Tool, 
Updated Evaluation Report annually


Submitted Evaluation Report annually


Key Activity C: Bylaws, Operating Agreement and Organizational Chart


Deliverable


Systems Building Outcome 
statement: 2)


 Early Childhood Services Providers will have a local, in person, professional development opportunity and improve their Early Childhood Professional 
Credential Level. 


Reviewed and updates as needed: Bylaws, Operating 
Agreement, and Organizational Chart
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EXHIBIT A - AMENDMENT #3


Tasks Time Period Measurement Person(s) Responsible Budget Category


Target and outreach to child 
care providers accepting 
CCCAP and home providers in 
communities that do not have 
access to slots for Colorado 
Child Care Assistance Program 
(CCCAP) subsidies in a high 
quality programs (Level 3-5)


7/1/19 -6/30/20
Number of providers contacted 
and given information


Outreach Assistant and 
QI Navigator


Personnel


Tasks Time Period Measurement Person(s) Responsible Budget Category


Outreach to Colorado Licensed 
Child Care providers (Level 1) 
by email, mail, phone calls 
and/or face to face visits to 
help programs understand the 
structure, requirements and 
benefits associated with
Colorado Shines


7/1/19‐6/30/20 Number of Level 1 providers 
contacted; % of Level 2 
providers


Outreach Assistant and 
Quality Improvement 
Navigator


Personnel


Provide technical assistance to 
Level 1 providers to register on 
Colorado Shines, Professional 
Development Information 
System (PDIS) and provide a 
detailed overview of the rating 
levels and the steps programs 
will need to take to maintain 
these ratings


7/1/19 – 6/30/20 Number of Level 1 providers 
receiving technical assistance; 
% of Level 2 providers


Outreach Assistant and 
Quality Improvement 
Navigator


Personnel


OUTCOMES, BENCHMARKS, AND MILESTONES


Work Plan


OUTCOMES, BENCHMARKS, AND MILESTONES


Work Plan


Key Activity E: Community Dispersion of High Quality CCCAP


Deliverable


Child care providers that accept CCCAP eligible children 
and home providers will understand the structure, 
requirements and benefits associated with Colorado Shines 
and importance of increasing the quality of their programs


Deliverable


At least 1 Level 1 provider gets to a Level 2.


At least 1 Level 1 provider gets to a Level 2.


Key Activity F: Colorado Shines Program Engagement


QI Outcome statement: 3)
 Increase the percentage of Colorado communities with access to slots for Colorado Child Care Assistance Program subsidies in a high quality programs (Level 
3-5).


QI Outcome statement: 4) Increase Colorado Shines Quality Rating and Improvement System Engagement to 60%. Engagement is defined as Level 2 or higher.  
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EXHIBIT A - AMENDMENT #3


Tasks Time Period Measurement Person(s) Responsible Budget Category


Continue to meet regularly 
with CCCAP staff and other 
family service agencies


7/1/19-6/30/20 Number of meetings with 
agenda


Number of children receiving 
CCCAP


Council Coordinator 
and Outreach Assistant


Personnel 


Provide technical assistance 
and quality improvement (QI) 
coaching to targeted child care 
providers that apply for a 
Colorado Shines Quality 
Rating and connect providers 
to professional development 
opportunities offered by the  
Council or other local/state 
agencies.  Technical Assistance 
and Coaching include the topic 
of Family Engagement as listed 
in School Readiness Plan.


Number of QI Coaching hours 
provided
Total funds spent by providers 
on QI materials
Total funds spent on 
professional development 
training


Number of child care 
providers (that accept 
CCCAP) apply for a Level 3-5 
Quality Rating
Number of child care 
providers (that accept 
CCCAP) eligible children 
increase their quality to a 
Level 3-5
Number of CCCAP eligible 
children that receive high 
quality child care services


Quality Improvement 
Navigator 
and 
QI Coach


Personnel 
and 
GAE Funding


Work Plan


OUTCOMES, BENCHMARKS, AND MILESTONES


Key Activity G: Children on CCCAP Served in High Quality Programs


Deliverable


Strengthen the relationship between CCCAP staff, Council 
staff, and other services providers working with families so 
that community-wide service providers can deliver accurate 
information regarding child care subsidies to families and 
provide a warm hand-off to appropriate County CCCAP 
staff


Child care providers that accept CCCAP eligible children 
will apply for a Colorado Shines Quality Rating for Level 3-
5


QI Outcome statement: 5) Increase the number and percentage of children receiving child care subsidy being served in a high quality program.
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EXHIBIT A - AMENDMENT #3


Tasks Time Period Measurement Person(s) Responsible Budget Category


Promot Colorado Shines and 
ELDGs through the website, 
Early Childhood Council 
Meetings and Outreach 
messages: email, Facebook, 
newspapers


7/1/19 - 
6/30/2020


Gunnison County ECC 
website information with links 
to resources for Colorado 
Shines Quality Rating and 
Improvement and Early 
Learning Development 
Guidelines System                     
Number of Communities 
meetings with agendas


Assistant Council 
Coordinator


Personnel and 
Advertising


Tasks Time Period Measurement Person(s) Responsible Budget Category


Connect, coordinate and 
collaborate with local key 
stakeholders and efforts 
concerned with quality of 
infant toddler care and 
enhancing the relationships 
around infants and toddlers.


July 1, 2019-June 
30, 2020


EQ and ECC staff will contact, 
coordinate, and collaborate 
with key stakeholders to hold a 
Community Baby Shower.
Council staff will outreach to 
Red Rocks Community 
College and continue to talk to 
Technical College of the 
Rockies  to offer course credit 
to EQIT participants.


Assistant Coordinator or 
EQ Staff.


Personnel


Work Plan


OUTCOMES, BENCHMARKS, AND MILESTONES


Work Plan


OUTCOMES, BENCHMARKS, AND MILESTONES


Key Activity H: Promotion of Colorado Shines Quality Rating & Improvement System & Early Learning Development Guidelines


Deliverable


Colorado Shines Quality Rating and Improvement System 
Early Learning Development Guidelines information is 
made available on the Gunnison County ECC Website, 
Council Meetings, or through Facebook, email lists, and 
newspapers monthly


EQIT Outcome statement:
Individuals caring for infants and toddlers are confident and competent in their ability to engage in the responsive relationships with infants, toddlers, 
and their families that result in infants and toddlers experiencing secure attachments in all care settings. 
Infant Toddler Specialists are qualified and competent to enhance the relationships around infants and toddlers.


Key Activity A: Collaboration with key stakeholders and systems partners,  specific to infants, toddlers, and their caregivers


Deliverable


QI Outcome statement: 6) Promote the Colorado Shines Quality Rating and Improvement System and Colorado Early Learning Development Guidelines at least once a month.


The EC Council and/or EQ team members will contact and 
collaborate with key stakeholders to include the community 
college, local infant toddler initiatives, and Colorado Shines 
Quality Improvement.
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EXHIBIT A - AMENDMENT #3


Tasks Time Period Measurement Person(s) Responsible Budget Category


Fidelity implementation of 
EQIT, an evidence-based, 
infant and toddler-specific 
course of training


July 1, 2019-June 
30, 2020


By July 30,  2019 provide 
annual course plan with 
advertising
By July 30, 2019, whenever 
they change and at least 
quarterly, primary contact and 
registration contact for EQIT 
provided to EQ Initiative
Materials are requested at least 
2 weeks before start date of 
EQIT course.
Update of reporting 
spreadsheet within two weeks 
of the completion of each 
EQIT course.
EQ Infant Toddler Specialists 
who provide EQIT course 
have completed Infant Toddler 
Specialist Foundation Course 
and hold a current Trainer 
Credential by July 1, 2019
EQ Infant Toddler Specialists 
provide verifcation of video 
self-reflection to the EQ 
Initiative by June 30, 2020.


EQ Staff Personnel


Fidelity implementation and 
course outcome data collected


July 1, 2019-June 
30, 2020


100% of course participants 
will complete


EQ Staff Personnel• Course participants complete EQ Initiative online data 
collection survey 


Work Plan


Key Activity B: Fidelity Implementation of Evidence-based, Infant Toddler Specific Training


Deliverable


Contingent on capacity and community need, completion of 
EQIT 48-hour course of training which fully meets EQ 
Initiative requirements as outlined in the business rules for 
EQ Initiative Activities.


Each Infant Toddler Specialist who teaches part or all of an 
EQIT course completes an annual fidelity video self-
reflection on their teaching and maintains a Trainer 
Credential. 
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EXHIBIT A - AMENDMENT #3


Tasks Time Period Measurement Person(s) Responsible Budget Category


Fidelity implementation of EQ 
RELATE Individualized 
Reflective Coaching, an 
evidence-based, infant and 
toddler specific coaching 
model


July 1, 2019-June 
30, 2020


Update of reporting 
spreadsheet quarterly October 
31, 2019, January 31, 2020, 
April 30, 2020 and June 30, 
2020, and each time coaching 
is reimbursed/invoiced
Description of efforts to 
ensure coachees receive 8 or 
more hours of coaching.
Infant toddler specialists 
providing EQ RELATE 
coaching have completed 
Coaching with the EQ 
RELATE Training and hold 
Coaching Credential by July 1, 
2019.


EQ Staff Personnel


• Quality Improvement: Maintain the percentage of children on CCCAP who are in a high quality program at or above 80%.


Schedule/Milestones


Deliverable


Contingent on capacity and community need, infant toddler 
early care educators participating in EQIT courses receive 
between 8 or more hours of EQ RELATE Coaching 
implementated to fidelity as described in the business rules 
for EQ Initiative Activities.


Each Infant Toddler Specialist providing EQ RELATE 
Coaching maintains a Colorado Coaching Credential


Key Activity C: Fidelity implementation of Evidence-based, Infant Toddler Specific Coaching 


Work Plan


• Systems Building: The GHECC will update and approve the strategic plan, evaluation plan, and evaluation report by June 30th 2020. 
• Systems Building: The Gunnison Hinsdale Early Childhood Council will obtain a new MOU with the seven Mandatory Stakeholders by June 30th, 2020.


• Systems Building: The GHECC will hold an annual Nurturing the Young Child Conference with at least 50 attendees attending the conference and 3 obtaining 
0.5 CEU by December 31st 2019.


EQIT
• The GHECC will submit a detailed plan for FY 20 EQIT course(s) and coaching to include tentative dates and instructors/coaches by July 30, 2019. This plan 
will include documentation of Training Credentials for all instructors and Coaching Credentials for all coaches.
•The GHECC will order materials for FY 20 Fall EQIT course(s) by July 30, 2019.
• The GHECC will submit information on any EQIT student fees charged, plan to ensure that no student will be denied entry due to inability to pay, and 
anticipated use of revenues for EQ-related activities by July 30, 2019. 
• The GHECC will submit required quarterly reports by October 31, 2019, January 31, 2020, April 30, 2020 and June 30, 2020.


• Quality Improvement: There will be at least one high quality child care provider in Hinsdale County by the end of June 30, 2020.
Quality Improvement: Increase or maintain Colorado Shines Quality Rating and Improvement System Engagement at 60%. Engagement is defined as Level 2 or 
higher.  
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EXHIBIT A - AMENDMENT #3


Acceptance Criteria
The acceptance of all deliverables will reside with the Office of Early Childhood, Child Care Quality Initiatives Unit.   The designated program manager will 
monitor all deliverables in order to ensure the completeness of each stage of the project and that the scope of work has been met.  The OEC program manager 
will either sign off on the approval, or reply to the vendor, in writing, advising what tasks must still be accomplished.  
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Exhibit B ‐ Amendment #3


Project Name
Early Childhood Council


Early Childhood Systems Building (ECSB)
Colorado Shines Quality Improvement (CSQI)


FY 2019-2020


Position Title/
Employee Name


Gross or 
Annual 
Salary Fringe


Total 
Percent 
of Time 


on 
Project


Cost Based on 
Percent 


of Time for 
(ECSB)


Cost Based on 
Percent 


of Time for 
(CSQI)


Total Amount Requested 
from CDHS


Council Coordinator $68,266 $33,488 28% 23,912$           4,070$             27,982$                                 


Assistant Council 
Coordinator


$52,000 $12,106 30% 12,821$           6,411$             19,232$                                 


Quality Improvement 
Coach


$52,790 $4,971 5% ‐$                  2,888$             2,888$                                   


Outreach Assistant $37,170 $7,592 5% 2,238$             ‐$                  2,238$                                   


$    38,971 $    13,369 $                     52,340 
FY 2019-2020


Name ECSB CSQI
Total Amount Requested 


from CDHS
‐$                  ‐$                  ‐$                                        


$            -   $            -   $                             -   


Colorado Department of Human Services
Office of Early Childhood


BUDGET WITH JUSTIFICATION FORM                                                                                      


Assists in systems building activities, provides quality improvement 
navigation and outreach, administrative work, event planning, council 
member outreach, writes grants.


Outreaches to childcare providers, provides direct coaching and 
training for childcare providers and some quality improvement 
navigating.


Outreach to and support home child care providers and Family Friend 
and Neighbor Care providers.


Program Contact Name and Title


Budget Period


Description of Item
No costs shall be reimbursed by CDHS for this category.


Total Contractors/Consultants


Jody Wise, Accountant
970‐641‐7679


Expenditure Categories


July 1, 2019 ‐ June 30, 2020
jwise@gunnisoncounty.org


Fiscal Contact Name and Title
Phone 
Email


Personnel Services - Salaried Employees


Contractors/Consultants (payments to third parties or entities)


Description of Work  and
Fringe Benefits Include: SSEC, MCARE, Dental, Vision, and Health 


Insurance and Retirement


Total Personnel Services (including fringe benefits)


Contractor Name Gunnison County


Manages the budgets and contracts, oversees quality improvement 
activities, coordinates council meetings, council member outreach, 
leads planning processes, completes quarterly reports, and writes 
grants.


Margaret Wacker, Community Services Supervisor
970‐641‐7913Phone 


mwacker@gunnisoncounty.orgEmail
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FY 2019-2020


Item ECSB CSQI
Total Amount Requested 


from CDHS
Travel to Denver for ECCLA 
meetings, the Rocky 
Mountain Early Childhood 
Conference, and to council 
meetings and coaching 
visits throughout the region 
(Crested Butte and Lake 
City)


2,669$             650$                 3,319$                                   


$      2,669 $         650 $                       3,319 
FY 2019-2020


Item ECSB CSQI
Total Amount Requested 


from CDHS
Computer Cost/IT charge 1,000$             500$                 1,500$                                   
Annual Conference 200$                 ‐$                  200$                                       
Advertising/Education 120$                 ‐$                  120$                                       
Office Supplies 141$                 131$                 272$                                       
Meeting/Event costs 500$                 ‐$                  500$                                       


Registration Costs ‐$                  350$                 350$                                       


Partial Stipends to help 
meet licensing 
requirements


1,000$             ‐$                  1,000$                                   


$      2,961 $         981 $                       3,942 
$    44,601 $    15,000 $                59,601.00 


 $    44,601  $    15,000  $                59,601.00 


Description of Item


Total Travel


Description of Item 


5 trips to Denver for ECCLA and/or RMECC, 400 miles x .58 = $232 x 5 = $1160, plus lodging for 8 nights at 
$100/night = $800 and 9 days of per diem @ $61= $549.  2 trips to Lake City for ECC/CPP meetings 220 miles x 
.58 = $128 .  1 trip to CB for an ECC meeting @ 56 miles x .58 = $32.  Travel to Denver 400 miles x .58 = $232, 
lodging $100 for two nights = $200, per diem $61 x 2 = 122, total of $554.  Travel within council area to Lake 
City and Crested Butte:  166 miles x .58 = $96 


Travel


Supplies & Operating Expenses


50% of 2 laptops @ $3,000 per year


Total Supplies & Operating Expenses


MODIFIED TOTAL DIRECT COSTS (MTDC)
Uniform Guidance § 200.68 - MTDC means all direct salaries and wages, applicable fringe benefits, materials and supplies, services, travel, and 


up to the first $25,000 of each subaward. MTDC excludes equipment, capital expenditures, charges for patient care, rental costs, tuition 
remission, scholarships and fellowships, participant support costs and the portion of each subaward in excess of $25,000.


Food = $200


Partial stipends for licensed child care providers or those applying for a childcare license to meet licensing 
requirements.


Printing, pens, folders, paper
Food costs, 2 parenting/Family Friend and Neighbor/ Spanish Speakers meetings @ $200/meeting and $100 for 
6 ECC meeting snacks 


TOTAL DIRECT COSTS


Newspaper advertisement x 2 @ $60 per ad


$350 towards registration costs for training of council staff, such as RMECC or coach trainings, certifications.
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FY 2019-2020


Item ECSB CSQI
Total Amount Requested 


from CDHS
$                   ‐    $                   ‐    $                                          ‐   
$            -   $            -   $                             -   
$    44,601 


$    15,000 
 $                     59,601 


FY 2019-2020
ECSB CSQI Total Percentage
75% 25% 100%


*Figures are rounded using basic accounting standards. (0.00‐0.49 = 0; 0.50‐0.99 = 1.0)
PERCENTAGE OF BUDGET BY PROJECT


Description of Item 
No costs shall be reimbursed by CDHS for this category.


Total Indirect


PERCENTAGE OF BUDGET BY PROJECT


Indirect Costs


TOTAL AMOUNT REQUESTED FROM CDHS


TOTAL EARLY CHILDHOOD SYSTEMS BUILDING (ECSB)
TOTAL COLORADO SHINES QUIALITY IMPROVEMENT (CSQI)
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Colorado Shines Business Rules 
 
Colorado Shines Quality Rating and Improvement System 


The Colorado Shines Quality Rating and Improvement System is the primary measure of the 
effectiveness of quality improvement activities. The Colorado Shines framework includes five standard 
areas that research has shown are related to program quality: Workforce and Professional 
Development; Family Partnerships; Leadership, Management and Administration; Learning 
Environment; and Child Health. In addition to accumulating the total number of points required for each 
Level 3-5 rating, programs must meet minimum levels of quality as measured by the appropriate Early 
Childhood Environment Rating Scale (ERS). Colorado Shines quality standards apply to all licensed 
child care centers, family child care homes, and district and charter-based preschool programs serving 
children prior to kindergarten entry. This rating system is a block and point system with Levels 1 and 2 
based on meeting standards outlined in each block and Levels 3 through 5 based on an accumulation 
of points. Programs that meet current early education and care program-licensing criteria will receive a 
Level 1 quality rating. Level 1 demonstrates that a program is meeting licensing standards and holds a 
permanent license. If a program chooses not to pursue higher quality levels within Colorado Shines, 
then it will remain at a Level 1. There are no requirements that programs be rated beyond the licensing 
requirement of a Level 1.    


Quality Incentives and Program Supports 


The Colorado Shines quality improvement incentives and program supports are based on license type 
(center/home) and number of classrooms. The Office of Early Childhood, Colorado Department of 
Human Services, sets funding amounts for quality improvement incentive awards.  Actual funding 
amounts vary and may change based on the more prescriptive manner as outlined in the Early 
Childhood Council Strategic Plan, School-Readiness Plan and Quality Improvement Program 
Memorandum of Understanding (QI MOU) that is executed with each participating child care program. 
Quality improvement resources are based on available funding and may be prioritized to support the 
Office of Early Childhood strategic priorities.   


Quality improvement incentives offered at Levels 1 and 2 include funding to support the readiness 
assessment, which determines a program’s ability to meet the Levels 3 through 5 quality indicators as 
well as the programs quality improvement planning.   


 
Allowable Use of Quality Improvement Supports and Incentive Funding 


All licensed program quality improvement supports and quality incentive funding must be linked to goals 
noted within the child care program Colorado Shines Quality Improvement Plan (QIP).  Programs can 
choose to access coaching, professional development, temporary teacher funds, and early learning 
materials.  


1. Coaching - Colorado Shines offers a coaching model that supports all five quality standards. 
Coaching includes intensive support offered by subject matter experts to enhance particular 
aspects of quality. This support can occur in person or remotely, for example via phone, email, 
or video conference. This model incorporates practice-based coaching which focuses on 
planning and goal setting, focused observation, reflection and sharing teaching practices. 
Coaches are required to hold a coaching credential to coach within this framework. Coaching 
rates include direct classroom coaching and indirect coaching activities (preparing, following up, 
logging coaching, travel). 
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2. Professional Development and Temporary Teacher Funds - Participating programs may 
utilize quality improvement funding to compensate for professional development activities for 
their staff. Allowable activities include qualifying Early Childhood Education college coursework, 
conferences, training, and substitute teacher reimbursement for professional development 
purposes.    


3. Early Learning Materials - Classroom materials, such as non-consumable materials for the 
child care learning environment. 


4. Tiered Reimbursement - Detail for the Tiered Reimbursement Plan shall be reflected in the 
Early Childhood Council(s) school-readiness plan in cases where tiered reimbursement will be 
included as a quality incentive strategy for licensed program grant awards. Colorado Shines 
Quality Improvement funding may only be used to augment existing provider rates for programs 
being supported at a Colorado Shines high quality (Levels 3-5). 


 
Funds to support capital improvements in programs that serve infants and toddlers may be available 
through an application to and approval from the Office of Early Childhood, Colorado Department of 
Human Services. State approval depends on available funding and strength of the request.    


Quality Incentive Funding Formula and Business Rules 


Quality improvement incentives are monetary awards within Colorado Shines which are generally 
intended to help support the costs of improving program quality and/or maintaining program quality. 
Quality improvement incentives are related to a program’s Colorado Shines QIP, are conditioned on the 
achievement and advancement of quality levels in Colorado Shines, and are intentionally focused on 
the statewide priorities and goals. Awards are structured to encourage programs to engage in Colorado 
Shines, serve children with high needs, and improve quality.   
 
Early Childhood Councils deploy the local delivery supports for the Colorado Shines Quality Rating and 
Improvement System supporting early learning programs to increase or maintain quality through the 
implementation of quality improvement activities. This includes program level support from Quality 
Improvement Navigators and Coaches.  
All quality improvement incentive funding is accessible through a General Accounting Encumbrance 
(GAE), which is a payment structure whereby each participating Early Childhood Council contract will 
include the full amount of the GAE as a “not to exceed” statement and can draw down from the GAE 
with proper approval. Prioritization for funding is driven by State Department priorities and demand. 


Business Processes for the Distribution and Tracking of the Incentives 


Early Childhood Councils serve as Quality Improvement Incentive Administrators for Colorado Shines. 
This is consistent across all quality improvement programs funded through the Office of Early 
Childhood, Colorado Department of Human Services. 


The Colorado Shines technology system is integrated with the Professional Development Information 
System, ecConnect System, and other authoritative data sources to minimize self-report data and 
provide a coordinated end-user experience to child care programs. Quality Improvement Incentive 
Administrators will use the ecConnect System to administer the child care quality improvement 
applications, approve and allocate quality improvement incentive funds, close-out, and renew quality 
improvement programs. Internal controls and approval workflows have been built into the system to 
support compliance and the use of best practices for grant expenditure documentation and timesheet 
management. This allows for enhanced grant management oversight and analysis. 


Initial and Ongoing Licensed Program Eligibility Criteria 


In order to be eligible and participate in a Colorado Shines quality improvement program, each early 
care and learning program must minimally meet the following requirements: 
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1. Hold a current, permanent child care license and be in compliance with Head Start/Early Head 
Start regulations (where applicable). 


2. Enroll children prior to kindergarten entry.  
3. Hold a Colorado Shines Level 2 or higher at the time of application. Please see the Hardship 


Program Eligibility and Award section below for clarification if a program has not achieved a 
Level 2. 


4. Maintain a Colorado Child Care Assistance Program (CCCAP) fiscal agreement AND indicate 
acceptance of CCCAP on the Colorado Shines program profile. Please see the Hardship 
Program Eligibility and Award section below for clarification if a program does not have a 
CCCAP fiscal agreement. 


5. Submit an application for quality improvement and incentive supports within the Quality 
Improvement tab of the program profile within the program of the Colorado Shines Technology 
System. 


Hardship Program Eligibility and Award 


Licensed Programs rated in the Colorado Shines system can apply for a one-time hardship award for 
the following reasons, approved by the Office of Early Childhood, provided the program is serving a 
high needs population as defined in the School Readiness Quality Improvement Program Rules 
(7.716.12 CCR); and has a demonstrated hardship as follows: 


1. The program is a Level 1, holds a CCCAP fiscal agreement and is actively making progress 
toward achieving a Level 2 quality rating in which additional funding would support Level 2 
achievement or; 
 


2. The program is a Level 2 or higher, unable to execute a CCCAP Fiscal agreement and 
additional funds would support the provider in entering into a CCCAP fiscal agreement or; 


3. The program is a Level 2 and additional funds would support them to earn a high quality rating 
Level 3-5 by June 30, 2020 (a fiscal agreement is not required) or; 


4. The program is a Level 3 through 5 with an expiration date before July 1, 2020 and additional 
funds would support the program earning their high quality rating by June 30, 2020 (a fiscal 
agreement is not required). 


Licensed programs are only eligible for an award based on a hardship once during the current and 
future State Fiscal Years. Program awards for eligibility criteria 1 and 2 above, will be awarded fifty 
percent of the award amount when the Colorado Shines QI MOU is executed and the remaining award 
amount once the hardship issue has been resolved (Level 2 rating is earned or CCCAP fiscal 
agreement is in place and the program profile indicating the acceptance of CCCAP) Programs have a 
six month timeframe or until April 15, 2020 to meet these requirements, whichever is earlier. Program 
awards for eligibility criteria 3 and 4 above will result in the full award with when the Colorado Shines QI 
MOU is executed with the expectation the program earns a high quality rating Level 3-5 by June 30, 
2020. 


The funding for these applications is available from July 1, 2019 - December 31, 2019. 


Once awarded, programs meeting eligibility criteria for 1 and 2 above must meet the following criteria in 
order to continue participation in a Colorado Shines quality improvement program: 


1. Execute and comply with the QI MOU. 
2. Achieve and maintain a Level 2 within five months or by April 15, 2020 whichever is earlier, of 


the QI MOU execution date.  
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3. Meet QIP requirements by including the results of the Colorado Shines Readiness Assessment 
or program results of a Level 3 through 5 onsite assessment into the QIP.  


4. Maintain a CCCAP fiscal agreement AND indicate acceptance of CCCAP on the Colorado 
Shines program profile. 


5. Submit an application to be rated for Level 3-5 or attain a Level 3-5 alternative pathway within 
an 18-month period and maintain a high-quality Colorado Shines Level 3-5 rating.  


 
Once awarded, programs meeting eligibility criteria for 3 and 4 above must earn a high quality rating 
Level 3-5 by June, 2020. 
 
The Office of Early Childhood will be providing information regularly regarding eligible licensed 
programs, based on the above criteria. 
 
Early Learning Program Improvement in Rating to Maintain Eligibility 
  
Programs participating in the Colorado Shines quality improvement program must demonstrate specific 
and measurable gains in order to remain eligible. It is expected that programs at Level 1 or Level 2 
submit for an onsite Colorado Shines assessment (Level 3-5 rating) within 18 months of signing a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the Early Childhood Council. It is the responsibility of the 
program and the Early Childhood Council to monitor and submit for an onsite assessment timely. All 
programs are subject to the following expectations, based on their Colorado Shines level: 
 


● Early childhood education programs that complete an onsite Colorado Shines assessment and 
earn a Level 2 must re-rate within an 18 month time period. 


● Early childhood education programs that complete an onsite Colorado Shines assessment and 
earn a Level 3 must meet one of the following criteria in the subsequent onsite rating to maintain 
eligibility for funding: 


○ Increase their average environment rating scale score; or, 
○ Increase their total quality points earned; or, 
○ Earn a Colorado Shines Level 4 or 5 


● Early childhood education programs that earn a Colorado Shines Level 4 or 5 must maintain 
their Level 4 or 5 
 


Early childhood education programs that do not maintain a Colorado Shines Level 3, 4, or 5 during a 
rating cycle must re-rate within 18 months. 
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EXHIBIT G - Amendment #3 - Supplemental Provisions for Federal Awards 


For the purposes of this Exhibit only, Contractor is also identified as “Subrecipient.”  This Contract has been funded, in 
whole or in part, with an award of Federal funds. In the event of a conflict between the provisions of these Supplemental 
Provisions for Federal Awards, the Special Provisions, the Contract or any attachments or exhibits incorporated into and 
made a part of the Contract, the Supplemental Provisions for Federal Awards shall control. In the event of a conflict 
between the Supplemental Provisions for Federal Awards and the FFATA Supplemental Provisions (if any), the FFATA 
Supplemental Provisions shall control. 


1) Federal Award Identification 
i. Subrecipient: Gunnison County Department of Human Services; 


ii. Subrecipient DUNS number: 133115220; 
iii. The Federal Award Identification Number (FAIN) is G1901COCCDD; 
iv. The Federal award date is  February 22, 2019; 
v. The subaward period of performance start date is October 1, 2018 and end date is September 30, 2021; 


vi. Federal Funds: 
Contract or 
Fiscal Year 


Amount of Federal funds 
obligated by this Contract 


Total amount of Federal 
funds obligated to the 
Subrecipient  


Total amount of the 
Federal Award committed 
to Subrecipient by CDHS  


FY20 $48,504* $48,504* 
 


*An appropriation for 
Quality Improvement 
(QI) and Expanding 
Quality in Infant 
Toddler Care (EQIT) 
General Accounting 
Encumbrance (GAE) is 
subject to appropriated 
funds not to exceed 
$1,377,057.20 
($907,057.20 - QI GAE 
and $470,000 -EQIT 
GAE) GAE funds shall 
be split among other 
Early Childhood Council 
(ECC) vendors. See 
Exhibit H, Sections 9. 
and 10. 


$48,504* 


vii. Federal award project description: Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDF); 
viii. The name of the Federal awarding agency is Administration for Children & Families; the name of the pass-


through entity is the State of Colorado, Department of Human Services (CDHS); and the contact information 
for the awarding official is Erin Mewhinney, Division of Early Care and Learning Director, 1575 
Sherman Street, 1st Floor, Denver, CO 80203, erin.mewhinney@state.co.us, 303-866-5008; 


ix. The Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance (CFDA) number is 93.575, name is Child Care and 
Development Block Grant Act of 1990, and dollar amount is 61,487,994; 


x. This award is not for research & development; 
xi. The indirect cost rate for the Federal award (including if the de minimis rate is charged per 2 CFR §200.414 


Indirect (F&A) costs) is pre-determined based upon the State of Colorado and CDHS cost allocation plan. 
2) All requirements imposed by CDHS on Subrecipient so that the Federal award is used in accordance with Federal 


statutes, regulations, and the terms and conditions of the Federal award, are stated in the General Provisions, Exhibit 
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A - Statement of Work, Exhibit D - Overview of Colorado Shines Business Rules, Exhibit E - System Use 
Policies for External Users of Colorado Shines, Exhibit F - Uniform Guidance, and Exhibit H - Additional 
Provisions. 


3) Any additional requirements that CDHS imposes on Subrecipient in order for CDHS to meet its own responsibility to 
the Federal awarding agency, including identification of any required financial and performance reports, are stated in 
the General Provisions, Exhibit A - Statement of Work, Exhibit D - Overview of Colorado Shines Business 
Rules, Exhibit E - System Use Policies for External Users of Colorado Shines, Exhibit F - Uniform Guidance, 
and Exhibit H - Additional Provisions. 


4) Subrecipient’s approved indirect cost rate is a CDHS negotiated rate of  0 %. 
5) Subrecipient must permit CDHS and auditors to have access to Subrecipient’s records and financial statements as 


necessary for CDHS to meet the requirements of 2 CFR §200.331 Requirements for pass-through entities, §§ 200.300 
Statutory and National Policy Requirements through §200.309 Period of performance, and Subpart F—Audit 
Requirements of this Part. 


6) The appropriate terms and conditions concerning closeout of the subaward are listed in Section 16 of this Exhibit and 
the General Provisions, Exhibit A - Statement of Work, Exhibit D - Overview of Colorado Shines Business 
Rules, Exhibit E - System Use Policies for External Users of Colorado Shines, Exhibit F - Uniform Guidance, 
and Exhibit H - Additional Provisions. 


7) Performance and Final Status.  Subrecipient shall submit all financial, performance, and other reports to CDHS no 
later than 30 calendar days after the period of performance end date or sooner termination of this Contract containing 
an evaluation and review of Subrecipient’s performance and the final status of Subrecipient’s obligations hereunder. 


8) Matching Funds 
If a box below is checked, the accompanying provision applies. 


i.  Subrecipient is not required to provide matching funds. 


ii. ☐ Subrecipient shall provide matching funds as stated in n/a. Subrecipient shall have raised the full 


amount of matching funds prior to the Effective Date and shall report to CDHS regarding the status of such 
funds upon request. Subrecipient’s obligation to pay all or any part of any matching funds, whether direct or 
contingent, only extends to funds duly and lawfully appropriated for the purposes of this Contract by the 
authorized representatives of the Subrecipient and paid into the Subrecipient’s treasury or bank account. 
Subrecipient represents to CDHS that the amount designated as matching funds has been legally appropriated 
for the purposes of this Contract by its authorized representatives and paid into its treasury or bank account. 
Subrecipient does not by this Contract irrevocably pledge present cash reserves for payments in future fiscal 
years, and this Contract is not intended to create a multiple-fiscal year debt of the Subrecipient. Subrecipient 
shall not pay or be liable for any claimed interest, late charges, fees, taxes or penalties of any nature, except as 
required by Subrecipient’s laws or policies. 


9) Record Retention Period.  The record retention period previously stated in this Contract is replaced with the record 
retention period prescribed in 2 CFR §200.333. 


10) Single Audit Requirements.  If Subrecipient expends $750,000 or more in Federal Awards during Subrecipient’s 
fiscal year, Subrecipient shall procure or arrange for a single or program-specific audit conducted for that year in 
accordance with the provisions of Subpart F-Audit Requirements of the Uniform Guidance, issued pursuant to the 
Single Audit Act Amendments of 1996, (31 U.S.C. 7501-7507).  2 CFR §200.501. 


i. Election.  Subrecipient shall have a single audit conducted in accordance with Uniform Guidance §200.514 
(Scope of audit), except when it elects to have a program-specific audit conducted in accordance with 
§200.507 (Program-specific audits).  Subrecipient may elect to have a program-specific audit if Subrecipient 
expends Federal Awards under only one Federal program (excluding research and development) and the 
Federal program's statutes, regulations, or the terms and conditions of the Federal award do not require a 
financial statement audit of CDHS.  A program-specific audit may not be elected for research and 
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development unless all of the Federal Awards expended were received from CDHS and CDHS approves in 
advance a program-specific audit.  


ii. Exemption. If Subrecipient expends less than $750,000 in Federal Awards during its fiscal year, Subrecipient 
shall be exempt from Federal audit requirements for that year, except as noted in 2 CFR §200.503 (Relation to 
other audit requirements), but records shall be available for review or audit by appropriate officials of the 
Federal agency, the State, and the Government Accountability Office. 


iii. Subrecipient Compliance Responsibility. Subrecipient shall procure or otherwise arrange for the audit 
required by Part F of the Uniform Guidance  and ensure it is properly performed and submitted when due in 
accordance with the Uniform Guidance.  Subrecipient shall prepare appropriate financial statements, 
including the schedule of expenditures of Federal awards in accordance with Uniform Guidance §200.510 
(Financial statements) and provide the auditor with access to personnel, accounts, books, records, supporting 
documentation, and other information as needed for the auditor to perform the audit required by 2 CFR Part 
F-Audit Requirements. 


11) Contract Provisions. Subrecipient shall comply with and shall include all of the following applicable provisions in 
all subcontracts entered into by it pursuant to this Contract: 


i. Equal Employment Opportunity. Except as otherwise provided under 41 CFR Part 60, all contracts that meet 
the definition of “federally assisted construction contract” in 41 CFR Part 60-1.3 shall include the equal 
opportunity clause provided under 41 CFR 60-1.4(b), in accordance with Executive Order 11246, “Equal 
Employment Opportunity” (30 FR 12319, 12935, 3 CFR Part, 1964-1965 Comp., p. 339), as amended by 
Executive Order 11375, “Amending Executive Order 11246 Relating to Equal Employment Opportunity,” 
and implementing regulations at 41 CFR part 60, “Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs, Equal 
Employment Opportunity, Department of Labor.” 
 
“During the performance of this contract, the contractor agrees as follows: 


a) The contractor will not discriminate against any employee or applicant for employment because of 
race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. The contractor will take affirmative action to ensure that 
applicants are employed, and that employees are treated during employment, without regard to their 
race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. Such action shall include, but not be limited to the 
following: Employment, upgrading, demotion, or transfer, recruitment or recruitment advertising; 
layoff or termination; rates of pay or other forms of compensation; and selection for training, 
including apprenticeship. The contractor agrees to post in conspicuous places, available to employees 
and applicants for employment, notices to be provided by the contracting officer setting forth the 
provisions of this nondiscrimination clause. 


b) The contractor will, in all solicitations or advertisements for employees placed by or on behalf of the 
contractor, state that all qualified applicants will receive consideration for employment without regard 
to race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. 


c) The contractor will send to each labor union or representative of workers with which he has a 
collective bargaining agreement or other contract or understanding, a notice to be provided by the 
agency contracting officer, advising the labor union or workers' representative of the contractor's 
commitments under section 202 of Executive Order 11246 of September 24, 1965, and shall post 
copies of the notice in conspicuous places available to employees and applicants for employment. 


d) The contractor will comply with all provisions of Executive Order 11246 of September 24, 1965, and 
of the rules, regulations, and relevant orders of the Secretary of Labor. 


e) The contractor will furnish all information and reports required by Executive Order 11246 of 
September 24, 1965, and by the rules, regulations, and orders of the Secretary of Labor, or pursuant 
thereto, and will permit access to his books, records, and accounts by the contracting agency and the 
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Secretary of Labor for purposes of investigation to ascertain compliance with such rules, regulations, 
and orders. 


f) In the event of the contractor's non-compliance with the nondiscrimination clauses of this contract or 
with any of such rules, regulations, or orders, this contract may be canceled, terminated or suspended 
in whole or in part and the contractor may be declared ineligible for further Government contracts in 
accordance with procedures authorized in Executive Order 11246 of September 24, 1965, and such 
other sanctions may be imposed and remedies invoked as provided in Executive Order 11246 of 
September 24, 1965, or by rule, regulation, or order of the Secretary of Labor, or as otherwise 
provided by law. 


g) The contractor will include the provisions of paragraphs (1) through (7) in every subcontract or 
purchase order unless exempted by rules, regulations, or orders of the Secretary of Labor issued 
pursuant to section 204 of Executive Order 11246 of September 24, 1965, so that such provisions will 
be binding upon each subcontractor or vendor. The contractor will take such action with respect to 
any subcontract or purchase order as may be directed by the Secretary of Labor as a means of 
enforcing such provisions including sanctions for noncompliance: Provided, however, that in the 
event the contractor becomes involved in, or is threatened with, litigation with a subcontractor or 
vendor as a result of such direction, the contractor may request the United States to enter into such 
litigation to protect the interests of the United States.” 


ii. 4.2 Davis-Bacon Act. Davis-Bacon Act, as amended (40 U.S.C. 3141-3148). When required by Federal 
program legislation, all prime construction contracts in excess of $2,000 awarded by non-Federal entities 
must include a provision for compliance with the Davis-Bacon Act (40 U.S.C. 3141-3144, and 3146-3148) as 
supplemented by Department of Labor regulations (29 CFR Part 5, “Labor Standards Provisions Applicable 
to Contracts Covering Federally Financed and Assisted Construction”). In accordance with the statute, 
contractors must be required to pay wages to laborers and mechanics at a rate not less than the prevailing 
wages specified in a wage determination made by the Secretary of Labor. In addition, contractors must be 
required to pay wages not less than once a week. The non-Federal entity must place a copy of the current 
prevailing wage determination issued by the Department of Labor in each solicitation. The decision to award 
a contract or subcontract must be conditioned upon the acceptance of the wage determination. The non-
Federal entity must report all suspected or reported violations to the Federal awarding agency. The contracts 
must also include a provision for compliance with the Copeland “Anti-Kickback” Act (40 U.S.C. 3145), as 
supplemented by Department of Labor regulations (29 CFR Part 3, “Contractors and Subcontractors on Public 
Building or Public Work Financed in Whole or in Part by Loans or Grants from the United States”). The Act 
provides that each contractor or Subrecipient must be prohibited from inducing, by any means, any person 
employed in the construction, completion, or repair of public work, to give up any part of the compensation to 
which he or she is otherwise entitled. The non-Federal entity must report all suspected or reported violations 
to the Federal awarding agency. 


iii. Rights to Inventions Made Under a Contract or Agreement. If the Federal Award meets the definition of 
“funding agreement” under 37 CFR §401.2 (a) and Subrecipient wishes to enter into a contract with a small 
business firm or nonprofit organization regarding the substitution of parties, assignment or performance of 
experimental, developmental, or research work under that “funding agreement,” Subrecipient must comply 
with the requirements of 37 CFR Part 401, “Rights to Inventions Made by Nonprofit Organizations and Small 
Business Firms Under Government Grants, Contracts and Cooperative Agreements,” and any implementing 
regulations issued by the awarding agency. 


iv. Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401-7671q.) and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1251-1387), 
as amended. Contracts and subgrants of amounts in excess of $150,000 must contain a provision that requires 
the non-Federal award to agree to comply with all applicable standards, orders or regulations issued pursuant 
to the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401-7671q) and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act as amended (33 
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U.S.C. 1251-1387). Violations must be reported to the Federal awarding agency and the Regional Office of 
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 


v. Debarment and Suspension (Executive Orders 12549 and 12689). A contract award (see 2 CFR 180.220) 
must not be made to parties listed on the government wide exclusions in the System for Award Management 
(SAM), in accordance with the OMB guidelines at 2 CFR 180 that implement Executive Orders 12549 (3 
CFR part 1986 Comp., p. 189) and 12689 (3 CFR part 1989 Comp., p. 235), “Debarment and Suspension.” 
SAM Exclusions contains the names of parties debarred, suspended, or otherwise excluded by agencies, as 
well as parties declared ineligible under statutory or regulatory authority other than Executive Order 12549. 


vi. Byrd Anti-Lobbying Amendment (31 U.S.C. 1352). Contractors that apply or bid for an award exceeding 
$100,000 must file the required certification. Each tier certifies to the tier above that it will not and has not 
used Federal appropriated funds to pay any person or organization for influencing or attempting to influence 
an officer or employee of any agency, a member of Congress, officer or employee of Congress, or an 
employee of a member of Congress in connection with obtaining any Federal contract, grant or any other 
award covered by 31 U.S.C.1352. Each tier must also disclose any lobbying with non-Federal funds that takes 
place in connection with obtaining any Federal award. Such disclosures are forwarded from tier to tier up to 
the non-Federal award. 


12) Compliance. Subrecipient shall comply with all applicable provisions of The Office of Management and Budget 
Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards (Uniform 
Guidance), including but not limited to these Supplemental Provisions for Federal Awards. Any revisions to such 
provisions automatically shall become a part of these Supplemental Provisions, without the necessity of either party 
executing any further instrument. CDHS may provide written notification to Subrecipient of such revisions, but such 
notice shall not be a condition precedent to the effectiveness of such revisions. 


13) Procurement Procedures. Subrecipient shall use its own documented procurement procedures which reflect 
applicable State, local, and Tribal laws and regulations, provided that the procurements conform to applicable Federal 
law and the standards identified in the Uniform Guidance, including without limitation, §§200.318 through 200.326 
thereof. 


14) Certifications. Unless prohibited by Federal statutes or regulations, CDHS may require Subrecipient to submit 
certifications and representations required by Federal statutes or regulations on an annual basis (2 CFR §200.208). 
Submission may be required more frequently if Subrecipient fails to meet a requirement of the Federal award. 
Subrecipient shall certify in writing to CDHS at the end of the Contract that the project or activity was completed or 
the level of effort was expended. 2 CFR §200.201(b)(3). If the required level of activity or effort was not carried out, 
the amount of the Contract must be adjusted. 


15) Event of Default. Failure to comply with the Uniform Guidance or these Supplemental Provisions for Federal 
Awards shall constitute an event of default under the Contract pursuant to 2 CFR §200.339 and CDHS may terminate 
the Contract in accordance with the termination provisions in the Contract. 


16) Close Out.  Subrecipient shall close out this Contract within 90 days after the End Date. Contract close out entails 
submission to CDHS by Subrecipient of all documentation defined as a deliverable in this Contract, and 
Subrecipient’s final reimbursement request. CDHS shall withhold 5% of the allowable costs until all final project 
documentation has been submitted and accepted by State as substantially complete. If the project has not been closed 
by the Federal awarding agency within 1 year and 90 days after the End Date due to Subrecipient’s failure to submit 
required documentation that CDHS has requested from Subrecipient, then Subrecipient may be prohibited from 
applying for new Federal awards through the State until such documentation has been submitted and accepted. 


17) Erroneous Payments.  The closeout of a Federal award does not affect the right of the Federal awarding agency or 
CDHS to disallow costs and recover funds on the basis of a later audit or other review. Any cost disallowance 
recovery is to be made within the record retention period. 
 


EXHIBIT END 
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ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS 
1. SERVICE PROVISIONS 


The Contractor shall provide the services according to the plans submitted in the “Statement of Work”, 
attached and incorporated herein by this reference as EXHIBIT A.  In all cases, the descriptions, plans, 
timetables, tasks, duties, and responsibilities of the Contractor as described in the Statement of Work, shall 
be adhered to in the performance of the requirements of this contract. In the event of a conflict, the terms and 
conditions of this contract shall control over the Statement of Work. Any significant changes to the 
Statement of Work (SOW) require an amendment to the contract. 


 
2. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 


The Contractor shall be responsible for the achievement of any goals and objectives as specified within the 
Statement of Work (EXHIBIT A) of this contract unless written notice of any modifications are furnished by 
the State to the Contractor allowing adequate time for compliance during the term of this contract. 


 
3. COPY OF SUBCONTRACT 


The Contractor shall provide to the State a copy of any executed subcontract between the Contractor and any 
provider of services to fulfill any requirements of this contract. Subcontracts shall be emailed to the Contract 
Representative upon execution. 


 
4. PAYMENT 


In consideration of the provision of services and reporting and subject to all payment and price provisions 
and further subject to verification by the State of full and satisfactory compliance with the terms of this 
contract, the State shall pay to the Contractor an amount not to exceed the amount specified in the Budget 
(EXHIBIT B), of this contract. 
A.  The Contractor shall submit requests for payment to CDHS_OEC_Invoicing@state.co.us no less than 


monthly on forms prescribed and provided by the State. 


B.  Payment shall be made on a cost reimbursement basis for services rendered. 


C.  Timely Invoicing - Invoices shall be submitted no later than 45 days following the last day of the month. 
End of State Fiscal Year invoices are on a compressed timeframe. Invoices for all services provided 
prior to June 30th shall be invoiced by July 5th. Contractors who are unable to provide the invoice by 
July 5th shall notify the state of the amount to be booked as accounts payable by July 13th by sending an 
email to CDHS_OEC_Invoicing@state.co.us. Final invoices for services prior to June 30th shall be 
submitted by September 14th. Invoices received after September 14th may not be paid.  


D. The Contractor shall maintain source documentation to support all payment requested pursuant to this 
contract.  All source documentation shall be provided to the State by the Contractor upon request. 


E.  It is understood that the State reserves the right to offset funds pursuant to this contract based on the 
discovery of overpayment or improper use of funds by the Contractor.  Overpayment or improper use of 
funds is interpreted to apply to specific terms of prior year contracts, and includes without limitation 
requirements of the Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP) issued by the American Institute 
of Certified Public Accountants, and applicable sections of the Colorado Revised Statutes. 


5. PARTICIPATION 
The Contractor representative(s) is required to participate in any Office of Early Childhood sponsored 
meetings related to this contract. 
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6. SUPPLANTING 


Payments made to the Contractor under this contract will supplement and not supplant other state, local or 
federal expenditures for services associated with this contract. 
 


7. BUDGET CHANGES 
Contractor may request in writing adjustments to the direct costs in the current year budget (EXHIBIT B) 
not to exceed 10% of the total budget.  Requests shall be made in the form of a written budget revision 
request to the appropriate program staff.  Written approval for the budget revision shall be required prior to 
any changes to the budget related to the budget revision request. The total dollar amount of the contract 
budget cannot be changed as a result of the budget revision request.  Budget adjustment requests over 10% 
and/or changes to the total dollar amount of the budget require a formal amendment. No adjustments to the 
Indirect Costs portion of the budget are allowable without a formal amendment.   
 
Contractor may request in writing up to a 5% increase or decrease to the "Gross or Annual Salary" of an 
individual employee if a position currently listed in the contract becomes vacant and the new incoming 
employee will be hired at a higher or lower salary.  No increase or decrease within the salary range is 
authorized without prior written approval from CDHS.  Adding additional staff requires an amendment to the 
contract. Vacancy savings cannot be used to change salary amounts for existing personnel without an 
amendment. Any change to personnel requires prior written approval from CDHS staff. This process will 
never change the Contract Maximum Amount.  Contractor must use available unused funds from either 
vacancy savings or another category within the contract.  The revision request may not at any time 
compromise the integrity of the funded program as determined by CDHS program staff. 
 


8. TRAVEL 
A. Mileage shall not exceed the Federal mileage rate per https://www.gsa.gov/travel-resources. 


B.   Per Diem shall not exceed Federal GSA per diem rates for the area of travel per   
https://www.gsa.gov/travel-resources. 


C.   Hotel rates cannot exceed any rate established for conference attendance.  


D.   Usage of airfare or Out of State Travel requires pre-approval from CDHS. 


9. QUALITY IMPROVEMENT GENERAL ACCOUNTING ENCUMBRANCE (GAE) 
Payment for Quality Improvement (QI) to all contractors will be made as incurred, in whole or in part, from 
the total available funds not to exceed $9,586,500 (FY18: $2,614,500; FY19: $3,486,000; FY20: $3,486,000) 
to be utilized for Quality Improvement that includes: Coaching services, professional development of staff, 
purchases of program specific materials, temporary teaching funds, and capital expenditures.  It is understood 
each contractor shall obtain prior written approval from CDHS prior to incurring any costs related to QI 
funds.  It is further understood and agreed that the maximum amount of funds available statewide for the 
current fiscal year will be divided between all of the Early Childhood Council contracts. The State shall not 
be liable for any costs incurred without obtaining prior approval for the expenditure of QI funds. 


 
A. Payment to Contractor is made from available funds encumbered and shared across multiple contractors. 


The State may increase or decrease the total funds encumbered at its sole discretion and without formal 
notice to Contractor. No minimum payment is guaranteed to Contractor. The liability of the State for such 
payments is limited to the encumbered amount remaining of such funds. 
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B. Invoices shall be submitted separately for pre-approved QI expenditures. 


i. The Contractor shall submit requests for payment to CDHS_OEC_Invoicing@state.co.us. 


10. EXPANDING QUALITY IN INFANT TODDLER CARE GENERAL ACCOUNTING 
ENCUMBRANCE (GAE) 
Payment for Expanding Quality in Infant Toddler Care (EQIT) to all contractors will be made as 
incurred, in whole or in part, from the total available funds not to exceed $470,000 (FY20) to be utilized 
for EQIT as outlined in Exhibits A – Statement of Work and Exhibit EQ-A – Overview of Expanding 
Quality in Infant Toddler Care Initiative Business Rules. It is understood each contractor shall obtain 
prior written approval from CDHS prior to incurring any costs related to EQIT funds. It is further 
understood and agreed that the maximum amount of funds available state wide for the current fiscal year 
will be divided between all of the Early Childhood Council contracts. The State shall not be liable for 
any costs incurred without obtaining prior approval for the expenditure of EQIT funds. 


 
A. Payment to Contractor is made from available funds encumbered and shared across multiple 


contractors. The State may increase or decrease the total funds encumbered at its sole discretion 
and without formal notice to Contractor. No minimum payment is guaranteed to Contractor. The 
liability of the State for such payments is limited to the encumbered amount remaining of such 
funds. 


B. Invoices shall be submitted separately for pre-approved EQIT expenditures. 
 


i. The Contractor shall submit requests for payment to CDHS_OEC_Invoicing@state.co.us.  
 


C. UP TO RATES (direct and indirect).  
The indirect rate should not be bundled within the direct rate of an EQIT activity (course, 
coaching, data and reporting, etc.).  In cases where a Council or fiscal agent charges an indirect 
rate, these charges should be reflected within the invoice and calculated based on actual 
expenses.  The corrected rates include:  
 
i. $4,200 per EQIT Course;  


ii. $300 per EQIT Course to support data and reporting; and  
iii. $27 per hour for EQ RELATE Coaching.   


 
Because this is a cost reimbursement contract, charges for these activities should be based on 
actual costs, but in no case should charges exceed the amounts noted for each activity. 


D. PROGRAM INCOME 
In cases where an Early Childhood Council is charging fees to EQIT participants, this funding is 
considered program income. The program income must be documented and the agency must 
demonstrate how it is spent relative to the program.   


11. SUBRECIPIENT 
Contractors determined to be a Sub-recipient of federal funds shall complete the sub-recipient 
performance report and assessment survey at: http://eepurl.com/ccRiDP upon contract execution. Failure 
to complete the performance report and assessment survey shall delay payment to the Contractor. 


 
12. CRITICAL INCIDENT REPORTING 
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Within 48 hours of the occurrence of a critical incident involving any child or family and/or an on duty 
agency staff member of any family support program staff funded through the Office of Early Childhood 
(OEC), the agency must report in writing the details of the critical incident to the OEC Program Manager for 
the involved family support program. Critical incidents may include, but are not limited to, awareness of an 
egregious incident of abuse and/or neglect, near fatality, or fatality of any child currently enrolled in a family 
support program; involuntary termination of a program staff’s employment; criminal allegations involving 
program staff and related to his/her employment; negative media attention about the family support program; 
any major injury or threat to the security of an agency staff member while on duty and visiting an enrolled 
child or family. 


13. MANDATED REPORTING 


A.  All program staff are required by law to report suspected child abuse and neglect. Mandatory reporters 
must report suspected child abuse and neglect to the local county child welfare agency, the local law 
enforcement agency, or by calling the child abuse reporting hotline system at 1-844-CO-4KIDS (1-844-
264-5437). 


B. All program staff are required to take the online mandatory reporter training on the CDHS Child Welfare 
Training System: https://www.coloradocwts.com/mandated-reporter-training. 
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Overview of Expanding Quality in Infant Toddler Care 
Initiative Business Rules 


 
Program Overview 
 
The EQ Initiative works to increase the quality and availability of high quality infant 
toddler care that meets the unique developmental need infants and toddlers have for 
responsive relationships through a specific focus on improving caregiver-child 
interactions. Activities include the facilitation of evidence-based, high quality 
professional development for infant and toddler early care educators (e.g. EQIT Course 
and EQ RELATE Coaching), professionals serving infant toddler caregivers (e.g. EQ 
Infant Toddler Specialists), and supports for the provision of these. The primary 
activities of the EQ Initiative, the 48-hour EQIT Course and EQ RELATE Coaching, 
are facilitated through the local Early Childhood Council.  
 
Early Childhood Councils must satisfy the following conditions in order to implement the 
EQIT course and EQ RELATE Coaching: 
 


1. Two approved EQIT Instructors who have completed the Infant Toddler 
Specialist Foundation Course (ITSFC) or the former EQIT Training of Trainers 
(TOT) are noted for each EQIT requested course.   


2. EQIT instructors must hold a current Intermediate Trainer Credential by June 30, 
2019.  


3. Enrollment in each EQIT course is expected to include 20-25 participants in non-
rural communities, and 12-16 in rural communities. Prior written approval from 
the EQ Initiative Program Manager is needed for smaller courses. 


4. EQ RELATE Coaching can be provided when there is an approved coach who 
has been trained in using the EQ RELATE coaching model and holds a current 
Level One or higher Colorado Coaching Credential. EQ RELATE Coaching will 
be offered to all EQIT participants who serve infants and toddlers. EQ RELATE 
Coaching can be offered within the 2 years following enrollment in an approved 
EQIT course. 


5. EQIT Course and EQ RELATE Coaching may only be conducted using materials 
approved by the EQ Initiative. All 16 modules and the full 48 hours of instruction 
must be completed for each EQIT Course. 


6. A budget including description of plan for use of registration fees received for 
EQIT courses has been provided to and approved by the EQ Initiative Program 
Manager. A fee of no more than $50 can be charged per participant.  


7. Description of any Community College course credit connected with EQIT and a 
contact for the local Community College.  


 
More detailed information about implementing EQIT courses and coaching can be found 
in the EQ Implementation Handbook. 
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Allowable Use of EQ Initiative Funding 
 
All Early Childhood Councils with qualified EQ Infant Toddler Specialists (employees or 
contractors) can access the EQ General Accounting Encumbrance (GAE) funds for the 
provision of high-quality, evidence-based professional development for infant toddler 
early care educators and infant toddler specialists to support the following:    


1. EQIT Course.  Allowable activities include payment of instructors, purchase of 
materials utilized during the EQIT course, registration expenses, planning and 
coordination expenses, EQIT course orientation, financial support for one or more 
EQ team members to participate in Early Childhood Council meetings to inform 
infant and toddler issues and activities.  Approval is pending available funds and 
at the discretion of the State. 


2. EQ RELATE Coaching.  Coaching is reimbursed only for direct hours of  
coaching, defined as observation and reflection with infant toddler early care 
educators and directors of programs serving infants and toddlers, who are enrolled 
in approved EQIT courses or infant and toddler-focused professional 
development. Prior approval of the EQ Initiative program manager is required for 
any other use of funds designated for EQ RELATE Coaching.  Approval is 
pending available funds and at the discretion of the State. 


3. Professional Development.  Allowable activities for Infant Toddler Specialist 
professional development include attendance at and registration for approved 
conferences and trainings. Pre-approval for these requests is required and is based 
on available funding and is at the discretion of the State. 


4. Reflective Practice Supervision/Support.  Allowable activities include payment 
to Infant Toddler Specialists who provide EQ RELATE Coaching, for their time 
and/or to be applied to the provision of reflective practice supervision/support for 
those who do not otherwise have access to such support as is required to maintain 
their Colorado Coaching Credential. Pre-approval for these requests is required 
and is based on available funding and is at the discretion of the State. 


5. Mileage/Travel Reimbursement.  Councils may request reimbursement for two 
categories of travel costs incurred by Infant Toddler Specialists. These requests 
must be pre-approved prior to the travel occurring.  First, reimbursement for 
specialists providing EQ RELATE Coaching to EQIT participants who work 
more than 35 miles from the primary location of the specialist. Second, travel 
reimbursement for the Infant-Toddler Specialist to attend approved professional 
development opportunities. Pre-approval for these requests is required and is 
based on available funding and is at the discretion of the State. 


6. EQIT Course Materials.  Funds may be requested to purchase required EQIT 
course materials.  This does not include consumable materials such as EQIT 
Handout Packets or office supplies. Approval for EQIT course materials is 
pending available funds and at the discretion of the State. 
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GAE Funding and Business Rules 


All EQ Initiative funding is accessible through a General Accounting Encumbrance 
(GAE).  Each Early Childhood Council contract will include the full amount of the EQ 
GAE as a “not to exceed” statement and can draw down from the EQ GAE with proper 
approval. Prioritization for funding is driven by State Department priorities and demand. 
These funds will be available to councils so long as funding is available in the EQ GAE 
and councils have pre-approval for the expense where required.  EQ Initiative funding is 
intended to support EQ Infant Toddler Specialists to provide evidence-based training and 
coaching to infant and toddler care providers and to build the capacity of the Infant 
Toddler Specialist Network in Colorado to serve those providers.  Funds will be awarded 
through the GAE as follows: 


 
1. EQIT Course. Upon approval, Early Childhood Councils will be awarded $4,500 


for each course approved through the GAE. This includes funding to support 
administration for each course approved through the GAE. Administration 
activities include coordination, marketing, data collection and reporting efforts.  


2. Coaching.  Upon approval, Early Childhood Councils will be awarded up to $50 
for each requested coaching hour.  Included in this rate are the cost of the 
coaching, the costs of travel, reflective supervision, and participation in 
professional development for EQ Infant Toddler Specialists. Councils are 
responsible for ensuring all coaching hours are conducted in order to reimburse 
for coaching AND for associated costs. Councils are encouraged to seek other 
funding to supplement the hourly direct coaching rate, and the rate reimbursed by 
the state shall not exceed $50/hour of coaching.  Adjustments to coaching hours 
may occur in cases where the demand or capacity for coaching changes.  


a. In order to be eligible to receive coaching, individuals must care for 
infants and toddlers and be/have been enrolled in an EQIT course in the 
past 2 years.   


 


Invoice Process 


Payments for approved activities will be made from the GAE on a cost reimbursement 
basis.  Early Childhood Councils are able to invoice up to a maximum of $281.25 per 
module completed for each EQIT Course.  Reimbursement for coaching hours requires 
documentation that includes coaching hours provided and by whom which is documented 
via the EQ reporting spreadsheet. Councils continue to be required to maintain quarterly 
reporting requirements for coaching hours.   


Professional development, reflective supervision/consultation, mileage/travel, and EQIT 
course materials will be reimbursed based on budgets approved by the EQ Initiative 
Program Manager only.  Documentation for these requests must be submitted with the 
invoice.  In order for funds to be released through the GAE, each Early Childhood 
Council must provide the following for each EQIT Course:  
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a. Name of each Infant Toddler Specialist supporting the course, including a 
copy or other verification of the Intermediate Trainer Credential 
certificate. 


b. Name of each individual providing EQ RELATE coaching, including a 
copy or other verification of the Level 1 or higher Coaching Credential 
certificate.   


c. Copy of advertisement materials (e.g., fliers, social media posts, 
newsletter blurbs, or websites). 


d. An overview for the expected use of the EQIT Course GAE award.  In 
cases where a Council is charging a registration fee, Councils are required 
to include a description for how these fees will be used.  This information 
must be submitted using Exhibit EQ-B.    


Reporting Requirements 


Early Childhood Councils implementing EQ activities must report the following: 


1. Quarterly EQ RELATE Coaching Reports. On a quarterly basis information 
for the completed coaching activities.  Report includes name, contact information, 
employer and license number of the EQIT participant, number of coaching hours 
received, and name of coach. These reports are due (period of report): Oct 31 
(July 1-Sept 30), Jan 31 (Oct 1- Dec 31), April 30 (Jan 1- March 31), June 15 and 
End of Year (April 1 – anticipated by June 30).  EQ reporting spreadsheet must be 
used for this report. 


2. EQIT Courses. Upon completion of each EQIT course, Early Childhood 
Councils must report the EQIT Course, enrollment counts, name of participant, 
role, program name and license number, any earned credit, for each individual. 
Individual data will be collected on the EQ reporting spreadsheet.  Per course data 
including the number of people earning credit and the community college contact, 
the number enrolled and completing, number of infants and toddlers served by 
participants, the names of the course instructors, dates of the course. All course 
level data will be collected electronically. 


3. EQIT Course Certificate Request.  Upon completion of the EQIT course, Early 
Childhood Councils must request the issuance of an EQIT Course Certificate. 
Certificates may be requested up to two weeks in advance of the scheduled end 
date of the EQIT course and must be requested within two weeks following the 
scheduled end date of the courses. Requests must be submitted at the following 
website: https://form.jotform.com/EQInitiative/eq-fy20-certificate-request 


Early Childhood Councils may also be required to provide other data as requested by EQ 
Initiative State team. 
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ECC Name:


EQIT 
Income (reg. 


fee)


$XX * PPS =


estimate the amount you 
will take in from 
registration fees


EQ Budget Item Max Request Use of Fees


X EQIT Courses @ $4620/course


Can be applied to Salary, 
Contractors, 
Supplies/Operating 
Expenses


X EQIT Courses @ $330/course data 
and reporting


Can be applied to Salary, 
Contractors, 
Supplies/Operating 
Expenses


X hours coaching @ $30/hour
Can only be applied to 
Salary and Contractors


Total EQ Base Request


EQ Budget Item


Travel for Coaching


Can be applied to coaching 
for participants working 
more than 35 miles from 
training site


Travel for Infant Toddler Specialists 
PD


Can be applied to PD for 
ITS, including mileage, 
lodging, meals, etc.


Training/TA for Infant Toddler 
Specialists


Can be applied to PD for 
ITS, including PD 
registration and Reflective 
Supervision Support


Total EQ Additional Request


Requests below will be considered after the beginning of the Fiscal 
Year:


Budget Worksheet


This worksheet describes the total amount you may request for EQIT Courses and Coaching


Page 1 of 2
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Personnel 


Subtotal Personnel 0.00 0.00
Contractors


Subtotal Contracted Services 0.00 0.00
Supplies/Operating Expenses


Subtotal Supplies/Operating 0.00 0.00
Indirect (10%)


Total Course and Coaching Expenses 0.00 0.00


Travel


Subtotal Travel 0.00 0.00
Training/Reflective Supervision


Subtotal Training 0.00 0.00
Total Additional Expenses 0.00 0.00
TOTAL REQUEST 0


EXPENSES
OEC EQ


Expanding Quality 
Infants & Toddlers


EQIT Fees
estimated at $XX / 


student=Enter annual 
total here


Optional Additional Requests, pending availability of funding and state approval:


Budget for Requested Amount
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Term Begins: Term Ends: Grant Contract #:


Submitter's Email Address:


Finance Review: Not Required


County Attorney Review: Required Not Required


Regular Agenda Time Allotted:


Action Requested:


Parties to the Agreement:


Agenda Item: 


Summary:


Fiscal Impact:


Submitted by:


Certificate of Insurance Required


Reviewed by: Discharge Date:


Yes           No
Reveiwed by: Discharge Date:


County Manager Review:


Discharge Date:


Required


Comments:


AGENDA ITEM or FINAL CONTRACT REVIEW SUBMITTAL FORM 


 Revised April 2015


Comments:


Reveiwed by:


Comments:


WorksessionConsent Agenda 


Agenda Date: 


GUNCOUNTY1\dBaumgarten


No concerns. ln


GUNCOUNTY1\mbirnie


0


5/3/2019


ok  db   5/3/19


Board of County Commissioners' Signature


Authorizing signature and proof of liability insurance to use the Gunnison High School Auditorium for a Choice Pass parent education dinner.


Gunnison High School Facilities Use Agreement


5/3/2019


emirza@gunnisoncounty.org


GUNCOUNTY1\lNienhueser 5/2/2019


Gunnison Watershed RE-1J School District


5/7/2019


Emily Mirza
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Term Begins: Term Ends: Grant Contract #:


Submitter's Email Address:


Finance Review: Not Required


County Attorney Review: Required Not Required


Regular Agenda Time Allotted:


Action Requested:


Parties to the Agreement:


Agenda Item: 


Summary:


Fiscal Impact:


Submitted by:


Certificate of Insurance Required


Reviewed by: Discharge Date:


Yes           No
Reveiwed by: Discharge Date:


County Manager Review:


Discharge Date:


Required


Comments:


AGENDA ITEM or FINAL CONTRACT REVIEW SUBMITTAL FORM 


 Revised April 2015


Comments:


Reveiwed by:


Comments:


WorksessionConsent Agenda 


Agenda Date: 


GUNCOUNTY1\dBaumgarten


GUNCOUNTY1\mbirnie


0


5/3/2019


ok   db    5/2/19


Board of County Commissioners' Signature


MOA Removing Lot 22 from Rock Creek Commons Common Interest Community


MOA; Lot 22 - Rock Creek Village


5/2/2019


lstanley@gunnisoncounty.org


Rock Creek HOA and BOCC


5/7/2019


Laura Stanley







 


Gunnison County – Rock Creek Village 
MOA on Lot 22 Remainder. 
OHAYRE DAWSON 19,006(4) 5/2/19 - Page 1 


 Memorandum of Agreement 
Remainder Lot 22, Rock Creek Village and Rock Creek Commons 


 


 THIS Agreement is made as of the ___ day of ____________, 2019, by the BOARD OF 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF THE COUNTY OF GUNNISON, COLORADO (“BOCC”), and the ROCK 
CREEK VILLAGE OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION, INC., a Colorado nonprofit corporation, (the “Association”). 


 1. BOCC is the owner of the real property described as follows: 


Remainder Lot 22, Rock Creek Commons Phase 1-A according to the Plat 
recorded February 9, 2007 at Reception No. 572849 


City of Gunnison, 
County of Gunnison, 
State of Colorado. 
 (the “Property”).   


2.  The BOCC has requested that the Property be withdrawn from the Rock Creek 
Village and Rock Creek Commons Common Interest Community that is the subject of the 
Declaration of Grants, Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Rock Creek Village and Rock 
Creek Commons recorded September 23, 2003, at Reception No. 535106.  


3.  The requisite consent of the members of the Association and lienholders to 
approve the withdrawal has been obtained, subject to the condition that the BOCC and the 
Association enter into an agreement binding the parties to the terms and conditions set forth in 
the November 13, 2018, Memorandum attached hereto as Exhibit A. 


4. The BOCC and the Association hereby agree to be bound by the terms and 
conditions set forth in the November 13, 2018, Memorandum attached hereto as Exhibit A. 


5. In the event of a breach of this Memorandum of Agreement, the non-breaching 
party shall be entitled to specific performance in addition to any other legal or equitable remedies 
that may be available. 


6. In the event of any litigation arising from or related to the interpretation or 
enforcement of this Memorandum of Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to recover 
from the other party its reasonable attorney fees, in addition to other costs and expenses arising 
from such litigation.  


 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement as of the date first 
set forth above. 


 


GUNNISON COUNTY: 
 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
OF THE COUNTY OF GUNNISON, 
COLORADO 


 


By:________________________________ 
     _____________________, Chairperson 


ATTEST: 


______________________________ 
__________________, County Clerk 


ASSOCIATION: 


 


ROCK CREEK OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION, INC. 
a Colorado nonprofit corporation 
 


By:__________________________________ 
 Name: 
 Title:  
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Gunnison County, CO 


Community Development Department 


221 N. Wisconsin St. Ste. D, Gunnison, CO 81230 
Phone: (970) 641-0360      FAX: (970) 641-8585 


Website: www.gunnisoncounty.org  
Email: planning@gunnisoncounty.org 


 


To: Rock Creek Homeowner’s Association  


From: Cathie Pagano and John Cattles 


Date: November 13, 2018 


Re: Response to conditions for withdrawal of Lot22A from Rock Creek common interest community 


Thank you for your consideration of withdrawal of the County’s parcel, Lot 22A from the Rock Creek Village 


subdivision. We received a list of conditions from Kendall Burgemeister that the Rock Creek homeowners have 


identified.  


If the Rock Creek HOA approves the withdrawal of Lot 22A from Rock Creek Village, the County will commit to 


the following conditions: 


• Installation of parking along the north boundary of the subdivision along Rock Creek Rd. 


• “The County agrees to plow the internal roads in the subdivision during the winter of 2018-19 (between 


November 16, 2018 and April 30, 2019).  Plowing shall not include driveways or storage areas, or any 


areas within the subdivision other than actual roads.  In order to allow for proper plowing access, the 


HOA shall 1) remove any speed bumps; 2) ensure that all landscaping, vehicle parking, and storage of 


materials are located on the dwelling side of the concrete valley pan; and 3) indicate by appropriate 


signage snow storage areas to prevent vehicle parking in such areas.  With regard to future winters, the 


County agrees to discuss with the City of Gunnison potential long-term solutions for road maintenance 


for the internal subdivision roads.” The installation of a walkway along the east side of the ditch on the 


eastern property line. 


• The creation of an easement for pedestrian and cyclists across Lot 22A.  


• The housing closest to Rock Creek subdivision (west side of Lot 22A) shall be developed in a similar scale 


and size as the existing housing in Rock Creek (not greater than two stories).  


• Primary access to Lot 22A shall be off Colorado Street, in compliance with City of Gunnison standards. 


Speed mitigation measures will be considered on Blaze Trail and Rock Creek Road, as allowed by the City 


of Gunnison. 


• The County will work with the City of Gunnison to locate the primary access road for Lot 22A as far 


south as practical but that matter will be determined by the City of Gunnison staff and is not in the 


control of Gunnison County.  The County will engage in reasonable efforts to negotiate with the City to 


maintain the current road configuration.  If the City decides, in its sole discretion, to change the 


configuration notwithstanding these efforts, the County will agree install at its sole expense an 


architectural barrier and buffer. 


• Any improvements on the parcel shall comply with City of Gunnison setback requirements.  



mailto:planning@gunnisoncounty.org
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• If a common area is established, Rock Creek property owners will be allowed access.  


• No more than 76 units will be developed on Lot 22A, in compliance with the City of Gunnison zoning for 


the property and City of Gunnison standards. 


• Gunnison County will continue to invite Rock Creek property owners to participate and provide input in 


the development of Lot 22A. 


 


Upon the required approval by the HOA of the exclusion of the Lot 22A and amendment to the Declaration, 


Gunnison County will take the necessary actions to review and approve these terms and conditions for exclusion 


of Lot 22A and record the necessary documents to exclude Lot 22A from Rock Creek Village.  Upon approval by 


Gunnison County and the required members of the HOA, this will be a binding obligation on the parties and will 


be appurtenant restrictions and obligations on Lot 22A.  





		Agenda Item - MOA--Lot 22, Rock Creek Village Completed Form.pdf

		19.05.02 Gunnison County - Rock Creek MOA - final 19006.pdf










Term Begins: Term Ends: Grant Contract #:


Submitter's Email Address:


Finance Review: Not Required


County Attorney Review: Required Not Required


Regular Agenda Time Allotted:


Action Requested:


Parties to the Agreement:


Agenda Item: 


Summary:


Fiscal Impact:


Submitted by:


Certificate of Insurance Required


Reviewed by: Discharge Date:


Yes           No
Reveiwed by: Discharge Date:


County Manager Review:


Discharge Date:


Required


Comments:


AGENDA ITEM or FINAL CONTRACT REVIEW SUBMITTAL FORM 


 Revised April 2015


Comments:


Reveiwed by:


Comments:


WorksessionConsent Agenda 


Agenda Date: 


GUNCOUNTY1\dBaumgarten


GUNCOUNTY1\mbirnie


0


5/3/2019


ok   db    5/3/19


Board of County Commissioners' Signature


Kebler Corners Liquors, modification of premises.  Approved by the Colorado of Department of Revenue Liquors Licensing on April 4-16-19


Kebler Corners Liquors; Modification of Premises


5/3/2019


ksimillion@gunnisoncounty.org


BOCC & Kebler Corners Liquors


5/7/2019


Kathy Simillion, County Clerk
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Term Begins: Term Ends: Grant Contract #:


Submitter's Email Address:


Finance Review: Not Required


County Attorney Review: Required Not Required


Regular Agenda Time Allotted:


Action Requested:


Parties to the Agreement:


Agenda Item: 


Summary:


Fiscal Impact:


Submitted by:


Certificate of Insurance Required


Reviewed by: Discharge Date:


Yes           No
Reveiwed by: Discharge Date:


County Manager Review:


Discharge Date:


Required


Comments:


AGENDA ITEM or FINAL CONTRACT REVIEW SUBMITTAL FORM 


 Revised April 2015


Comments:


Reveiwed by:


Comments:


WorksessionConsent Agenda 


Agenda Date: 


GUNCOUNTY1\dBaumgarten


GUNCOUNTY1\mbirnie


0


5/3/2019


ok   db   5/3/19


Board of County Commissioners' Signature


Liquor License renewals:
Elk Creek Marina LLC dba Pappy's Restaurant.
Elk Creek Marina LLC dba Elk Creek Marina.
Elk Creek Marina LLC dba Lake Fork Marina.
Special Event Adaptive Sports Center of Crested Butte Inc.


Liquor License Renewals & Special Event License


5/3/2019


ksimillion@gunnisoncounty.org


BOCC signature for Liquor Licenses


5/7/2019


Kathy Simillion, County Clerk
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		4 Adaptive Sports Special Event LL.pdf
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Term Begins: Term Ends: Grant Contract #:


Submitter's Email Address:


Finance Review: Not Required


County Attorney Review: Required Not Required


Regular Agenda Time Allotted:


Action Requested:


Parties to the Agreement:


Agenda Item: 


Summary:


Fiscal Impact:


Submitted by:


Certificate of Insurance Required


Reviewed by: Discharge Date:


Yes           No
Reveiwed by: Discharge Date:


County Manager Review:


Discharge Date:


Required


Comments:


AGENDA ITEM or FINAL CONTRACT REVIEW SUBMITTAL FORM 


 Revised April 2015


Comments:


Reveiwed by:


Comments:


WorksessionConsent Agenda 


Agenda Date: 


GUNCOUNTY1\dBaumgarten


No concerns, ln


GUNCOUNTY1\mbirnie


0


5/3/2019


9/1/19


ok   db   5/3/19


Other Ratification of Approval to Submit Grant Application


30,000


Requesting ratification of County Manager's approval to submit a grant application to the Buell Foundation for the Early Childhood Council. The
deadline to submit the application was 4/30/19.


Ratification of Approval to Submit Grant App; Buel


5/3/2019


EMense@gunnisoncounty.org


GUNCOUNTY1\lNienhueser


8/31/2020


4/30/2019


5/7/2019


Liz Mense







  
 


EARLY CHILDHOOD COUNCIL APPLICATION  
  
 


Updated 3/1/2019 Page 1 of 10 
 


SUMMARY SHEET FORM 
Legal Name of Council: 


 
 


DBA (if applicable):  
 


Mailing Address (and Physical Address if it is different and not confidential): 
 


 
 
 


 


Phone:         Fax:                   EIN: 
 


Website:                  
 


Council Email Address: 
 


Name of CEO or Executive Director:  
 


Phone:            Email: 
 


Application Contact & Title (if not the CEO or Executive Director): 
 


 
 


Phone:           Email: 
  


COUNCIL INFORMATION 
 


Year Founded: 
 


Mission Statement: 


 
 
 
 
 


 
 


Geographic Area Served (specific to this proposal): 


 


 
 


Gunnison County 
 


 


220 N. Spruce Street 
Gunnison, CO 81230 


970-641-8346 
 


84-60000770 
 


970-641-7913 
 


www.gunnisoncounty.org 


mwacker@gunnisoncounty.org 
 


Joni Reynolds 
 


jreynolds@gunnisoncounty.org 
 


970-641-7940 
 


Margaret Wacker, Council Coordinator 
 


mwacker@gunnisoncounty.org 
 


970-641-7913 
 


2007 


The Mission of the Gunnison Hinsdale Early Childhood Council is to expand and improve early childhood 
services and educational opportunities for families in Gunnison and Hinsdale counties. 
 


Gunnison and Hinsdale Counties of Colorado 
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Tax Exemption Status:        
 


 501(c)(3)   
   


 Using a fiscal agent/fiscal sponsor  
Name of fiscal agent/sponsor: 
 


x Other than 501(c)(3), describe:  
 


Number of Employees:           Full-time:                 Part-time: 


 


GRANT REQUEST INFORMATION  
 


If you are unsure about how to fill out this section, please review the Application Guidance document 
and/or call your Program Officer. 
 
Total Amount of Request:   
 
Type of Grant Requested (select all that apply):     
   
 


Required request area for all applicants: 


 Infrastructure & Systems Building $15,000 
 
Optional request areas: 


 Workforce & Professional Development $5,500 


 Quality Improvement $5,000 


 Increased Access to Child Care $4,500 
 


 Direct Services (Call your Program Officer) $ 


 Name of direct service program(s): 
 


 


FINANCIAL INFORMATION 
Budget numbers should match the numbers presented in Attachments 1 


 


Council’s Current Budget for Fiscal Year Ending:  
 


Income:      Expenses: 
 
 


 
By signing below, I certify that the information contained in this application is true and correct to the best of my 
knowledge. 
 
 
               
CEO/Executive Director        Date  


 


Government entity 


4  


$30,000 


12/31/2018 


$122,352.90 $140,993.40 


Note: 


This funding is intended to 
primarily support councils 
that have seen a reduction 
in state systems building 
funding; however, we do 
want to understand the 
needs of all councils.  For 
those councils receiving an 
increase in funding from the 
state, we ask that you 
identify specific needs and 
gaps that cannot be 
accomplished with your 
current state funding for 
consideration. 
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NARRATIVE 
Limit narrative to no more than six pages (not including the council self-assessment). 


 
1. EARLY CHILDHOOD COUNCILS –SELF-ASSESSMENT. Please complete the self-assessment of council 


activities included at the end of the application packet. We highly encourage you to do this first. Try to 
capture the current reality for your council.  
Please see attached Self-Assessment. 


 


2. COUNCIL BACKGROUND. Discuss the founding and development of the council. Explain the original 
issue and/or opportunity the council was founded to address and how that may have changed over 
time. 
 
The Gunnison-Hinsdale Early Childhood Council (GHECC) was brought to our community in 
July of 2007 by Gunnison County’s Department of Health and Human Services Department 
(DHHS) in order to improve local early childhood services and educational opportunities for 
children in these counties.  The GHECC works in conjunction with Early Childhood Councils 
across Colorado to address the goals of HB 07-1062 which expresses a statewide need for 
increasing and sustaining the quality, accessibility, capacity, and affordability of services for 
children and their parents to help parents raise their children to be successful at school, at work, 
and in the community. After receiving grant funding from the Colorado Department of Education 
(CDE) in 2008, our council began working to create a comprehensive early childhood system.  
 
In 2017 our council created a new strategic plan that is aligned to the new Colorado Early 
Childhood Framework with goals and strategies that span across the three domains of Early 
Learning, Health and Well Being, and Family Support and Parent Education. In our current 
strategic plan greater emphasis has been places on expanding quality in child care, increasing 
access to child care, and increasing the affordability of child care.  
 


 


3. PROGRAMS, ACTIVITIES and EVALUATION. Expand on the information included in the self-assessment 
to provide a deeper explanation of the following areas as well as how Buell funds might be used to 
support your efforts. Use this space to share how all areas intersect to create a stronger local early 
childhood system. Please include goals and objectives, related activities, and key evaluation tools or 
indicators used for each area of work (including those not specifically funded under this grant 
request). 


 
a. Infrastructure/Systems Building 


 
As mentioned in the self-assessment the council meets 6-8 times per year and has 
participation from a variety of stakeholders. Our council has an executive board that in 
the past has made critical decisions regarding funding and planning.  Strengthening the 
engagement of this body continues to be a goal of the council staff.   
 
As our Council has moved forward in efforts to address issues that are surfacing in the 
early childhood landscape of Gunnison and Hinsdale Counties such as recruiting and 
retaining workforce and lack of access to quality, and affordable childcare we have seen 
greater engagement from the executive committee members, especially the domain leader 
for the Early Learning domain.  
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Moving forward we plan to better engage our executive committee as we look at 
community based solutions to these issues, as we believe their expertise and 
understanding of the importance of creating a strong network of early childhood 
resources will be of great assistance as we move forward.  
 
With the gradual decrease in funding from CDHS that our council will experience in the 
next couple years securing funding from outside sources to support our efforts is crucial 
as we plan to further develop our council’s infrastructure. The council has been fortunate 
as we have been able to maintain our staff throughout the years, this would not be 
possible without the funding our council receives from outside sources such as Temple 
Hoyne Buell Foundation. At the beginning of 2019 the Council applied for and was 
awarded funds from the City of Gunnison to help support a full-time AmeriCorps 
volunteer position that would focus on raising awareness around the issues facing early 
childhood in our area through social media outlets and by organizing presentations 
throughout the community. The AmeriCorps volunteer is also responsible for helping to 
schedule Family, Friend, and Neighbor educational sessions and ongoing professional 
development opportunities for EC professionals throughout the year as well as helping to 
plan for the annual GHECC Nurturing the Young Child Conference. Although a short-
term, one year position having the AmeriCorps volunteer as part of the team has been 
immensely helpful!  
 
In 2018-2019 we were fortunate to be able to use our THB funding to expand staffing, as 
well as add staffing for outreach to home providers and Spanish speaking families using 
Family Friend and Neighbor care. In September 2018 a home provider outreach specialist 
was hired with a focus on connecting with potential home providers and helping them 
move forward with obtaining a child care license.  
 


b. Workforce/Professional Development 
 
Currently CDHS Colorado Shines funding helps us provide coaching and PDIS work 
with our childcare sites.  We have been able to use the funding we received from THB to 
increase staff hours to work on workforce recruitment and retention efforts. Our strategy 
for these efforts has begun with raising awareness around the issue and the need 
throughout our community in the same way that we are raising awareness around the 
need for greater access to quality care and affordability of care.  This work will continue 
into the upcoming grant year as we look at solutions to address the need and create 
stronger partnerships with the Gunnison Watershed RE1J School District and WCCC. 
 
The GHECC also organizes an annual fall conference in November of each year that 
provides 6 hours of continuing education with an option for attendees to also earn a CEU 
through Western Colorado University. The GHECC is currently working on a plan to 
expand the conference offerings and outreach to communities outside of the Gunnison 
Valley to encourage other Early Childhood professionals from southwest Colorado to 
attend the training.  


 
We have experienced an increase in involvement from council members, especially 
members of our executive board as the council continues to explore solutions to the 
important issues of expanding and supporting the early childhood workforce. The council 
plans to continue the workforce conversation as we engage more key stakeholders from 
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our two counties including employers, Western State Colorado University, the City of 
Gunnison, and others from Gunnison County to develop a plan to increase the number of 
ECE courses accessible to Gunnison and Hinsdale County residents.  The Early 
Childhood Resource Planning subcommittee is currently looking into ways to obtain 
better pay for early childhood professionals. All of the efforts described have require 
more staff time to schedule, plan, and facilitate meetings as we develop a comprehensive 
plan.  
 
The Pathways program offered through Gunnison Watershed RE1J School District in 
partnership with the Technical College of the Rockies helped to make ECE courses 
available locally through an online course offering with few in-person sessions. This was 
an exciting new development in ECE courses offered in our area. Unfortunately after just 
a year of offering the classes in the Gunnison area the Technical College of the Rockies is 
now looking at restructuring which will lead to a shift in ECE course offerings. The 
Gunnison Watershed RE1J School District’s Pathways Program is in the process of 
making similar arrangement with Western Colorado Community College (WCCC). The 
GHECC will look to creating a partnership with WCCC that will allow for individuals 
enrolled in the locally offered Expanding Quality in Infant and Toddler Care and/or the 
Pyramid Plus Approach 18 session training can also receive ECE credits through WCCC. 
The GHECC will continue to offer many professional development opportunities for 
early childhood professionals such as the EQIT course and coaching associated with the 
course and our annual Nurturing the Young Child Conference.  
 


c. Quality Improvement 
 
Our council has continued to increase our capacity to manage quality improvement 
activities.  The council maintains a part-time coach, who is also a Pyramid Model coach 
for a different project. We also plan to continue to offer EQIT once per year with 
coaching.  In the 2018-2019 year EQIT was not offered due to lack of enrollment, 
however a course is planned for summer/early fall of 2019.   
 
Our council provides Colorado Shines coaching and manages Colorado Shines QI dollars 
for materials and PD.  With the expanded staff time that we were able to achieve from 
our THB funding our assistant coordinator has been able to better assist our QI coach and 
navigator taking on sites looking to obtain a Level 2 rating and begin engagement in 
Colorado Shines. This has allowed the QI Coach and Navigator more time to focus on 
sites working on a Level 3-5 rating or re-rating. The council has continued to maintain 
our coaching and is currently on track to assist our only 2 unrated centers in achieving a 
Level 3-5 rating in the next 12-18 months.  
 
Our home provider outreach specialist is looking towards ways to better engage home 
providers in Colorado Shines, we are currently looking at the possibility of a home 
provider appreciation dinner as an opportunity to enhance our connections with home 
providers.  We have also been exploring approaches towards improving the quality of 
unlicensed care situations. The Family, Friend, and Neighbor educational sessions 
offered in partnership with the Gunnison County Library is one approach that we have 
created to better engage this community. The sessions that have been offered in the early 
months of 2019 included steps towards becoming a licensed provider and Pyramid Model 
relationship skills.  
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d. Increased Access to Child Care  


 
A main focus of the GHECC’s strategic plan is to increase access to learning experiences 
and environments that are high quality, developmentally appropriate and affordable. A 
strategy to support this goal is to increase the number of licensed providers and slots 
through outreach and referrals to potential home providers which as previously 
mentioned is the main priority of the GHECC’s home provider outreach specialist. In 
recent years we have lost 8 home providers, this has put significant strain on families in 
our community as they shuffle to find childcare, especially infant and toddler care.  
 
The home provider outreach specialist also serves as the Gunnison and Hinsdale counties 
CCCAP specialist and is a former home provider. She has proved to be a valuable asset 
to our council, recruiting 6 Qualified Exempt CCCAP providers in just under 8 months 
and providing guidance to a couple of interested FFN providers in the area towards 
becoming licensed. We anticipate seeing an increase in licensed home providers and/or 
centers in the upcoming year!  


 
i. Direct Services - If your council provides direct services to children, families or providers, 


please detail each of those programs, including the curricula/approach, target audience, 
frequency, duration, evaluation tools, etc. (This type of request must first be discussed 
with your Program Officer.) 
 


e. What evaluation needs does your council have? If there is specific technical assistance needed, 
please identify.  
Tracking that our council currently has in include measurements for engagement in 
Colorado Shines Level 2 and Levels 3-5 as well as increases in teacher credential level. 
We plan to develop a measurement for the number of children impacted by quality 
improvement activities. The Council Impact Tool has been helpful in tracking the number 
of people reached through awareness efforts and professional development offerings 
throughout the year.  Guidance on the continued development of an evaluation tool that is 
more comprehensive would be greatly appreciated.  


 
  


4. STATE FUNDS. Explain this year’s level of support from the State of Colorado, anticipated support 
through the next three years and how any changes will impact the council’s programs and activities. In 
addition to a narrative description of the changes, please complete the following table (make 
adjustments as needed). 
 
State support for Systems Building has decreased over the past several years and is anticipated to continue 
to decrease.  This current fiscal year there was an unexpected increase at the last moment of contracting 
with CDHS, which bumped Systems Building funding up by almost $20,000 to $68,344 for one year.  
The council does not know the future state of CDHS funding from the State of Colorado. 
 


2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020 
Systems 
Building 


QI Base Systems 
Building 


QI Base Systems 
Building 


QI Base Systems 
Building 


QI Base 


59,202 15,000 55,002 15,000 68,344 15,000 44,601 15,000 
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5. BOARD/GOVERNANCE. Describe the role of the board of directors in advancing the mission of the 
council. Include the key issues related to board effectiveness that are being addressed this year, the 
council’s policy regarding board terms, and the percentage of the board that contributes financially to 
the Council. 
 
The Gunnison-Hinsdale Early Childhood Council is not a non-profit and does not have a board.  
Governance is achieved through the voting of our council members and the policies and 
procedures of our fiscal agent.  Our council is made up of a voting body of members who sign an 
MOU that lasts for 1 year.  Council members vote on the grant budgets and the strategic plan.  
We have an executive team made up of our domain leaders based on the 4 domains of the prior 
Early Childhood Framework.  This executive team guides the council coordinator in setting the 
agenda and on quick decisions that need to be made.  These are also 1 year terms, however we 
have lack of people willing to volunteer for these positions, so they often remain the same person 
volunteering year after year.  Council staff is managed by Gunnison County Health and Human 
Services. 
 


 


6. PLANNING.  
a. Describe the challenges and opportunities facing the Council in the next three to five years.  


The greatest challenge that our council faces continues to be maintaining and increasing 
staff capacity in order to achieve our ambitious strategic plan.  The work of the early 
childhood resource planning subcommittee has consumed much of our staff time as well 
as the quality improvement work that is being done with early childhood care providers.  
The majority of our Council staff is able to work within our Council through innovative 
arrangements that allow for hours to be worked under our council and other programs 
housed under the Gunnison County Department of Health and Human Services, this 
arrangement has been helpful in maintaining our staff throughout the years and lessened 
the possibility of staff turnover. An example of this is our combined CCCAP/Home 
Provider Outreach Specialist position. Although this has proven to be an effective way to 
manage this challenge our council continues to look for funding opportunities that would 
allow for more staff time towards council efforts moving forward.  
 


b. Describe how the Council engages in planning and the focus of any current planning efforts.   
The council engages in planning on an annual basis. We hold stakeholder meetings that 
help to inform our strategic plan. The planning and brainstorming that has taken place 
through the early childhood resource subcommittee and the feedback received from 
attendees at our various presentations throughout the community has provided our 
council with helpful information moving forward and identifying solutions towards 
addressing early childhood needs in our area. When creating our current strategic plan the 
council held various stakeholder meetings, domain work sessions, and requested 
feedback from all council members before deciding on the various priorities and 
strategies identified in the plan.  
 


 


7. OPTIONAL. If there is additional information that is vital to convey in this proposal, include that 
information here.  
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ATTACHMENTS 
Label each attachment and provide in the order listed. 


 


Financial Attachments  
Note: Provide explanations for items that may raise questions in any of the attached financial documents. The 
explanations can be written onto the documents themselves or included as an additional page.  
 


1. BUDGETS  
Complete the attached budget form. You may also include a current operating budget if you feel it helps 
to provide clarity. 


 
2. CURRENT (YEAR-TO-DATE) FINANCIAL STATEMENTS   


Include a Balance Sheet and Profit & Loss Statement through the most recently completed operating 
month available (must be within the past three months).  


 
3. YEAR-END FINANCIAL STATEMENTS, AUDIT, AND SOURCES OF INCOME 


Include the most recent fiscal year-end financial statements, audited if available.  
 


Sources of Income Table.  Complete the table below for the council as a whole, based on the most 
recently completed fiscal year. Do not complete for the fiscal sponsor. 
Please see attached – Attachment 3 


 
Percentage   Funding Source 


  % Government grants (federal, state, county, local) 
  % Government contracts 
  %  Foundations 
  %  Business 
  %  Events (include event sponsorships) 
  %  Individual contributions 
  %  Fees/earned income 
  %  Workplace giving campaigns 
  % In-kind contributions (optional) 
  %  Other  
  %  TOTAL (must equal 100%.) 


 
4. MAJOR CONTRIBUTORS   


List major contributors (foundations, businesses, government, individuals) with amounts for each of the 
past two fiscal years. Do not include names of individual donors. See Attachment 4. 
 
 


5. IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS 
Summary of significant in-kind donations (donated goods and professional services) received by the 
council in the last two fiscal years. See Attachment 5. 


 
 
 
 







Updated 3/1/2019 Page 9 of 10 
 


 
 
Other Attachments 
 


6. BOARD OF DIRECTORS LIST 
Include the following information for each board member:  


a. Position(s) on the board (officer and committee positions) 
b. Occupation and name of employer and/or affiliation(s) 
c. City or county of residence 
d. Term end date for each board member 


 


7. PROOF OF IRS FEDERAL TAX-EXEMPT STATUS 
Also called a Letter of Determination, this letter must be dated within the last five years. If your council 
is housed at a government agency, please include a letter from the agency describing the relationship 
with and oversight of the council (sample letters can be provided if needed). 


 


8. ANTI-DISCRIMINATION STATEMENT  
Include the policy adopted by the board of directors. 


 


9. LIST OF NAMES, TITLES AND QUALIFICATIONS OF KEY STAFF 
Include the length of service with the Council. Do not include job descriptions or resumes. 


 


10. ANNUAL REPORT 
If available. 


 


11. STRATEGIC PLAN  
Submit your current strategic plan (this may be the plan developed for the 2017 CDHS RFA). 


 


12. EVALUATION RESULTS (optional)  
Provide the council’s most recent evaluation results or findings, relevant to this request if that 
information is not already included in Question 5 of the narrative.  


 
Additional Attachments for Fiscal Agents/Fiscal Sponsors  
If your council uses a fiscal sponsor, please submit the items listed below with your application.  
 


13. MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING  
Contract between the council and the fiscal agent/fiscal sponsor. 


 


14. FINANCIAL ATTACHMENTS  
Budget, Current Balance Sheet and Profit & Loss Statement, and Year-End Balance Sheet and Profit & 
Loss Statement. 


 


15. PROOF OF IRS FEDERAL TAX-EXEMPT STATUS  
Letter of Determination for the fiscal agent/fiscal sponsor, dated within the last five years.  


 


16. BOARD OF DIRECTORS LIST  
Information for the fiscal agent/fiscal sponsor.  
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		Agenda Item - Ratification of Approval to Submit Grant App Completed Form.pdf

		THB 2019-2020 Grant ApplicationFINAL.pdf

		SUMMARY SHEET FORM

		Legal Name of Council:

		Mailing Address (and Physical Address if it is different and not confidential):

		Council Email Address:

		Name of CEO or Executive Director:

		Application Contact & Title (if not the CEO or Executive Director):

		COUNCIL INFORMATION

		Mission Statement:

		GRANT REQUEST INFORMATION

		If you are unsure about how to fill out this section, please review the Application Guidance document and/or call your Program Officer.

		Total Amount of Request:

		Type of Grant Requested (select all that apply):

		FINANCIAL INFORMATION

		Income:      Expenses:

		By signing below, I certify that the information contained in this application is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

		NARRATIVE

		If your council uses a fiscal sponsor, please submit the items listed below with your application.












Term Begins: Term Ends: Grant Contract #:


Submitter's Email Address:


Finance Review: Not Required


County Attorney Review: Required Not Required


Regular Agenda Time Allotted:


Action Requested:


Parties to the Agreement:


Agenda Item: 


Summary:


Fiscal Impact:


Submitted by:


Certificate of Insurance Required


Reviewed by: Discharge Date:


Yes           No
Reveiwed by: Discharge Date:


County Manager Review:


Discharge Date:


Required


Comments:


AGENDA ITEM or FINAL CONTRACT REVIEW SUBMITTAL FORM 


 Revised April 2015


Comments:


Reveiwed by:


Comments:


WorksessionConsent Agenda 


Agenda Date: 


GUNCOUNTY1\dBaumgarten


No concerns, ln


GUNCOUNTY1\mbirnie


0


5/3/2019


July 1, 2019


ok db   5/3/19


Motion


$1500 additional Flex for Families funding


This is a summary of FAST's grant application to the CFGV.  I am in the process of finalizing the application and required attachments.  I am
submitting  summary of the project request and total ask of $1500 for your review and approval to submit.


Approval to Submit Grant App; CFGV; FAST


5/3/2019


mdougherty@gunnisoncounty.org


GUNCOUNTY1\lNienhueser


4/30/2020


5/3/2019


FAST and the Community Foundation of the Gunnison Valley


5/7/2019


Meghan Dougherty







2019 Community Foundation of the Gunnison Valley  


Grant Request – summary 


 


Brief Synopsis: 


The requested grant dollars will be used specifically for flexible funding for families involved in multiple 
systems, demonstrating complex needs, and engaged in an Individual Service and Support Team.   
Flexible funds for customized goods and services have been recognized as an essential component of 
effective systems of care like the Family Advocacy Support Team. The flex funds will further the 
coordination and integration of community supports and allow for creativity in meeting the needs of the 
youth and their families. Flex funds will be used for the purchase of goods and services that would 
otherwise not be available to a family and may include clothes, routine activities like enrollment in 
summer camps or mentoring opportunities, or even rent and utilities in a crisis situation. 


Program request: 


a. Overall goal and what success looks like  


To increase access to flexible funds for individualized home and community-based services to 
significantly enhance positive outcomes for youth and their families and allow for creativity in meeting 
their needs.  Flexible funds will fill gaps in our collaboration by facilitating the purchase of goods and 
services that would otherwise not be available to families. Success will show an increase in protective 
factors, reduction in problem behaviors, and increased connectivity and engagement in services and 
supports.   


Funds will be used to build on family strengths and as a mechanism to enhance engagement with the 
network community based services. 


b. Describe your project in terms of its activities and objectives. (150) 
FAST works to promote the health and well-being of multi-system involved youth through increased 
positive opportunities and family driven, coordinated care. The FAST process intervenes creatively by 
identifying strengths of the youth and their families in order to address their needs. FAST facilitators 
work with families to create a family-driven, individualized, multi-disciplinary service plan that is unique 
to the family and aims to prevent further system involvement and reduce problematic behaviors.  
 
The requested project support for flexible funding will be used to enhance these activities allowing for 
creativity in meeting the needs of these families. Potential opportunities could include attending 
parenting classes or in-home supportive services to decrease the likelihood of involvement in the child 
welfare system. Creative interventions, such as youth having the opportunity to engage in prosocial 
activities, have been proven to increase mental and physical health, and for being less likely to engage in 
risky behavior. 


 


 


 







 


The full application continues to be fine-tuned.  I am unable to download the application until it is 
complete and ready for submission so I have provided a summary for the County Manager and County 
Commissioners to review and give permission to submit.  The next steps are to complete the most 
completed year budget to actual and other required attached; Complete the project budget including 
the total ask of $1500; And finally request a letter of support from Matthew Birnie.  


 


Please let me know if you need further detail or have additional questions. 


I appreciate your time in reviewing the proposed request and granting permission to submit when 
finalized. 


 


Meghan Dougherty, MSW 


Gunnison County  


FAST Coordinator 


200 E. Virginia; Gunnison, CO 81230 


P: (970) 641-7665; F: (970) 641-9079 


mdougherty@gunnisoncounty.org 


 



mailto:mdougherty@gunnisoncounty.org
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Term Begins: Term Ends: Grant Contract #:


Submitter's Email Address:


Finance Review: Not Required


County Attorney Review: Required Not Required


Regular Agenda Time Allotted:


Action Requested:


Parties to the Agreement:


Agenda Item: 


Summary:


Fiscal Impact:


Submitted by:


Certificate of Insurance Required


Reviewed by: Discharge Date:


Yes           No
Reveiwed by: Discharge Date:


County Manager Review:


Discharge Date:


Required


Comments:


AGENDA ITEM or FINAL CONTRACT REVIEW SUBMITTAL FORM 


 Revised April 2015


Comments:


Reveiwed by:


Comments:


WorksessionConsent Agenda 


Agenda Date: 


GUNCOUNTY1\dBaumgarten


No conerns. ln


GUNCOUNTY1\mbirnie


0


5/3/2019


ok  db   5/3/19


Board of County Commissioners' Signature


$3,000


A $3,000 grant to support Choice Pass scholarship. Grant application deadline is 5/15/19.


Grant App; CFGV; GCSAPP; Choice


5/3/2019


emirza@gunnisoncounty.org


GUNCOUNTY1\lNienhueser 5/2/2019


5/7/2019


Emily Mirza
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General	Information


IMPORTANT:


The	word	"Applicant"	refers	to	the	organization	submitting	the	proposal	for	itself	or	one	of	its
departments,	or	as	a	fiscal	sponsor	for	a	smaller	group.	The	"Applicant"	is	responsible	for	any
funds	received,	and	an	authorizing	official	from	this	organization	must	sign	the	proposal.


The	word	"Group"	refers	to	the	entity	that	is	actually	undertaking	the	program(s)	described	in
this	proposal.	If	a	501(c)(3)	is	applying	for	funds	for	its	own	program(s),	the	"Group"	will	also	be
the	"Applicant",	but	a	department	or	program	applying	through	a	public	school,	governmental	or
state	agency,	or	a	smaller	nonprofit	applying	through	a	fiscal	sponsor	is	the	"Group".


Legal	Name	of	the	Applicant Gunnison	County	Substance	Abuse	Prevention	Project


Applicant	DBA	(Doing	Business	As),	if
different	than	legal	name Gunnison	County	Substance	Abuse	Prevention	Project


Name	of	Group,	if	applicable Choice	Pass


EIN	(Federal	Tax	Identification	Number) 84-6000770


Year	Founded 2010


Mailing	Address	of	Group 200	E.	Vriginia	Ave


City Gunnison


State Colorado


Zip	Code 81230


Physical	Address 200	E.	Vriginia	Ave


City Gunnison


State Colorado


Zip	Code 81230


Phone	Number	(XXX-XXX-XXXX) 970-641-7612


Fax	Number	(XXX-XXX-XXXX) (No	response)


Website www.choicepass.net



http://www.choicepass.net/
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Applicant	Organization's	Contact	Information


Organization's	Primary	Contact	Person Other


Name Kari	Commerford


Phone 970-642-7396


Email kcommerford@gunnisoncounty.org


Group's	Contact	Person	For	This	Application


Name Emily	Mirza


Position	or	Title Youth	Programming	Coordinator


Email emirza@gunnisoncounty.org


Phone 970-641-7612


Contact	Person	For	this	Application


Name (No	response)


Position	or	Title (No	response)


Email (No	response)


Phone (No	response)


Grant	Request	Information	-	Once	you	choose	Project	or	Operating	and	save,	that
choice	will	be	locked	because	it	triggers	specific	questions.	(Don't	worry...other	cover
sheet	and	narrative	information	will	NOT	lock	until	you	submit	the	entire
application).
PLEASE	NOTE:	UP	TO	50%	of	a	project's	total	cash	cost	is	eligible	for	funding.


Name	of	Project Choice	Pass	Scholarship	Program


Amount	Requested	(positive	number
without	commas,	decimals	or	dollar
signs)


$3000


Total	Project	Budgeted	Cost: $6625


%	Requested	(Amount	Requested	/	Total
Project	Budgeted	Cost	=	%	Requested) 43%


This	award	will	primarily	let	us: Provide	direct	service



mailto:kcommerford@gunnisoncounty.org

mailto:emirza@gunnisoncounty.org
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Date 2019/04/18


Did	you	apply	last	year? Yes


Please	pick	the	grant	category
below	that	you	believe	is	the
best	fit	for	this	application.


If	you	are	applying	for	program	or
project	support,	this	refers	to	your
program	or	project.


Athletics	and	Recreation


Please	give	a	brief	synopsis	of	what	the	grant	will	be	used	for.


Funding	will	be	utilized	to	provide	scholarships	to	youth	who	participate	in	the	Choice	Pass	program.
Choice	Pass	is	a	program	where	youth	in	our	community	voluntarily	make	a	pledge	with	a	parent	or
caregiver	to	remain	substance	free	and	make	healthy	choices.	Youth	are	celebrated	and	rewarded	in	the
community	for	their	healthy	choices	and	given	positive	pro-social	opportunities	to	engage	in	healthy
behaviors.	The	scholarships	support	the	youths	ability	to	participate	in	any	healthy	activity	of	their	choice
by	removing	financial	barriers.


By	signing	below,	we	certify	that	the	information	contained	in	this	application	is	true
and	correct	to	the	best	of	our	knowledge.


Please	use	your	computer	mouse	to	"draw"	your	signature	electronically.


Signature	of	Group's	Primary	Contact	Person


(Nonprofit	or	Fiscal	Sponsor:	Executive	Director	or	Board	President;	etc.)	(Government	Entities:
Program	Director	can	sign).


Narrative
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Organizational	History


Include	the	reason	for	founding	(original	issue),	how	that	may	have	changed	over	time	and	list	what	you
consider	your	three	most	important	achievements.	(Max:	125	words)
In	the	late	1980’s/early	1990’s	our	local	ski	resort	offered	youth	a	“drug-free”	ski	pass.	Overtime	the
resort	lost	confidence	in	the	program	due	to	the	lack	of	accountability,	shortly	after	CBMR	changed	hands
–	the	program	ended.	In	2011,	GCSAPP	approached	CBMR	to	see	if	they	would	support	a	similar	program
the	Choice	Pass	Program.	In	2011	it	was	open	to	50	freshman	as	a	pilot	program.	In	2012	it	was	open	to
all	6th	-12th	grade	youth;	with	300	enrolled.	During	the	2018-2019	academic	year	we	had	600.	
1.	Successful	development	and	use	of	Choice	Pass	as	a	tool	for	parents	and	youth	serving	agencies.	
2.	Community	collaboration	and	education	to	support	positive	youth	development.	
3.	Healthy	social	norms	for	middle	school	youth.	


Mission	Statement


The	Choice	Pass	Scholarship	Program	is	housed	under	GCSAPP	and	Choice	Pass.	The	mission	of	GCSAPP
is	to	utilize	evidence-based	strategies	and	community	mobilization	to	reduce	substance	use	by	youth	in
Gunnison	so	youth	can	become	healthy,	stable	and	productively	involved	in	their	communities.


Issue


Whether	a	General	Operating	or	a	Project	request,	please	describe	the	key	issue(s)	that	your	organization
or	program/project	addresses.	"Issue"	refers	to	the	problem	that	needs	to	be	solved,	or	an	unmet	need.
Use	numbers,	statistics	and	research	to	illustrate	this	issue	and	why	it	matters.	(Max:	125	words)
CLICK	HERE	to	learn	more	about	what	we	expect	in	this	response.	


The	project	utilizing	funds	is	Choice	Pass	Scholarships.	The	600	youth	enrolled	in	Choice	Pass	receive
access	to	over	40	perks/discounts	and	subsidized	youth	programming.	Many	families	in	Choice	Pass	still
face	financial	barriers,	the	scholarship	program	helps	reduce	this	burden.	Choice	Pass	youth	are	eligible
to	apply	for	scholarships	supporting	healthy	activities	such	as	ski	passed,	art	classes,	school	sports,
dance,	avalanche	classes,	soccer	and	hockey.	This	past	year	we	awarded	25	youth	with	scholarships.
Signing	up	for	the	Choice	Pass	is	$5,	but	with	over	600	youths	enrolled	annually	we	want	to	offer
economically	challenged	and	disadvantaged	youth	the	chance	for	financial	assistance.	


Project	Request:
Describe	the	project	very	specifically,	and	please	be	sure	to	answer	each	question.	If	a	question
is	not	applicable	to	your	organization,	please	briefly	explain	why.


a.	What	is	your	overall	project	goal,	and
what	does	success	look	like	to	you?
(Max:	75	words)


Success	for	the	Choice	Pass	Scholarship	Program	is	to	help
eliminate	some	of	the	barriers	for	youth	in	the	Choice	Pass
program	by	providing	some	financial	support	to	applicants.
This	project	encourages	youth	participation	in	healthy
activities	which	may	be	otherwise	unavailable	to	them.	Our
goal	is	to	provide	up	to	30	youth	with	scholarships	in	order	to
increase	access	to	healthy	activities.



https://cfgv.fluidreview.com/pm/resource/eyJoZnJlIjogOTE0NjY0OTksICJ2cSI6IDk2MTAyfQ/
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b.	Describe	your	project	in	terms	of	its
activities	and	objectives.
(Max:	150	words)


The	purpose	of	the	Choice	Pass	program	overall	is	to	engage
and	educate	youth	in	grades	6th	-12th	in	positive	youth
development	activities,	help	to	create	a	tool	for	youth	and
parents	to	encourage	healthy	behaviors	and	open
communication,	create	a	platform	for	recognizing	and
celebrating	the	youth	in	our	community	and	create	a	caring
network	of	community	members.	One	barrier	to	this	program
is	financial	ability	to	engage	in	some	of	the	perks	of	the
Choice	Pass	program,	thus	the	scholarship	program.	Last
year	we	received	the	highest	number	of	scholarship
applications	to	date.


c.	What's	your	project	timeline?
(Max:	30	words)


Scholarship	applications	will	open	after	fall	enrollment.	Youth
in	Choice	Pass	are	eligible	for	scholarships	due	in	November.
One	week	after	the	deadline	applications	are	reviewed	and
awards	are	granted.


d.	Who	will	be	in	charge	of	this	project?
(Max:	25	words) Youth	Programming	Coordinator


e.	What	experts	will	you	be	using,	if
relevant?
(Max:	25	words)


We	have	a	review	team	made	up	of	staff	and	Choice	Pass
Committee	members	to	review	application	requests	and
determine	award	amounts.


f.	Please	provide	any	additional
information	you	think	the	reviewers
need	to	best	understand	what	you	plan
to	do	and	why	it	matters.	
(Max:	75	words)


The	Choice	Pass	is	a	pledge	between	youth	and	parents	–	to
make	healthy	choices	and	to	be	available	to	each	other.	The
parents	pledge	to	be	there	for	their	youth	through	the	tough
developmental	time	of	adolescence	and	to	be	open	to
“difficult	discussions”,	answer	questions	and	support	their
development.	The	youth	pledges	to	remain	substance	free.
The	Choice	Pass	Scholarship	program	is	an	additional
opportunity	through	Choice	Pass.


g.	What	are	your	additional	sources	of
funding	for	this	project?	i.e.	individuals,
government,	additional	grants,
membership,	etc.	(Max:	75	words)


Choice	Pass	has	$3,000	allocated	in	a	grant,	the	Daniels
Fund,	to	the	scholarship	program.	In	addition,	Choice	Pass
completes	limited	fundraising	for	scholarships	through	the
Choice	Pass	Component	of	the	CFGV.


h.	Of	your	project's	total	cash	budget,
what	percent	of	the	money	that	you
need	is	currently	in	hand	or	committed?
(Max:	25	words)


Currently,	$2,125	is	in	hand	through	the	Daniels	Fund.
Additional	fundraising	efforts	will	be	scheduled	throughout
the	summer	and	fall	with	minimum	of	$1,500	raised.


Evaluation
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Impact	Data:
CFGV	values	both	depth	and	breadth	of	impact.	It's	perfectly	appropriate	to	estimate	small
numbers	if	"depth	of	impact"	is	your	intent.	Please	estimate,	for	the	grant	period:


#	of	LOCAL	people	you	expect	to
directly	affect 30


TOTAL	#	of	people	you	expect	to
directly	affect 30


Evaluation
Refer	to	the	issue,	problem	or	unmet	need	you	have	described	above.	In	this	section,	you	will
show	how	you	intend	to	improve	that	situation,	usually	for	a	particular	group	of	people.	You'll
use	quantitative	measures	where	possible.	You'll	also	describe	your	methods,	such	as	surveys,
interviews,	systematically	collected	comments	or	anecdotes,	pre-post	tests,	journals,	pre-post
photos,	etc.


CLICK	HERE	for	a	template	that	we	urge	you	to	complete	before	you	begin	to	write	to	ensure
that	you	are	presenting	everything	we	are	looking	for.	By	April	30,	2020,	you'll	report	your
findings	to	CFGV	in	your	Grant	Report.


1.	Who	is	your	primary	local	target
group	that	your	organization	(for
operating	support	requests)	or	project
(for	project	requests)	serves?	(Max:	30
words)


Gunnison,	Crested	Butte,	and	Lake	City	6th-12th	grade
youth.


2.	Describe	the	long-term	difference	or
change	you	plan	to	make	for	the	target
group	identified	above,	even	if	that's
well	in	the	future..	(Max:	50	words)


To	provide	youth	with	the	opportunity	to	participate,	build
skills,	make	positive	connections	with	peers	and	adults,	and
increase	self-efficacy	through	participation	in	healthy
activities.


3.	How	will	this	target	group	be
affected/changed	by	the	end	of	the
grant	period?	Be	specific	by	including
numbers,	percentages,	etc.	(Max:	75
words)


By	helping	to	remove	the	financial	burden	youth	will	have
access	to	healthy	activities.


4.	What	will	you	do	to	find	out	if	this
change	has	occurred	(your	methods)?
(Max:	50	words)


Youth	who	receive	a	scholarship	are	required	to	submit	a
thank	you	note	that	includes	the	answer	to	this	question:
"What	does	Choice	Pass	mean	to	you?"	Through	their
answers	we	can	track	impact	the	scholarship	has	had	on	the
young	person.


5.	If	you	have	more	than	one	target
population,	please	explain.	(Max:	50
words)


(No	response)


6.	PROJECT	GRANT	REQUEST	ONLY:	If
this	is	not	the	first	year	for	this	project, We	require	youth	to	submit	a	thank	you	note	and	answer	the



http://cfgv.fluidreview.com/pm/resource/eyJoZnJlIjogNDkxOTYyMDEsICJ2cSI6IDUxNDB9/
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Does	your	budget	clearly	identify
all	in-kind	contributions	to	the
organization	or	project?


Yes


what	have	you	learned	from	past
evaluations,	and	what	difference	have
you	made?	Use	numbers	and
percentages	if	possible.	(Max:	50
words)


above	question.	This	past	year	we	created	a	January	1st
deadline	and	if	youth	did	not	submit	prior	to	the	deadline
they	are	not	eligible	to	apply	for	a	scholarship	this	coming
year.


7.	OPERATING	REQUEST	ONLY:	What
have	you	learned	from	past	evaluations
that	demonstrates	the	difference	you
are	making	in	the	Valley?	Use	numbers
and	percentages	if	possible.	(Max:	50
words)


(No	response)


Budget,	Finance	and	Sustainability


What	are	you	doing	to	ensure	that	your	organization	is	sustained	over	time?	(Max:	75
words)


We	will	continue	to	seek	grant	funding	at	the	federal,	state,	local	and	private	levels.	In	addition,	look	for
local	partnerships	to	support	collaborative	work.


If	the	project	will	continue	over	time,	how	do	you	plan	to	sustain	it?	(Max:	75	words)


We	are	working	to	increase	fundraising	specifically	for	the	Choice	Pass	Scholarship	Program	through	the
development	of	a	coupon	book	that	will	be	sold	to	locals	and	tourists.	Coupons	will	be	one	time	use	and
good	for	one	year.	They	will	be	$25	each.	In	addition,	we	will	continue	to	seek	out	and	apply	for	grant
funding.


If	your	budget	does	not	clearly	identify	in-kind	contributions,	please	describe	(and
quantify	the	value(s)	to	the	best	of	your	ability)	in	the	space	provided.


Examples	may	include	office	space,	utilities,	phones,	Internet,	and	payroll,	volunteer	staff,	pro	bono
consulting,	etc.


(No	response)
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For	501(c)(3)	nonprofit
applicants:


How	many	months	of	operating	reserve
does	your	group	have?


(No	response)


FINANCIAL	SUMMARY
Please	recall	that	'group'	refers	to:	a	standalone	501(c)(3);	the	sponsoree	under	fiscal
sponsorship;	the	department/program	of	the	County,	Library	District,	Western	or	RE1-J.	Don't
hesitate	to	call	CFGV	and	clarify.


It's	tough	to	find	terminology	that	'fits'	for	each	of	our	different	applicant	types.	Thank	you	for
bearing	with	us!


#	of	group's	full-time,	year-round
employees 3


#	of	group's	part-time	employees,	if
applicable (No	response)


#	of	group's	seasonal	employees,	if
applicable 0


In	what	year	was	your	group	founded? 2011


For	your	current	fiscal	year:


What	is	your	group's	total	projected
cash	expense? $369,068


What	is	your	group's	total	projected
cash	income? $361,300


For	your	most	recently	completed	fiscal	year:


What	was	your	group's	operating
budget	net	profit	or	loss? $353,221


For	County,	Library	District,	School	District,	and	WCU	applicants:


Do	you	have	a	mechanism	by	which	you	can	carry	forward	unexpended,	non-designated	funds	into	the
next	fiscal	year,	or	build	the	equivalent	of	a	reserve	fund?	Example:	a	program	at	Western	may	be	able	to
build	a	companion	fund	at	the	University	Foundation;	or	an	agency	may	be	given	"roll	forward"	authority.
Please	describe.	(Max:	50	words)


The	unexpended	funds	are	put	into	reserves	through	the	county	finance	department	for	the	Choice	Pass
Scholarship	Program	and	recognized	as	revenue	when	it	is	needed.
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In	the	last	three	(3)	years,	has
your	group	had	an	audit	or	an
outside	financial	review?


Yes


If	yes,	which	one	-	an	audit	or	an
outside	financial	review?


Audit


Did	your	group	file	an	IRS	Form
990	for	the	year	2017?


No


Does	your	group	own	a	building
or	any	other	real	estate?


No


If	you	filed	an	IRS	Form	990	for	2017,	please	refer	to	page	ten	(10),	“Functional
Expenses”,	to	fill	in	the	following	information.	If	your	group	doesn’t	file	IRS	Form
990s,	please	calculate	the	following	numbers	from	your	2017	financials.


A:	Total	Expenses (No	response)


B:	Program	service	expenses (No	response)


C:	Management	and	general	expenses (No	response)


D:	Fundraising	expenses (No	response)


How	much	debt	does	your	group	have?	Please	explain.	(Max:	50	word)


NA


If	there	is	something	that	might	distort	your	financials	to	an	outside	reviewer	(such
as	a	significant	apparent	loss	last	year,	significant	accounts	receivable,	a	one-time
gift	or	expense,	a	significant	jump	in	anticipated	income	for	the	next	year,	uneven
cash	flow	for	seasonal	reasons,	etc.),	please	explain.	In	particular,	if	your	income	was
significantly	lower	than	expected	last	year,	or	is	expected	to	be	significantly	higher
than	last	year,	identify	your	fundraising	strategies.	(Max:	75	words)


We	are	in	the	final	year	of	a	federal	grant,	Drug	Free	Communities,	therefor	we	are	actively	applying	for
additional	funds	through	state	and	federal	grants.
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Please	describe	how	your	financial	policies	and	procedures	address	your	internal
separation	of	duties	in	general,	and,	if	applicable,	how	cash	is	handled.	(Max:	50
words)


Cash	collected	for	the	Choice	Pass	Scholarship	Program	follows	the	CFVG	protocol	for	cashing	handling.
Cash	is	collected,	counted	by	two	staff	members,	placed	in	a	sealed	and	signed	envelop	which	is	then
delivered	to	the	CFGV	staff	to	be	deposited	in	the	Choice	Pass	Component	Fund.


Provide	a	brief	description	of	how	your	board	is	financially	literate	and	accountable.
(Max:	50	words)


Examples	include:	a	regular	training	session	about	reading	financial	statements	for	the	full	board;	the
finance	committee	meeting	regularly	with	the	Executive	Director	and	reporting	back	to	the	full	board.
Gunnison	County	Board	participates	in	the	annual	budget	development	to	include	adoption	of	the	final
document,	requiring	understanding	of	appropriation	of	revenues	and	available	fund	balance	to	cover
anticipated	expenditures,	reviews	and	accepts	annual	audit	report.	The	County	Manager	reviews	monthly
financial	reports	and	keeps	the	Board	apprised	as	necessary.


Governance


Describe	in	two	sentences	how	your	organization	is	governed.	(If	government
applicants	use	an	advisory	committee	to	guide	their	planning	and	programming,	use
this	section	to	describe	their	role).


The	Choice	Pass	Program	and	Scholarship	Program	is	governed	by	a	committee	of	12	members	from
professionals,	law	enforcement,	parents,	and	community	members.
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In	addition:


How	often	does	your	board	or	advisory
committee	meet? Monthly


Do	you	have	a	formal	process	for
identifying	and	choosing	new
board/advisory	committee	members?


No


Do	you	have	a	strategic	plan?
(Government	and	quasi-government
applicants	should	respond	in	terms	of
their	specific	program,	not	that	of	the
entire	entity).


No


Do	you	have	whistleblower	and
document	retention	policies	adopted	by
the	board	(per	Sarbanes-Oxley	Law)?


N/A	-	our	program	is	part	of	a	government	entity


Do	you	have	a	Conflict	of	Interest	policy
adopted	by	the	board	or	advisory
committee?


No


Volunteers


How	do	you	intend	to	collaborate	with	other	community	entities	in	the	year	ahead?
Please	explain.	In	the	event	that	collaboration	is	not	relevant	to	your	project	idea,
write	"Does	not	apply".	If	your	mission	appears	to	be	very	similar	to	that	of	other
nonprofits	in	the	Valley,	describe	how	you	acknowledge	and/or	work	with	them.	(Max:
75	words)


The	Choice	Pass	Scholarship	Program	collaborates	with	several	community	agencies	that	provide	youth
programming	and	access	to	healthy	activities.	Many	agencies	offer	an	additional	discount	for	Choice	Pass
youth	like	the	Gunnison	Rec	Center	and	Crested	Butte	Mountain	Resort.	We	provide	recognition	for	these
agencies	on	the	Choice	Pass	website	where	they	are	listed	as	community	partners.


How	do	you	identify,	engage,	train	and	reward	volunteers?	(Max:	75	words)


We	identify	volunteers	and	committee	members	through	parent	education	dinners	and	the	GCSAPP
coalition	meetings.	GCSAPP	staff	train	volunteers.	Coalition	members,	committee	members,	and
volunteers	are	often	invited	to	attend	conferences	to	gain	further	training	and	reward	them	for	their
support	and	commitment.
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How	many	volunteers	does	your
agency	have?


21-50


How	many	volunteers	will	be
involved	in	your	project?


If	you	do	not	know	the	specific	number,
please	estimate.	If	this	does	not	apply	to
you,	please	write	'not	applicable'.


12


Past	Grant	Feedback


In	2018,	CFGV	provided	written	feedback	to	each	applicant.	Grant	review	panelists	have	access	to	the
written	feedback	you	received.	If	there	were	concerns,	please	describe	how	you	addressed	them,	or
explain	why	that	concern	was	not	addressed.	If	there	were	no	concerns,	or	if	you	did	not	apply	in	2018,
write	"does	not	apply."	(Max:	75	words)


We	met	earlier	to	review	how	county	entities	would	complete	the	budget.	The	process	for	this	grant
budget	is	still	considerably	more	time	consuming	then	any	other	grant	applications.	The	prior	year
budget	to	actual	is	fairly	easy	to	complete,	the	current	year	budget	to	actual	poses	a	challenge	with	how
the	county	estimates	budgets	and	with	the	flux	of	grant	funding.	Further	work	needs	to	be	done	to
simplify	and	clarify	this	process.







Project Budget 


Choice Pass Scholarships  


GRANTS & CONTRACTS FOR 
SERVICE 


Budget  Commitment  


Daniels Fund  
 


$2,125 In hand  


Fundraising 
 


$2,000 Fundraising scheduled for the 
fall and summer  


CFGV 
 


$3,000 Applied  


Total  
 


$7,125  
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		Project Budget.pdf










Term Begins: Term Ends: Grant Contract #:


Submitter's Email Address:


Finance Review: Not Required


County Attorney Review: Required Not Required


Regular Agenda Time Allotted:


Action Requested:


Parties to the Agreement:


Agenda Item: 


Summary:


Fiscal Impact:


Submitted by:


Certificate of Insurance Required


Reviewed by: Discharge Date:


Yes           No
Reveiwed by: Discharge Date:


County Manager Review:


Discharge Date:


Required


Comments:


AGENDA ITEM or FINAL CONTRACT REVIEW SUBMITTAL FORM 


 Revised April 2015


Comments:


Reveiwed by:


Comments:


WorksessionConsent Agenda 


Agenda Date: 


GUNCOUNTY1\dBaumgarten


No concerns, ln.


GUNCOUNTY1\mbirnie


0


5/3/2019


ok   db   5/3/19


Other Approval to submit grant to Community Foundation, letter signed by Matthew


The Early Childhood Council is seeking funding from the Community Foundation of the Gunnison Valley for the fall Nurturing the Young Child
Conference, professional development for early childhood teachers.


Approval to Submit Grant Application; CFGV; ECC


5/3/2019


mwacker@gunnisoncounty.org


GUNCOUNTY1\lNienhueser 5/2/2019


5/7/2019


Margaret Wacker
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General	Information


IMPORTANT:


The	word	"Applicant"	refers	to	the	organization	submitting	the	proposal	for	itself	or	one	of	its
departments,	or	as	a	fiscal	sponsor	for	a	smaller	group.	The	"Applicant"	is	responsible	for	any
funds	received,	and	an	authorizing	official	from	this	organization	must	sign	the	proposal.


The	word	"Group"	refers	to	the	entity	that	is	actually	undertaking	the	program(s)	described	in
this	proposal.	If	a	501(c)(3)	is	applying	for	funds	for	its	own	program(s),	the	"Group"	will	also	be
the	"Applicant",	but	a	department	or	program	applying	through	a	public	school,	governmental	or
state	agency,	or	a	smaller	nonprofit	applying	through	a	fiscal	sponsor	is	the	"Group".


Legal	Name	of	the	Applicant Gunnison	County


Applicant	DBA	(Doing	Business	As),	if
different	than	legal	name Gunnison	Hinsdale	Early	Childhood	Council


Name	of	Group,	if	applicable (No	response)


EIN	(Federal	Tax	Identification	Number) 84-6000770


Year	Founded 2007


Mailing	Address	of	Group 220	N	Spruce	St


City Gunnison


State Colorado


Zip	Code 81230


Physical	Address 220	N	Spruce	St


City Gunnison


State Colorado


Zip	Code 81230


Phone	Number	(XXX-XXX-XXXX) 970-641-3244


Fax	Number	(XXX-XXX-XXXX) 970-641-3738


Website www.gunnisoncounty.org



http://www.gunnisoncounty.org/
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Applicant	Organization's	Contact	Information


Organization's	Primary	Contact	Person Executive	Director


Name Matthew	Birnie


Phone 970-641-7602


Email mbirnie@gunnisoncounty.org


Group's	Contact	Person	For	This	Application


Name Margaret	Wacker


Position	or	Title GHECC	Coordinator


Email mwacker@gunnisoncounty.org


Phone 970-641-7913


Contact	Person	For	this	Application


Name Lana	Athey


Position	or	Title GHECC	Assistant	Coordinator


Email LAthey@gunnisoncounty.org


Phone 970-641-4667


Grant	Request	Information	-	Once	you	choose	Project	or	Operating	and	save,	that
choice	will	be	locked	because	it	triggers	specific	questions.	(Don't	worry...other	cover
sheet	and	narrative	information	will	NOT	lock	until	you	submit	the	entire
application).
PLEASE	NOTE:	UP	TO	50%	of	a	project's	total	cash	cost	is	eligible	for	funding.


Name	of	Project Nurturing	the	Young	Child	Conference


Amount	Requested	(positive	number
without	commas,	decimals	or	dollar
signs)


2200


Total	Project	Budgeted	Cost: 10000


%	Requested	(Amount	Requested	/	Total
Project	Budgeted	Cost	=	%	Requested) 22%


This	award	will	primarily	let	us: Provide	direct	service



mailto:mbirnie@gunnisoncounty.org

mailto:mwacker@gunnisoncounty.org

mailto:LAthey@gunnisoncounty.org
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Date 2019/04/25


Did	you	apply	last	year? No


Please	pick	the	grant	category
below	that	you	believe	is	the
best	fit	for	this	application.


If	you	are	applying	for	program	or
project	support,	this	refers	to	your
program	or	project.


Health	and	Human	Services


Please	give	a	brief	synopsis	of	what	the	grant	will	be	used	for.


This	grant	will	be	used	to	help	cover	costs	for	the	Nurturing	the	Young	Child	Conference.


By	signing	below,	we	certify	that	the	information	contained	in	this	application	is	true
and	correct	to	the	best	of	our	knowledge.


Please	use	your	computer	mouse	to	"draw"	your	signature	electronically.


Signature	of	Group's	Primary	Contact	Person


(Nonprofit	or	Fiscal	Sponsor:	Executive	Director	or	Board	President;	etc.)	(Government	Entities:
Program	Director	can	sign).


Narrative
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Organizational	History


Include	the	reason	for	founding	(original	issue),	how	that	may	have	changed	over	time	and	list	what	you
consider	your	three	most	important	achievements.	(Max:	125	words)
The	Gunnison-Hinsdale	Early	Childhood	Council	(GHECC)	was	brought	to	our	community	in	2007	to
improve	local	early	childhood	services	and	educational	opportunities	for	children	in	these	counties.	The
GHECC	works	in	conjunction	with	Early	Childhood	Councils	across	Colorado	to	address	the	goals	of	HB	07-
1062	which	include	increasing	and	sustaining	the	quality,	accessibility,	capacity,	and	affordability	of
services	for	families.
In	2008,	our	council	began	working	to	create	a	comprehensive	early	childhood	system	that	includes
collaboration	across	the	four	domains	referenced	in	the	former	Early	Childhood	Colorado	Framework.	The
domains	of	Early	Learning	(EL),	Social	Emotional	&	Mental	Health	(SEMH),	Family	Support	&	Parent
Education	(FSPE),	and	Health	were	formed.	Since	2009	our	council	has	been	meeting,	planning	and
working	in	the	domains.


Mission	Statement


The	Mission	of	the	Gunnison	Hinsdale	Early	Childhood	Council	is	to	expand	and	improve	early	childhood
services	and	educational	opportunities	for	families	in	Gunnison	and	Hinsdale	counties


Issue


Whether	a	General	Operating	or	a	Project	request,	please	describe	the	key	issue(s)	that	your	organization
or	program/project	addresses.	"Issue"	refers	to	the	problem	that	needs	to	be	solved,	or	an	unmet	need.
Use	numbers,	statistics	and	research	to	illustrate	this	issue	and	why	it	matters.	(Max:	125	words)
CLICK	HERE	to	learn	more	about	what	we	expect	in	this	response.	


The	goal	of	the	EL	domain	is	to	increase	resources	for	early	childhood	care	and	education	by	increasing
the	availability	of	low-cost,	high-quality	educational	opportunities	for	early	childhood	(EC)	teachers.	Local
opportunities	for	professional	development	for	early	childhood	teachers	are	difficult	to	access	from	the
Gunnison	Valley	requiring	teachers	to	take	online	classes	or	travel	over	60	miles	to	attend	a	class.
Offering	a	conference	locally	provides	EC	professionals	with	an	opportunity	to	earn	the	required	15	hours
of	continuing	education	assisting	centers	in	meeting	licensing	requirements	and	keeping	their	doors
open.	The	GHECC	strives	to	provide	local	training	opportunities	for	EC	teachers	through	an	annual	fall
conference,	face	to	face
Professional	Development	Information	System	(PDIS)	courses,	EQIT,	Pyramid	model,	and	other	local
training	opportunities.


Project	Request:
Describe	the	project	very	specifically,	and	please	be	sure	to	answer	each	question.	If	a	question
is	not	applicable	to	your	organization,	please	briefly	explain	why.


a.	What	is	your	overall	project	goal,	and
what	does	success	look	like	to	you?


The	overall	goal	of	the	project	is	to	meet	the	professional
development	needs	of	early	childcare	providers	in	our	area



https://cfgv.fluidreview.com/pm/resource/eyJoZnJlIjogOTE0NjY0OTksICJ2cSI6IDk2MTAyfQ/
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(Max:	75	words) and	surrounding	areas	as	well	as	engage	other	community
members	to	heighten	awareness	around	toxic	stress,
developmental	milestones,	positive	behavior	management,
and	other	topics	related	to	early	childhood	and	community.	It
would	be	a	success	to	have	about	100	attendees,	with	a
small	number	of	attendees	earning	a	CEU	from	Western
Colorado	University.


b.	Describe	your	project	in	terms	of	its
activities	and	objectives.
(Max:	150	words)


The	GHECC	and	the	EL	domain	coordinate	the	conference	in
partnership	with	Western
Colorado	University	(WCU),	with	CEU	credits	offered.	this
year	the	GHECC	will	also	partner	with	Communities	that	Care
(CTC)	to	recruit	presenters	with	expertise	in	early	childhood,
prevention,	and	other	areas	applicable	to	early	childhood.
The	GHECC	will	engage	in	an	aggressive	marketing
campaign	to	attract	individuals	from	surrounding
communities	and	increase	overall	conference	attendees.	The
conference	has	traditionally	provided	6	training	hours	to
early	childcare	providers	in	an	attempt	meet	the	15	hours	of
continuing	education	required	on	an	annual	basis.	In	2019
we	hope	to	provide	a	greater	number	of	training	hours	which
will	be	determined	in	the	coming	months	as	we	begin	to	plan
for	the	event.


c.	What's	your	project	timeline?
(Max:	30	words)


The	conference	will	be	held	the	weekend	of	November	8th-
10th,	2019.


d.	Who	will	be	in	charge	of	this	project?
(Max:	25	words)


The	GHECC	Coordinator,	Margaret	Wacker,	as	well	as	the
GHECC	Assistant	Coordinator,	Lana	Athey,	will	be	in	charge
of	this	project.


e.	What	experts	will	you	be	using,	if
relevant?
(Max:	25	words)


The	GHECC	will	rely	upon	the	expertise	of	a	variety	of
professionals	that	will	present	on	various	topics	ranging
relevant	to	early	childhood.


f.	Please	provide	any	additional
information	you	think	the	reviewers
need	to	best	understand	what	you	plan
to	do	and	why	it	matters.	
(Max:	75	words)


We	view	early	childhood	as	the	greatest	opportunity	for
upstream	prevention	of	substance	abuse	and	adverse	health
and	social	outcomes	later	in	life,	as	well	as	an	avenue	to
lessen	the	achievement	gap.	Having	a	local	early	childhood
conference	allows	for	greater	collaboration	among	EC
professionals	and	provides	an	opportunity	for	community
engagement	and	heightened	awareness	around	the
importance	of	early	childhood.	


g.	What	are	your	additional	sources	of
funding	for	this	project?	i.e.	individuals,
government,	additional	grants,
membership,	etc.	(Max:	75	words)


Systems	Building	CDHS,	Temple	Hoyne	Buell,	and
Communities	that	Care	provide	additional	funding	for	this
conference.


h.	Of	your	project's	total	cash	budget,
what	percent	of	the	money	that	you
need	is	currently	in	hand	or	committed?
(Max:	25	words)


22%
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Evaluation


Impact	Data:
CFGV	values	both	depth	and	breadth	of	impact.	It's	perfectly	appropriate	to	estimate	small
numbers	if	"depth	of	impact"	is	your	intent.	Please	estimate,	for	the	grant	period:


#	of	LOCAL	people	you	expect	to
directly	affect 100


TOTAL	#	of	people	you	expect	to
directly	affect 100


Evaluation
Refer	to	the	issue,	problem	or	unmet	need	you	have	described	above.	In	this	section,	you	will
show	how	you	intend	to	improve	that	situation,	usually	for	a	particular	group	of	people.	You'll
use	quantitative	measures	where	possible.	You'll	also	describe	your	methods,	such	as	surveys,
interviews,	systematically	collected	comments	or	anecdotes,	pre-post	tests,	journals,	pre-post
photos,	etc.


CLICK	HERE	for	a	template	that	we	urge	you	to	complete	before	you	begin	to	write	to	ensure
that	you	are	presenting	everything	we	are	looking	for.	By	April	30,	2020,	you'll	report	your
findings	to	CFGV	in	your	Grant	Report.


1.	Who	is	your	primary	local	target
group	that	your	organization	(for
operating	support	requests)	or	project
(for	project	requests)	serves?	(Max:	30
words)


Local	Early	Childcare	Professionals	as	well	as	regional	EC
professionals.


2.	Describe	the	long-term	difference	or
change	you	plan	to	make	for	the	target
group	identified	above,	even	if	that's
well	in	the	future..	(Max:	50	words)


In	providing	6	or	more	training	hours,	we	hope	to	help	local
early	childcare	providers	meet	their	professional
development	needs,	and	thus	increase	their	knowledge	and
ability	to	provide	quality	child	care	and	education.	This	in
turn	will	support	early	childhood	centers	in	meeting	licensing
requirements.


3.	How	will	this	target	group	be
affected/changed	by	the	end	of	the
grant	period?	Be	specific	by	including
numbers,	percentages,	etc.	(Max:	75
words)


By	the	end	of	the	grant	period	there	will	be	an	increase	in
training	hours	offered	that	are	approved	by	the	Colorado
Department	of	Education	for	Early	Childhood	Educators	and
an	increased	number	of	Early	Childhood	teachers	receiving	a
EC	credential	of	2	or	more.


4.	What	will	you	do	to	find	out	if	this
change	has	occurred	(your	methods)?
(Max:	50	words)


In	the	short	term	we	plan	to	track	training	hours	and	number
of	participants	using	an	online	data	system.	The	council	will
use	a	survey	to	track	progress	made	towards	increasing
teacher's	early	childhood	credential.	In	the	long-term	the



http://cfgv.fluidreview.com/pm/resource/eyJoZnJlIjogNDkxOTYyMDEsICJ2cSI6IDUxNDB9/
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Does	your	budget	clearly	identify
all	in-kind	contributions	to	the
organization	or	project?


Yes


council	will	track	childcare	slots	and	quality	level	of
programs.


5.	If	you	have	more	than	one	target
population,	please	explain.	(Max:	50
words)


N/A


6.	PROJECT	GRANT	REQUEST	ONLY:	If
this	is	not	the	first	year	for	this	project,
what	have	you	learned	from	past
evaluations,	and	what	difference	have
you	made?	Use	numbers	and
percentages	if	possible.	(Max:	50
words)


In	the	past	we	have	found	it	difficult	to	engage	presenters
from	outside	of	our	area.	We	have	placed	a	greater	emphasis
on	recruiting	presenters	from	across	the	state	in	the	last	two
years	and	we	plan	to	continue	to	do	so	moving	forward.


7.	OPERATING	REQUEST	ONLY:	What
have	you	learned	from	past	evaluations
that	demonstrates	the	difference	you
are	making	in	the	Valley?	Use	numbers
and	percentages	if	possible.	(Max:	50
words)


(No	response)


Budget,	Finance	and	Sustainability


What	are	you	doing	to	ensure	that	your	organization	is	sustained	over	time?	(Max:	75
words)


The	GHECC	continues	to	maintain	a	good	relationship	with	Gunnison	County,	our	fiscal	sponsor.	The
Council	continues	to	research	and	apply	for	funding	through	diverse	funding	sources	including	local
government,	state	government,	and	foundations.


If	the	project	will	continue	over	time,	how	do	you	plan	to	sustain	it?	(Max:	75	words)


A	percentage	of	the	registration	fee	is	used	to	help	offset	the	cost	of	the	conference.	In	the	future,	if	we
are	unable	to	secure	grant	funding	for	the	conference	then	we	would	have	to	increase	our	registration
fees	in	order	to	offer	the	conference.	The	GHECC	plans	to	continue	to	offer	the	conference	at	a	low	price
and	will	apply	for	grant	funding	each	year	in	order	to	keep	costs	low	to	participants.
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For	501(c)(3)	nonprofit
applicants:


How	many	months	of	operating	reserve
does	your	group	have?


N/A


If	your	budget	does	not	clearly	identify	in-kind	contributions,	please	describe	(and
quantify	the	value(s)	to	the	best	of	your	ability)	in	the	space	provided.


Examples	may	include	office	space,	utilities,	phones,	Internet,	and	payroll,	volunteer	staff,	pro	bono
consulting,	etc.
(No	response)


FINANCIAL	SUMMARY
Please	recall	that	'group'	refers	to:	a	standalone	501(c)(3);	the	sponsoree	under	fiscal
sponsorship;	the	department/program	of	the	County,	Library	District,	Western	or	RE1-J.	Don't
hesitate	to	call	CFGV	and	clarify.


It's	tough	to	find	terminology	that	'fits'	for	each	of	our	different	applicant	types.	Thank	you	for
bearing	with	us!


#	of	group's	full-time,	year-round
employees 0


#	of	group's	part-time	employees,	if
applicable 5


#	of	group's	seasonal	employees,	if
applicable 0


In	what	year	was	your	group	founded? 2007


For	your	current	fiscal	year:


What	is	your	group's	total	projected
cash	expense? 137551


What	is	your	group's	total	projected
cash	income? 137551


For	your	most	recently	completed	fiscal	year:


What	was	your	group's	operating
budget	net	profit	or	loss? 0
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In	the	last	three	(3)	years,	has
your	group	had	an	audit	or	an
outside	financial	review?


Yes


If	yes,	which	one	-	an	audit	or	an
outside	financial	review?


audit


Did	your	group	file	an	IRS	Form
990	for	the	year	2017?


No


Does	your	group	own	a	building
or	any	other	real	estate?


No


For	County,	Library	District,	School	District,	and	WCU	applicants:


Do	you	have	a	mechanism	by	which	you	can	carry	forward	unexpended,	non-designated	funds	into	the
next	fiscal	year,	or	build	the	equivalent	of	a	reserve	fund?	Example:	a	program	at	Western	may	be	able	to
build	a	companion	fund	at	the	University	Foundation;	or	an	agency	may	be	given	"roll	forward"	authority.
Please	describe.	(Max:	50	words)
Grant	funds	that	are	allowed	to	be	rolled	over	are	rolled	forward	into	our	G7102	Account,	also	known	as
our	Temple	Hoyne	Buell	account	to	be	used	by	our	council	at	a	later	date.


If	you	filed	an	IRS	Form	990	for	2017,	please	refer	to	page	ten	(10),	“Functional
Expenses”,	to	fill	in	the	following	information.	If	your	group	doesn’t	file	IRS	Form
990s,	please	calculate	the	following	numbers	from	your	2017	financials.


A:	Total	Expenses (No	response)


B:	Program	service	expenses (No	response)


C:	Management	and	general	expenses (No	response)


D:	Fundraising	expenses (No	response)


How	much	debt	does	your	group	have?	Please	explain.	(Max:	50	word)


The	GHECC	has	no	debt.







11	/	13


If	there	is	something	that	might	distort	your	financials	to	an	outside	reviewer	(such
as	a	significant	apparent	loss	last	year,	significant	accounts	receivable,	a	one-time
gift	or	expense,	a	significant	jump	in	anticipated	income	for	the	next	year,	uneven
cash	flow	for	seasonal	reasons,	etc.),	please	explain.	In	particular,	if	your	income	was
significantly	lower	than	expected	last	year,	or	is	expected	to	be	significantly	higher
than	last	year,	identify	your	fundraising	strategies.	(Max:	75	words)


N/A


Please	describe	how	your	financial	policies	and	procedures	address	your	internal
separation	of	duties	in	general,	and,	if	applicable,	how	cash	is	handled.	(Max:	50
words)


Cash	and	checks	are	receipted	at	the	time	of	collection	from	clients.	Then	submitted	to	HHS
administrative	staff	who	make	sure	that	a	receipted	has	been	completed.	The	cash	and	checks	are	then
submitted	to	finance	who	enter	them	into	the	general	ledger.	Lastly,	they	go	to	the	treasurer.


Provide	a	brief	description	of	how	your	board	is	financially	literate	and	accountable.
(Max:	50	words)


Examples	include:	a	regular	training	session	about	reading	financial	statements	for	the	full	board;	the
finance	committee	meeting	regularly	with	the	Executive	Director	and	reporting	back	to	the	full	board.
The	Board	participates	in	the	annual	budget	development	to	include	adoption	of	the	final	document,
requiring	understanding	of	appropriation	of	revenues	and	available	fund	balance	to	cover	anticipated
expenditures,	and	reviews	and	accepts	annual	audit	report.	The	County	Manager	reviews	monthly
financial	reports	and	keeps	the	Board	apprised	as	necessary.


Governance


Describe	in	two	sentences	how	your	organization	is	governed.	(If	government
applicants	use	an	advisory	committee	to	guide	their	planning	and	programming,	use
this	section	to	describe	their	role).


The	Gunnison-Hinsdale	Early	Childhood	Council	is	located	within	the	Department	of	Health	and	Human
Services	Public	Health	Division	which	is	governed	by	the	Gunnison	County	Board	of	County
Commissioners.
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In	addition:


How	often	does	your	board	or	advisory
committee	meet? twice	monthly


Do	you	have	a	formal	process	for
identifying	and	choosing	new
board/advisory	committee	members?


Yes


Do	you	have	a	strategic	plan?
(Government	and	quasi-government
applicants	should	respond	in	terms	of
their	specific	program,	not	that	of	the
entire	entity).


Yes


What	is	the	time	period	covered	by
your	strategic	plan? May	2017-	July	2020


When	was	the	last	time	your	board	or
advisors	updated	the	plan? April	2017


Who	is	responsible	for	implementation
and	monitoring	of	the	plan? Margaret	Wacker,	GHECC	Coordinator


Please	give	an	example	of	how	your
plan	has	been	important	or	effective.
(Max:	50	words)


The	strategic	plan	has	helped	the	council	to	prioritize	early
childhood	related	issues	with	stakeholders,	such	as	the	need
for	affordable	childcare,	early	childhood	mental	health
services,	and	services	for	Spanish	speaking	families.	The
plan	influenced	the	strategies	developed	by	the	One	Valley
Prosperity	Project	as	well	as	DHHS.


Do	you	have	whistleblower	and
document	retention	policies	adopted	by
the	board	(per	Sarbanes-Oxley	Law)?


N/A	-	our	program	is	part	of	a	government	entity


Do	you	have	a	Conflict	of	Interest	policy
adopted	by	the	board	or	advisory
committee?


Yes


Volunteers
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How	many	volunteers	does	your
agency	have?


21-50


How	many	volunteers	will	be
involved	in	your	project?


If	you	do	not	know	the	specific	number,
please	estimate.	If	this	does	not	apply	to
you,	please	write	'not	applicable'.


8


How	do	you	intend	to	collaborate	with	other	community	entities	in	the	year	ahead?
Please	explain.	In	the	event	that	collaboration	is	not	relevant	to	your	project	idea,
write	"Does	not	apply".	If	your	mission	appears	to	be	very	similar	to	that	of	other
nonprofits	in	the	Valley,	describe	how	you	acknowledge	and/or	work	with	them.	(Max:
75	words)


Collaboration	is	a	great	strength	of	the	GHECC	and	it	is	the	nature	of	our	council	meetings	to	help	and
encourage	early	childhood	professionals	and	programs	network	with	each	other.	The	GHECC	is	always
striving	to	improved	stakeholder	representation	and	recruit	new	people.	Our	council	plans	to	work	closely
with	many	of	the	early	childhood	professionals	and	programs	in	the	valley	as	well	as	with	WCU	in	the
planning	and	implementation	of	our	fall	conference.


How	do	you	identify,	engage,	train	and	reward	volunteers?	(Max:	75	words)


The	GHECC	benefits	from	an	active	volunteer	base	of	25-30	active	members.	Each	year	the	council
actively	seeks	council	member	volunteers	to	assist	with	the	Fall	Nurturing	the	Young	Child	Conference,
developing	a	schedule	and	helping	with	registration	on	the	day	of	the	conference.	The	council	has	also
used	interns	from	WCU	to	help	with	events	offered	throughout	the	community	and	the	annual	fall
conference.


Past	Grant	Feedback


In	2018,	CFGV	provided	written	feedback	to	each	applicant.	Grant	review	panelists	have	access	to	the
written	feedback	you	received.	If	there	were	concerns,	please	describe	how	you	addressed	them,	or
explain	why	that	concern	was	not	addressed.	If	there	were	no	concerns,	or	if	you	did	not	apply	in	2018,
write	"does	not	apply."	(Max:	75	words)


Does	Not	Apply







 


  
 


Participant Evaluation of Nurturing the Young Child Conference 
 


November 3rd  2018 
A = Strongly Agree       B = Agree       C = Neither Disagree or Agree       D = Disagree       F = Strongly Disagree 


 


THIS CONFERENCE… 


Fulfilled my expectations/met my needs       47% Strongly Agree, 47% Agree, 3% Neither Agree/Disagree 


Was well organized          60% Strongly Agree, 40% Agree, 1% Neither Agree/Disagree 


 Included enough opportunity for discussion  38% Strongly Agree, 41% Agree, 9% Neither Agree/Disagree 6% Disagree  


Included relevant activities          53% Strongly Agree, 28% Agree, 9% Neither Agree/Disagree  


Was taught @ appropriate level of difficulty  53% Strongly Agree, 47% Agree, 0% Neither Agree or Disagree   
   


THE INSTRUCTORS WERE… 


Friendly and personable   69% Strongly Agree, 31% Agree 


Knowledgeable about the subject 66% Strongly Agree, 28% Agree 


Responsive to questions               59% Strongly Agree, 39% Agree,  
 


Would you attend this conference again?  100% said Yes 
    


CONFERENCE STAFF….. 


Was friendly and helpful          81% Strongly Agree, 16% Agree 3% Neither Agree/Disagree 


Registration/payment processed accurately    53%Strongly Agree, 33%Agree, 10%Neither Agree/Disagree 3%Disagree 


 \                   
COURSES 
What was your favorite session(s)? Hello Math!, Development and Sensory Processing, Life is a roller coaster not a 
runaway train 
   
What was your least favorite session? Developmental Milestones 


 
What other sessions/trainings would you like to see offered?  


Hands-on activities, classroom management, early literacy and math, more science and outdoor 


 


Are your educational needs being met through the courses offered?   91% said yes     9% said no or didn’t reply 
 


What time of year would be best for future trainings? November, avoid parent/teacher conference week 


 


ADVERTISING 
How did you hear about this conference? 


Email, Program Staff/Faculty, Center Director 
 


What is the best method to let you know about future programs? Center Directors, E-mail, Posters 


 


Is there anything we can improve on? Provide notebook paper, offer sessions twice at different times, better 


lunch, better directions to building and signage, have speakers in ballroom use microphone, better web presence, 


more infant classes, age ranges that sessions apply to labeled in schedule,  







Conference Budget $10,000.00 Funding Source Current 100 participant


Budgeted Expenses Rates: 
Advertising $200.00
University Center Space Rental $450.00
Speakers $5,000.00
Supplies/Raffle Items $250.00
Food $1,500.00
Materials- Folders, Note Pads, Pens, etc. $572.00
Staff Time (Assistant Coordinator) estimated 50     $1,528.00
Registration Expenses $500.00
Total Operating Budget $10,000.00


In Kind
Fiscal Management/Office/Phone (estimated at 1   $1,000.00
Estimated Staff Time (ECC and WCU Extended S $2,500.00
Volunteer Time 
County Employee Speakers $400.00
Total In Kind $3,900.00


TOTAL EXPENSES $13,900.00


Incoming Funds
Registration Fees $3,600.00
Communities that Care $2,000.00
Systems Building $200.00
Temple Hoyne Buell / CDHS $2,000.00
Community Foundation of the Gunnison Valley $2,200.00
TOTAL INCOMING FUNDS $10,000.00


2019 Nurturing the Young Child Conference Budget
November 9th







 ts


Full 45.00$      
Free to community members not in need of continuing education hours


Estimated 80 registered and 20 free community members


      
 







 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
May 1, 2019 
 
 
 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 


I am writing in support of the Gunnison-Hinsdale Early Childhood Council’s 
request for funding for the 2019 Nurturing the Young Child Conference. The conference 
plays an important role in supporting early childhood professionals in Gunnison and 
Hinsdale Counties. These types of programs are vital for our community’s health.  The 
Gunnison-Hinsdale Early Childhood Council is granted authority by the County to 
submit the attached proposal to the Community Foundation of the Gunnison Valley. 
   
 
Thank you for considering this request, 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Matthew Birnie  
County Manager 
Gunnison County  
 
 
 
 
        


 
GUNNISON COUNTY MANAGER’S OFFICE 
Phone: (970) 641-0248 Fax: (970) 641-3061 
200 E. Virginia, Gunnison, CO   81230 
Website:  www.GunnisonCounty.org 
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Board of County Commissioners 5/1/19 – 5/31-19 


1. Mayors & Managers Meeting - Hosted by Gunnison Valley Health                                          
May 2, 2019, 12:00 PM - 1:30 PM 


2. BOCC Regular Meeting                                                                                                        
May 7, 2019, 8:30 AM - BOCC Boardroom 


3. BOCC Work Session                                                                                                        
May 14, 2019, 8:30 AM - BOCC Boardroom 


4. BOCC Regular Meeting                                                                                               
May 21, 2019, 8:30 AM - BOCC Boardroom 


5. BOCC Work Session                                                                                                           
May 28, 2019, 8:30 AM - BOCC Boardroom 


6. Joint Meeting - Board of County Commissioners & Gunnison City Council  
May 28, 2019, 5:00 PM @ City Council Chambers at City Hall 


Gunnison County Organization 


1. Holiday - Memorial Day - Offices Closed                                                                        
May 27, 2019, All Day 


 



https://www.gunnisoncounty.org/Calendar.aspx?EID=5432&month=5&year=2019&day=3&calType=0
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Introduction 


Gunnison County’s inaugural Strategic Plan was created in 


2008 to more closely align the County’s operations with the 


Board of County Commissioner’s priorities by providing 


focused direction to County staff and mechanisms to measure 


progress.  It was developed within the context of the County’s 


Managing for Results performance-management initiative, 


which has provided the basis for all County actions from 


budgeting to performance evaluations and project 


prioritization.  The Plan was revised in 2009, and we have 


updated it biannually to ensure that it remains relevant and 


continues to reflect the priorities of the Board of County 


Commissioners, even as individual Commissioners change. 


 


This seventh iteration of the Plan was informed by community 


outreach, current fiscal and environmental issues, and 


anticipated service enhancements to address the unique and 


evolving needs of our community.  Most of the strategic 


results in this Plan align directly to elements in the One Valley 


Prosperity Project strategy 


(http://www.onevalleyprosperity.com), and the successful 


completion of the strategic results within this Plan will involve 


cooperative and collaborative efforts with other local 


jurisdictions, agencies and individuals.    


 


The County’s strategic approach to management and focus on 


delivering results to customers has been incredibly successful.  


Capital projects have solved longstanding deficiencies in 


facilities without raising taxes, service delivery has improved, 


program and employee performance evaluations are more 


meaningful, and routinely updated departmental Strategic 


Business Plans (SBP) continue to set direction and focus on 


customer results.   


 


Visit the performance section of Gunnison County’s website 


(http://www.gunnisoncounty.org/performance) to view more 


information about Managing for Results, the outcomes of our 


biennial citizen surveys, and our published annual 


performance reports.  County Manager Matthew Birnie can be 


contacted at (970) 641-7602 or mbirnie@gunnisoncounty.org if you have any questions or ideas, or if 


you would like to have a discussion about the County’s strategic planning and performance efforts.  


 
In 2018, the International 


City/County Management 


Association (ICMA) 


recognized Gunnison County 


for its data-driven 


management and reporting 


achievements with a 


Certificate of Excellence in 


Performance Management.  


An elite group of only 29 local 


governments across the 


nation received this accolade, 


which represents the highest 


of three award levels, and 


only 57 local governments 


were recognized with any of 


the three award levels.  As a 


point of reference, there are 


nearly 40,000 general-


purpose local governments in 


the nation. 



http://www.onevalleyprosperity.com/

http://www.gunnisoncounty.org/performance

mailto:mbirnie@gunnisoncounty.org
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Services building. .......................................................................................................................6 
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from the 2016 baseline. .............................................................................................................6 
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C.  PROMOTE PROSPEROUS, COLLABORATIVE AND HEALTHY COMMUNITIES 8 
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4. By December 31, 2020, corporate and general aviation services will be enhanced to grow 


Gunnison-Crested Butte Regional Airport’s position in the market, as evidenced by a minimum 


of $100,000 in annual fuel-flowage fees and ramp-parking fees collected annually. ...............9 


5. By December 31, 2020, increase the airport’s economic impact to the community by 40% 


over the results of the 2013 CODOT study to $140M as a consequence of reversing identified 


passenger leakage, increasing enplanements to 45,000, and increasing corporate and general 


aviation activity. .........................................................................................................................9 
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A.  ENSURE SOUND INFRASTRUCTURE  
Strategic Results 


 


1. By December 31, 2020, Gunnison County will have an additional funding stream that 


ensures sufficient support for road and bridge infrastructure, construction and 


maintenance, so that residents and visitors can safely travel on County roads, conduct 


business, and pursue recreational interests.   


Lead: Deputy County Manager Marlene Crosby 


Team: County Manager Matthew Birnie, Finance Director Linda Nienhueser, Community and 


Economic Development Department Director Cathie Pagano and County Attorney David 


Baumgarten. 


 


2. By December 31, 2021, the Gunnison-Crested Butte Regional Airport Terminal Renovation 


Project will begin.   


Lead: Airport Manager Rick Lamport  


Team: County Manager Matthew Birnie, Finance Director Linda Nienhueser, Sustainable Operations 


Director John Cattles and County Attorney David Baumgarten.  


 


3. By December 31, 2023, Gunnison County will have hard-surfaced 10 miles of County roads 


from the 2018 baseline in order to reduce maintenance costs, provide snow removal 


options, enhance safety and improve the travel experience of residents and visitors. 


Lead: Deputy County Manager Marlene Crosby  


Team: Operations Manager Sparky Casebolt, Special Projects Foreman Rod Black and District 


Foremen Joe Lucero, Mitch Guerrieri and Donny Perkins. 


 


4. By December 31, 2024, the development and infrastructure for the Shady Island River Park 


will be completed as generally described in the Shady Island Master Plan. 


Lead: Community and Economic Development Department Director Cathie Pagano 


Team: County Manager Matthew Birnie, Sustainable Operations Director John Cattles, Senior 


Planner Rachel Sabbato and Finance Director Linda Nienhueser. 
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B.  PROTECT THE ENVIRONMENT 
Strategic Results 


 


1. Gunnison County shall continue to work with its partners to protect water quality and 


quantity for in-basin purposes in a manner that is socially, environmentally and 


economically sound. 


Lead: County Attorney David Baumgarten  


Team: County Manager Matthew Birnie, Community and Economic Development Department 


Director Cathie Pagano, Finance Director Linda Nienhueser and Geographic Information 


Systems Manager Mike Pelletier. 


 


2. By December 31, 2020, third-party certification and recognition for energy efficiency from 


Energy Star, LEED or other independent organization will be achieved, verifying and 


recognizing the energy efficiency of the County courthouse and the Health and Human 


Services building.   


Lead: Sustainable Operations Director John Cattles  


Team: County Manager Matthew Birnie, Deputy County Manager Marlene Crosby, Geographic 


Information Services Manager Mike Pelletier, Finance Director Linda Nienhueser and IT 


Director John Felix. 


 


3. By December 31, 2020, 26 fleet vehicles will have been replaced by natural gas vehicles 


from the 2016 baseline. 


Lead: Sustainable Operations Director John Cattles  


Team: County Manager Matthew Birnie, Deputy County Manager Marlene Crosby, Finance Director 


Linda Nienhueser, Fleet Manager Lee Partch, Sheriff John Gallowich and Assessor Kristy 


McFarland. 


 


4. By December 31, 2021, Gunnison County will support the development and 


implementation of a coal mine methane capture, mitigation and/or utilization strategy to 


decrease the greenhouse gas impacts of coal mine methane being emitted from the North 


Fork valley by 85%. 


Lead: County Commissioner John Messner 


Team: County Manager Matthew Birnie and County Attorney David Baumgarten. 


 


5. By December 31, 2023, Gunnison County will work with the ranching community and other 


landowners to expand the conserved private ranchland in the County by an additional 8,500 


acres from the 2018 baseline in order to protect open space and the watershed, ensure 


access to public lands and trails, and preserve agriculture.  


Lead: GIS Manager Mike Pelletier  


Team: Deputy County Manager Marlene Crosby, County Attorney David Baumgarten, Community 


and Economic Development Department Director Cathie Pagano and Finance Director Linda 


Nienhueser. 
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6. By December 31, 2030, Gunnison County will work to reduce energy use impacts and lower 


greenhouse gas emissions by 20% from 2005 levels, thereby improving air quality and 


addressing climate change, as measured by:  


a) By 2020, EUI (energy use intensity) will be declining from 2015 levels in residential 


and commercial new and existing buildings with a target of 20% reduction by 2030; 


and 


b) By December 31, 2030, Gunnison County will provide leadership to convene 


stakeholders and facilitate the development of local alternative energy sources and 


increased efficiency in utilities resulting in declining annual emissions measured by 


mCO2e/mBtu. 


Lead: Sustainable Operations Director John Cattles  


Team: County Manager Matthew Birnie, Deputy County Manager Marlene Crosby, County Attorney 


David Baumgarten, Health and Human Services Director Joni Reynolds, GIS Manager Mike 


Pelletier, Community and Economic Development Department Director Cathie Pagano, 


Building Inspector Crystal Lambert, Gunnison Valley Regional Housing Authority Director 


Jennifer Kermode, CS21 Representative and WSCU Assistant Professor of Environment & 


Sustainability and Sustainable & Resilient Communities MEM Coordinator Abel Chavez, 


Coldharbour Representative Suzan Ewy, Gunnison County Electric Association CEO Mike 


McBride, City of Gunnison Manager Russ Forrest, Atmos Energy Representative and Energy 


Smart Colorado Representative Emily Artale. 
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C.  PROMOTE PROSPEROUS, COLLABORATIVE AND HEALTHY COMMUNITIES  
Strategic Results 


 


1. By December 31, 2020, Gunnison County will work with key partners on suicide prevention 


strategic community education, outreach and response plan as measured by:    


a) Vital mortality record data will be compiled and analyzed for trends and critical 


attributes annually.   Key data analysis findings will be shared broadly within the 


community with leaders and medical providers; and 


b) County participation and leadership will assure a public health strategy 


implementation with the Community Health Coalition of the Gunnison Valley. 


Lead: Health and Human Services Director Joni Reynolds  


Team: GCSAPP Youth Coordinator Emily Mirza, Juvenile Services Director Janet Reinman, Community 


Health Services Supervisor Margaret Wacker and Wellness & Enforcement Manager Betsy 


Holena. 


 


2. By December 31, 2020, Gunnison County will promote optimal community and family 


health, safety and wellbeing through an integrated Health and Human Services team, as 


measured by:    


a) 70% or more of children two years of age will be up-to-date in all recommended 


vaccinations;  


b) 90% (minimum) of children with a Child Welfare case will not be re-opened due to 


a new referral within 1 year;  


c) 90% of vital records (birth and death certificates) audited by the State meet all 


requirements; and 


d) 95% of all eligibility determinations for food assistance are completed within 30 


days. 


Lead: Health and Human Services Director Joni Reynolds  


Team: Clinical Services Manager, WIC Educator Kim Bemis, Public Health Nurse Lara Fellows, 


Administrative Services Supervisor Randy Morgan, Community Health Services Supervisor 


Margaret Wacker, Economic Security Manager Brad Wheaton, Public Health Nurse Melissa 


Oliver and Child Welfare Manager Marilyn Cheever. 


 


3. By December 31, 2020, the Juvenile Services Department will have improved the future of 


Gunnison County residents by reducing youth substance use as evidenced by:    


a) 70% of all 6th – 12th grade students and their parents will annually make the choice 


pass pledge and less than 10% will violate their pledge;  


b) 75% of youth served in 6th – 12th grade report having an adult to go to for help with 


a serious problem according to the Healthy Kids Colorado survey; and 


c) 70% of parents of 6th – 12th grade students report having had a conversation with 


their children, as measured by the GCSAPP parent questionnaire administered fall 


2017. 


Lead: Juvenile Services Director Janet Reinman 
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Team: GCSAPP Program Manager Kari Commerford, GCSAPP Youth Coordinator Emily Mirza, 


GCSAPP Prevention Education Specialist Betty Sue Gurk, Business Representative and Parent 


Dave Bergstrom, Community Health Services Supervisor Margaret Wacker, FAST Coordinator 


Meghan Dougherty, WSCU Liaison Scott Cantril and City Resource Police Officer Rob Whiting. 


 


4. By December 31, 2020, corporate and general aviation services will be enhanced to grow 


Gunnison-Crested Butte Regional Airport’s position in the market, as evidenced by a 


minimum of $100,000 in annual fuel-flowage fees and ramp-parking fees collected 


annually.    


Lead: Airport Manager Rick Lamport   


Team: County Manager Matthew Birnie, Deputy County Manager Marlene Crosby, Sustainable 


Operations Director John Cattles and Community and Economic Development Department 


Director Cathie Pagano.   


 


5. By December 31, 2020, increase the airport’s economic impact to the community by 40% 


over the results of the 2013 CODOT study to $140M as a consequence of reversing identified 


passenger leakage, increasing enplanements to 45,000, and increasing corporate and 


general aviation activity.    


Lead: Airport Manager Rick Lamport  


Team: County Manager Matthew Birnie, Community and Economic Development Department 


Director Cathie Pagano and County Attorney David Baumgarten. 


 


6. By December 31, 2020, Gunnison County will facilitate efforts in the valley to increase the 


number of child care and pre-K slots and enhance the opportunities for small business 


startups for child care/preschool, as evidenced by: 


a) Development of a community plan to maximize current capacity at all licensed 


providers and expand capacity for infant and toddler care. 


b) Increasing the Colorado Child Care Assistance Program (CCCAP) program capacity by 


implementing a “slot” pilot project and outreach to enroll qualified home providers. 


c) Outreaching to increase licensed home providers.  


Lead: Community Health Services Supervisor Margaret Wacker 


Team: Gunnison Watershed School District Superintendent Leslie Nichols, Wellness & Enforcement 


Manager Betsy Holena, CCCAP Specialist Danette Williams, Health Educator Lana Athey and 


Health and Human Services Director Joni Reynolds. 


 


7. By December 31, 2020, Gunnison County’s work with community partners will result in 


increased access and improved services related to high-quality mental and behavioral 


health in the valley. 


Lead: Health and Human Services Director Joni Reynolds 


Team: Center for Mental Health Regional Director Kimberly Behounek, Economic Security Services 


Manager Brad Wheaton, Wellness & Enforcement Manager Betsy Holena, Community Health 


Services Supervisor Margaret Wacker, Child Welfare Manager Marilyn Cheever and Gunnison 


Valley Health representative. 
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D.  DELIVER HIGH QUALITY SERVICES  
Strategic Results 


 


1. By December 31, 2019, the perception of at least 50% of respondents to the biennial Citizen 


Survey will be that land use and planning services are good or excellent. 


Lead: Community and Economic Development Department Director Cathie Pagano  


Team: Deputy County Manager Marlene Crosby, Community and Economic Development 


Department Administrative Services Manager Beth Baker and Building and Environmental 


Health Official Crystal Lambert. 


 


2. By December 31, 2019, Gunnison County will promote optimal broadband internet and 


telecommunications infrastructure in the Gunnison valley, as evidenced by:    


a) Sufficient infrastructure in the Gunnison valley is in place and ready for connectivity 


to future sources of additional and/or redundant bandwidth, as these sources 


become available; 


b) Access to the Region 10 network is available for local Internet Service Providers to 


purchase additional bandwidth if desired; and 


c) Continue to pursue other options for redundancy wherever possible and practical. 


Lead: IT Director John Felix 


Team: County Manager Matthew Birnie, Community and Economic Development Department 


Director Cathie Pagano and Emergency Manager Scott Morrill.  


 


3. By October 31, 2020, Gunnison County, in partnership with the schools and municipalities, 


will secure sustainable funding for juvenile prevention services including GCSAPP-


sponsored programs to promote optimal community and family health, safety and 


wellbeing.    


Lead: Juvenile Services Director Janet Reinman 


Team: County Manager Matthew Birnie, GCSAPP Program Manager Kari Commerford, Finance 


Director Linda Nienhueser and CBMR Ski School Director Christian Robertson.  


 


4. By December 31, 2020, Gunnison County will establish a regulatory framework to 


encourage and direct industrial and commercial development into existing platted or zoned 


areas and enable opportunities for new commercial and industrial developments and 


newly developed Special Geographic Areas in order to: 


a) Preserve our rural heritage. 
b) Protect our community corridors (Hwy 50 and Hwy 135) and view sheds along those 


corridors. 
c) Support the community values described in the One Valley Prosperity Strategy. 
d) Support compact development patterns. 


Lead: Community and Economic Development Department Director Cathie Pagano 


Team: Deputy County Manager Marlene Crosby, Senior Planner Rachel Sabbato, County Attorney 


David Baumgarten and Deputy County Attorney Matt Hoyt. 
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5. By December 31, 2020, Gunnison County will work with its Sustainable Tourism and 


Outdoor Recreation (STOR) partners to establish and begin implementing stewardship, 


messaging, infrastructure development, wayfinding and enforcement for public lands 


within Gunnison County. 


Lead: Community and Economic Development Department Director Cathie Pagano 


Team: Deputy County Manager Marlene Crosby, Senior Planner Rachel Sabbato and Sustainable 


Operations Director John Cattles. 


 


6. By December 31, 2022, Gunnison County will increase the availability of housing by 


facilitating the construction of 200 new workforce housing units from the 2016 baseline.    


Lead: County Manager Matthew Birnie  


Team: Community and Economic Development Department Director Cathie Pagano, Sustainable 


Operations Director John Cattles, Finance Director Linda Nienhueser and Gunnison Valley 


Regional Housing Authority Executive Director Jennifer Kermode. 
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May 13, 2019 


Matthew M. McCombs,  
Gunnison District Ranger 
216 N. Colorado Street 
Gunnison, Colorado 81230 


VIA ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION 


RE: Taylor Park Vegetation Management EA #53662 – Comments of Gunnison County 


Dear Mr. McCombs, 


The Board of County Commissioners of the County of Gunnison, Colorado (“BOCC” or 
“Gunnison County”) , pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. § 4331 et seq. 
(“NEPA”)1 and the Healthy Forest Restoration Act, 16 U.S.C. § 6501 et seq. (“HFRA”) submit 
the following comments regarding the Taylor Park Vegetation Management Preliminary 
Environmental Analysis published in April 2019 (“Taylor Park EA”).  The following should not 
be construed as all of the comments, or objections, the BOCC may submit during this process; the 
BOCC continues to reserve the right to fully participate in this process and, if necessary, object to 
the EA to the fullest extent permitted by Federal law. 


I. INTEREST OF COMMENTING PARTY GUNNISON COUNTY 


Gunnison County is the fifth-largest county by land area in Colorado, with a total area of 
3,260 miles, which in turn is approximately the size of Rhode Island.  Land under the jurisdiction 
of the United States Forest Service consists of almost 2,000 miles of this area, including the 
Gunnison, White River and Uncompahgre National Forests (“GUMG”).  Recognizing that public 
lands are an important part of the economy, health and well-being of its citizens, Gunnison County 
has, throughout its history, promoted responsible economic use and recreational enjoyment of 
United Forest Service lands within its borders by the public, most often in cooperation with the 
United States Forest Service (“USFS”) and other stakeholders. 


Under Colorado and Federal law, Gunnison County, through the BOCC, has the authority 
to protect and promote the public health, safety and welfare of the people of Gunnison County, 
and the authority to regulate land use planning and environmental quality and protection. 
Gunnison County also has authority over public roads within its borders where Gunnison County 
has affirmatively assumed or been expressly designated by law with such authority.  See, e.g., 
Colo. Rev. Stat. §§ 43-2-201, 43-2-201.1.  Gunnison County, along with the Gunnison County 


1 NEPA’s requirements apply to hazardous fuel reduction projects, such as the one proposed by the Taylor Park EA, 
under HFRA.  See Decker v. United States Forest Serv., 780 F. Supp. 2d 1170, 1174-75 (D. Colo. 2011). 
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Sheriff, who under Colorado law is the fire marshal for the County, see, e.g., CRS § 30-10-513, is 
party to a series of agreements between the USFS and the State of Colorado for wildfire 
management on public and private lands within the County, including within the GUMG.  


For at least these reasons, Gunnison County is a critical stakeholder in the Taylor Park EA 
process. 


II. GUNNISON COUNTY’S COMMENTS REGARDING THE TAYLOR PARK EA.


Gunnison County supports responsible and adaptive vegetation management in the
Gunnison National Forest, including in the Taylor Park area, to maintain if not improve forest 
health and resiliency, actively management potential wildfire hazard, and to provide responsible 
economic opportunities such as limited and controlled timber harvesting, balanced with the need 
to protect the environment and the recreational opportunities that the National Forest provides. 
That stated, Gunnison County provides comments to at least the following provisions of the Taylor 
Park EA: 


A. The EA Should Consider Additional Alternatives for Policing the Unauthorized 
Use of Temporary, Maintenance and Administrative Roads Developed for the 
Project. 


Gunnison County suggests that the USFS should more fully consider alternatives for 
addressing what we believe will be an inevitable problem created by the additional use of 
maintenance roads, as well as addition of temporary and administrative roads, to accomplish the 
proposed project:  The unauthorized use of such roads despite efforts to discourage such use.  Our 
suggestion stems from years of experience, in which, unfortunately, we have learned of 
recreational users, particularly utility terrain or side-by-side vehicle (“UTV”) drivers and 
passengers, who fail to comply with road closure or use restrictions in the Taylor Park area.  Our 
concern is that if additional roads are created or used in Taylor Park, even if closed to the public, 
temporary or scheduled for decommission, illicit use will increase the impact that motorized uses 
have on wildlife, watersheds, soil retention, road degradation, and the enjoyment of the 
backcountry by non-motorized recreational users.  It may also lead to accidents and conflict 
between such users and 1) the timber vendors with whom USFS intends to contract with to perform 
the project; 2) residential and other property owners who now have roads closer to or perhaps even 
adjacent to their property; or 3) both.  In other words, it is our belief, counseled by experience, that 
additional roads will result in additional adverse impacts unless USFS considers all alternatives to 
enforcing public road closure beyond what is presently set forth in the Taylor Park EA.2 


We are concerned that the Taylor Park EA does not adequately address the potential illicit use 
issue, and does not consider in detail the alternatives which may result in better policing.  As the 
USFS is aware, NEPA requires it to “[r]igorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives” and to take a “hard look” at all environmental consequences of a proposed agency 


2 In a more general sense, this should also include consideration, as part of the no-action alternative, the benefits to 
wildlife protection, non-motorized recreational use and enjoyment, and forest esthetics of fewer roads with the 
Taylor Park system.  The Taylor Park EA does not expressly include these considerations as part of its analysis of a 
no-action alternative.  See, e.g., Taylor Park EA at 39. 







3 


action.  See 40 C.F.R. 1502.14; e.g., Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project v. Blackwood, 161 F.3d 
1208, 1212 (9th Cir. 1998).  We suggest that analysis and discussion of the issue of enforcement 
of road closures for the proposed maintenance, temporary and administrative roads be included as 
part of the “hard look” that USFS must engage in.  The Taylor Park EA states that the USFS plans 
to restrict use of maintenance, temporary and administrative roads through signs, “gates, boulders, 
or other native materials barriers[,]” see Taylor Park EA at 37, but it provides no details on how 
such closures would be enforced.  Gunnison County therefore suggests that the USFS analyze in 
detail enforcement alternatives, plans and methods as part of its EA, including but not limited to: 
1) cooperative agreement(s) with the Gunnison County Sheriff and other state and local law
enforcement agencies for the enforcement of road prohibitions; 2) express allocation of USFS law 
enforcement officer (“LEO”) assets for road enforcement during peak season (i.e., summer) 
months; 3) increased or additional appointment and use of Forest Protection Officers (“FPOs”), 
see, e.g., FSM 5304.6, tasked with assisting with road enforcement; and 4) inclusion of provisions 
in timber vendor contracts requiring vendors to provide private security to police roads used as 
part of any timber harvesting.  These and other measures deserve express consideration in the 
Taylor Park EA; Gunnison County therefore encourages USFS to include them as part of its 
assessment of the contemplated project. 


B. The EA Should Provide Details on Acceptable Rehabilitation for Temporary 
Roads. 


On a related issue, Gunnison County suggests that the USFS include details regarding the 
standards and acceptable methods for rehabilitation temporary, decommissioned roads.  Although 
the Taylor Park EA states that temporary roads will be “decommissioned and rehabilitated upon 
the end of project implementation[,]” see, e.g., Taylor Park EA at 13, it does not lay out in detail 
what rehabilitation methods are acceptable and how such methods will accomplish rehabilitation. 
Our concern if that rehabilitation is performed minimally or haphazardly, temporary roads will 
still have enough of a footprint that even after decommission, they would attract and be subject to 
illicit use of the type described in Point I. supra.  We therefore suggest that as part of “hard look” 
required by NEPA, the Taylor Park EA set forth in detail the rehabilitation methods contemplated 
by USFS for decommissioned temporary roads.  


C. The EA Does Not Explain What “Undetermined Prescription” Treatments USFS 
Contemplates as Part of the Project. 


In addition to more detail regarding roads, Gunnison County suggests that the Taylor Park EA 
contain additional details regarding proposed vegetation management methods.  In particular, the 
Taylor Park EA lists “undetermined prescription” as a management method, but does not define 
this term, does not describe what it includes, and states that such methods will be decided during 
the project rather than spelled out as part of the EA process. See, e.g., Taylor Park EA at 21, 27.  
While we recognize that the amount of acreage designated for “undetermined prescription” – 193 
-- may seem small in comparison to the acreage of other management methods, we believe it 
important to remember that 193 acres is over three times larger than the United State Capitol 
Building and the Washington National Cathedral.  And, while we also recognize that USFS needs 
at least some modicum of flexibility to decide what management methods are appropriate over the 
course of the proposed project and as conditions may change, we believe this consideration needs 
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to be balanced by the requirements of NEPA.3  Accordingly, we suggest that the Taylor Park EA 
provide at least some additional detail, at least by way of example, of what “undetermined 
prescription” methods USFS is contemplating as part of the proposed project. 


CONCLUSION 


The BOCC appreciates the opportunity to provide the foregoing comments, and intends to 
provide additional input as the EA progresses. 


Sincerely, 


BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
OF THE COUNTY OF GUNNISON, COLORADO 


By:  ______________________________ 
Jonathan Houck, Chairperson 


By:  ______________________________ 
John Messner, Vice Chairperson 


By:  ______________________________ 
Roland Mason, Commissioner 


3 We further recognize that the Taylor Park EA states that “[a]ny of the prescriptions described may be applied as 
appropriate to the site-specific conditions[,]” see Taylor Park EA at 27, but this sentence does not preclude the use 
of methods not described in the EA. 







 
U.S. Forest Service  


Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre & Gunnison National Forests 


2250 S. Main St. 


Delta, CO  81416 


www.fs.usda.gov/gmug 


Twitter: @GMUG_NF 


Facebook: https://www.facebook.com/GMUG.NF 


 
 


 


 News Release 
 


Media Contact: Kimberlee Phillips     


      (970) 874-6717                                                                     


kjphillips@fs.fed.us 


                                                                                      


                                                                                         
 


Media Contacts:  
Matthew McCombs, District Ranger, 970-642-4404 


John Slown, Project Environmental Coordinator, 406-239-3749 


 
Opportunity to Comment on Taylor Park  


Vegetation Management Project 
 


Gunnison, Colorado, April 17, 2018 – The Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison 


(GMUG) National Forests’ Gunnison Ranger District will be preparing an environmental 


assessment for the Taylor Park Vegetation Management Project (Taylor Park EA). The GMUG 


is inviting you to comment on the proposal concerning treatment of areas of lodgepole pine and 


Engelmann spruce forest in the Upper Taylor River and Spring Creek drainages in the Taylor 


River Watershed.  


The Taylor Park EA would complement the Spruce Beetle Epidemic and Aspen Decline 


Management Response (SBEADMR) project by adopting an adaptive management approach in 


the Taylor Park area.  


The primary purpose of the treatments proposed is to increase the forest’s ability to respond to 


multiple and interactive stressors affecting the forest including climate change, drought, insect 


attack and disease while promoting safety through reduction of fuel loading in the Wildland-


Urban Interface (WUI) and surrounding areas. The secondary purpose of these treatments is to 


provide wood products for the regional economy. 


“One of the most important aspects of my job is to safeguard the health and resiliency of the 


forest,” said Gunnison District Ranger Matt McCombs “Bugs and crud affect trees the same way 


they do people – at a minimum they undermine their strength and ability to bounce back making 


them susceptible to other stressors in their lives like drought and wildfire, and at worst, they can 


lead to a tree’s untimely death,” McCombs continued “When it comes to dwarf mistletoe, bark 


beetles and fuel loading, I believe this project is just what the doctor ordered.”     


The Proposed Action includes:  


 2,811 acres of Fuel Treatments  


 3,609 acres of Dwarf Mistletoe Edge Strip Cuts or Clearcut 


 734 acres of Overstory Removal 


 714 acres of Shelterwood Seed Cut  


 741 acres of Group Selection in Spruce 


 6,363 acres of Precommercial Thinning  


United States Department of Agriculture 
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 193 acres of Prescriptions To Be Determined, Mixed-species 


 


Additional information is presented in the Scoping Letter and supporting documentation which 


can be found on the project webpage: https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=53662.  


 


Gunnison District Ranger, Matthew McCombs, will be the Authorized Officer for any future 


decisions that may be issued from the environmental assessment.  


 


Comments on the project will be accepted for 30 days following the publication date of the 


opportunity to comment legal notice in the Gunnison Country Times which is the newspaper of 


record, or by May 21, 2018, whichever date occurs later.  For more information on how to 


comment see the Scoping Letter. 


 


In addition to this opportunity to submit written comments, the public will be invited to a 


meeting with representatives of the Gunnison Ranger District during the development of the 


Taylor Park EA project. This meeting will be held in Tincup, Colorado, during the summer of 


2018. More detailed information about the meeting location and schedule will be available closer 


to the meeting date. 


 


For additional questions, please contact John Slown, Project Environmental Coordinator at 406-


239-3749; email jslown@fs.fed.us.  


 


 


 


-USDA- 


USDA is an equal opportunity provider, employer and lender. 
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United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 


Forest 
Service 


Gunnison Ranger District 216 North Colorado Street 
Gunnison, CO 81230 
970-641-0471 
Fax: 970-642-4425 


 File Code: 1950; 2410 
 Date: April 1, 2019 


 
 
Dear Interested Party,  


The Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests (GMUG), Gunnison Ranger 
District, has prepared a preliminary environmental analysis for the Taylor Park Vegetation 
Management Project (Taylor Park EA), which is now available for review and comment. 


The primary purpose of the project is to increase the forest’s ability to respond to multiple and 
interactive stressors including climate change, drought, insect attack, or disease while promoting 
safety and reducing fuel loading in the Wildland-Urban Interface and surrounding areas.  The 
proposed action would amount to approximately 15,000 acres of treatment within the 276,000-
acre planning area.  


Proposed treatments preliminarily identified for suitable sites within the planning area are listed 
in the following table, along with their estimated acreages. Ultimate acreage of each treatment 
would likely change over the course of the project. Treatments would be refined during 
implementation as additional inventory is completed through the projects adaptive 
implementation approach that would use on-the-ground specific conditions in real time to 
determine treatments. 


Treatment Acres 
Dwarf Mistletoe Edge Strip Cuts or Clearcut 3,566 


Shelterwood Seed Cut 714 


Overstory Removal 733 


Young Stand -- Precommercial Thinning, Sanitation, or No Immediate Treatment 6,182 


Group Selection in Spruce 741 


Fuel Treatment  2,820 


Prescription To Be Determined, Mixed-species 193 


Total  14,949 


Additionally, this project is being developed under the authority of the Healthy Forest 
Restoration Act (HFRA; P.L. 108-148). It is eligible as an authorized project under this law 
because it is located within the area designated as experiencing or at risk of experiencing insect 
and disease infestations on the map proposed by the Governor of Colorado and is being 
developed collaboratively. 


The entire Taylor Park Vegetation Management Preliminary Environmental Analysis is available 
for review online at https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=53662, under the “Analysis” tab.  
Hardcopies may be reviewed at the Gunnison Ranger District office in Gunnison.  
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Adaptive Management Group 
A unique facet of this project is the public outreach strategy the district has developed.  Based on 
feedback from the public during the initial scoping phase of the project the district has partnered 
with Western Colorado University’s Center for Public Lands to assist in developing the project 
collaboratively and with the intention to stand up a team of committed citizens (an Adaptive 
Management Group or AMG) to support not only the development of the project but also 
implementation once the planning phase is completed.  The goal is to engage interested citizens 
in ways that share stewardship of the landscape between the USFS and the public in a more open 
and meaningful way.   


The concept of an AMG is being borrowed from the public engagement effort build during 
development of the Spruce Beatle Epidemic and Aspen Decline Management Response 
(SBEADMR) EIS completed in 2016.  The feedback received through this type of engagement 
from both a scientific and social standpoint, as well as the relationships and trust we can build, 
should strengthen the project substantively.   


The AMG will assist the Forest Service through suggesting specific changes to the Proposed 
Action. Thus, we anticipate some changes to the proposed action (or potentially an alternative) 
between this preliminary analysis and the final environmental assessment within the planning 
area. In response to public input I will consider suggested changes from any source; however, it 
is strongly encouraged that suggestions are filtered through the AMG for efficiency.  This group 
is open to the public and will meet with the GMUG to provide input on implementation of the 
proposed action throughout the life of the project.  


For more information on the AMG and Science Team and how to get involved, visit: 
https://www.centerforpubliclands.org/taylor-park. 


How to Comment 
Comments on the Taylor Park EA will be accepted for 30 days following the publication date of 
the opportunity to comment legal notice in the Gunnison County Times which is the newspaper 
of record or by May 6, 2019. Those wishing to comment should not rely upon dates or timeframe 
information provided by any other source.  


Mail comments regarding Taylor Park EA to:  


Matthew M. McCombs  
Gunnison District Ranger  
216 N. Colorado  
Gunnison, CO 81230 
Fax comments to: 970-642-4425.  


Please submit Electronic Comments on the following website: 
https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=53662, through the “Comment/Object on Project” link 
found on the right hand side of the page.  Electronic attachments to comments (e.g. .doc, .txt, .rtf 
or pdf) may also be submitted.   
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Hand delivered written comments will be accepted at the GMUG National Forests’, Gunnison 
Ranger District, 216 North Colorado Street, Gunnison, Colorado, between the hours of 7:30 a.m. 
and 4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday, except for Federal holidays.  


To be most effective when submitting comments, please include: (1) name, address, email 
address, and organization represented, if any; (2) the title of the project for which the comment is 
being submitted; and (3) specific facts, concerns or issues, and supporting reasons for the 
Responsible Official to consider.  


Only those who submit timely and specific written comments will have eligibility to file an 
objection under 36 CFR 218.8.  For objection eligibility, each individual or representative from 
each entity submitting timely and specific written comments must either sign the comment or 
verify identity upon request.  A scanned signature may serve as verification on electronic 
comments.  Individuals and organizations wishing to be eligible to object must meet the 
information requirements in 36 CFR 218.  Comments received, including the names and 
addresses of those who comment will become part of the public record for this project and will 
be subject to review pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act.  


Additional Information 
For project updates, please visit the project webpage: 
https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=53662. On the webpage you can subscribe to the 
electronic mailing list.  


For additional information concerning the Taylor Park EA, contact: Pamela King, NEPA 
Specialist, at 970-642-4436 or pamela.r.king@usda.gov. 


 


Sincerely, 


 
 
/s/Matthew M. McCombs  
MATTHEW M. MCCOMBS 
District Ranger 
 
 
 



https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=53662
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Photo Description:  Looking toward Taylor Park Reservoir from the Timberline trail near Gardner/Sanford Basin;  


Photo by Maddie Rehn.  


In accordance with Federal civil rights law and U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) civil rights regulations and policies, 
the USDA, its Agencies, offices, and employees, and institutions participating in or administering USDA programs are 
prohibited from discriminating based on race, color, national origin, religion, sex, gender identity (including gender 
expression), sexual orientation, disability, age, marital status, family/parental status, income derived from a public assistance 
program, political beliefs, or reprisal or retaliation for prior civil rights activity, in any program or activity conducted or 
funded by USDA (not all bases apply to all programs). Remedies and complaint filing deadlines vary by program or incident.  


Persons with disabilities who require alternative means of communication for program information (e.g., Braille, large print, 
audiotape, American Sign Language, etc.) should contact the responsible Agency or USDA’s TARGET Center at (202) 720-
2600 (voice and TTY) or contact USDA through the Federal Relay Service at (800) 877-8339. Additionally, program 
information may be made available in languages other than English.  


To file a program discrimination complaint, complete the USDA Program Discrimination Complaint Form, AD-3027, found 
online at http://www.ascr.usda.gov/complaint_filing_cust.html and at any USDA office or write a letter addressed to USDA 
and provide in the letter all of the information requested in the form. To request a copy of the complaint form, call (866) 632-
9992. Submit your completed form or letter to USDA by: (1) mail: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, D.C. 20250-9410; (2) fax: (202) 690-7442; or (3) 
email: program.intake@usda.gov.  


USDA is an equal opportunity provider, employer and lender. 



http://www.ascr.usda.gov/complaint_filing_cust.html





Taylor Park Vegetation Management Preliminary Environmental Analysis 


Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests 
iii 


Contents 


Introduction ..................................................................................................................................... 1 
Location of the Proposed Project Area ....................................................................................... 2 
Area History ................................................................................................................................ 4 


General Timber Harvest .......................................................................................................... 4 
Fire Activity and Management ................................................................................................ 5 
Forest Health Management ...................................................................................................... 6 


Management Direction and Strategies ............................................................................................. 8 
Healthy Forest Restoration Act ............................................................................................... 9 


Public Involvement ................................................................................................................... 11 
Adaptive Management Group and Science Team ................................................................. 12 


Scoping Issues ........................................................................................................................... 12 
Purpose and Need for the Proposal ............................................................................................... 14 
Proposed Action and Alternative ................................................................................................... 15 


Proposed Action ........................................................................................................................ 15 
Design Features ..................................................................................................................... 16 
Proposed Vegetation Treatment Details ................................................................................ 18 


No-Action Alternative ............................................................................................................... 21 
Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Action and Alternative .................................................. 22 


Timber Resources ..................................................................................................................... 22 
Affected Environment ........................................................................................................... 22 
Effects of the Proposed Action .............................................................................................. 25 
Cumulative Effects of the Proposed Action and Other Decisions ......................................... 28 


Fire and Fuels Management ...................................................................................................... 32 
Affected Environment ........................................................................................................... 32 
Effect of the No-Acton Alternative ....................................................................................... 33 
Effects of the Proposed Action .............................................................................................. 34 
Cumulative Effects ................................................................................................................ 34 


Transportation System .............................................................................................................. 36 
Existing System ..................................................................................................................... 36 
Effects of the No-Action Alternative..................................................................................... 36 
Effects of the Proposed Action .............................................................................................. 37 
Cumulative Effects ................................................................................................................ 38 


Watershed and Soils .................................................................................................................. 38 
Effects of the No-Action Alternative..................................................................................... 39 
Effects of the Proposed Action .............................................................................................. 40 
Cumulative Effects ................................................................................................................ 42 


Wildlife ..................................................................................................................................... 43 
Species Analyzed................................................................................................................... 43 
Effects of the No-Action Alternative..................................................................................... 43 
Effects of the Proposed Action .............................................................................................. 43 
Management Indicator Species .............................................................................................. 49 
Migratory Birds ..................................................................................................................... 50 
Cumulative Effects ................................................................................................................ 50 


Forest Service Sensitive Plants ................................................................................................. 51 
Affected Species .................................................................................................................... 51 
Effects of the No-Action Alternative..................................................................................... 56 
Effects of the Proposed Action .............................................................................................. 57 
Cumulative Effects ................................................................................................................ 58 







Taylor Park Vegetation Management Preliminary Environmental Analysis 


Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests 
iv 


Invasive Weeds ......................................................................................................................... 60 
Affected Environment ........................................................................................................... 60 
Effects of the No-Action Alternative..................................................................................... 60 
Effects of the Proposed Action .............................................................................................. 60 
Cumulative Effects ................................................................................................................ 61 


Heritage Resources ................................................................................................................... 61 
Background ........................................................................................................................... 61 
Effects of the No-Action Alternative..................................................................................... 62 
Effects of the Proposed Action .............................................................................................. 62 
Cumulative Effects ................................................................................................................ 62 


Agencies and Persons Consulted ................................................................................................... 63 
Federal, State, and Local Agencies: .......................................................................................... 63 
Tribes: ....................................................................................................................................... 63 
Others: ....................................................................................................................................... 63 


References ..................................................................................................................................... 65 
Appendix A. Implementation Checklist and Design Features....................................................... 69 


Planning Steps ........................................................................................................................... 71 
1. Consult the Environmental Assessment and Decision Notice ........................................... 71 
2. Validate within Thresholds ................................................................................................ 71 
3. Complete Area Surveys and Inventories ........................................................................... 72 
4. Draft Treatment Plan, Including Design Features ............................................................. 78 
5. Public Notice and Comment ............................................................................................ 113 
6. Conduct Public Field Trip of Proposed Treatment Area ................................................. 113 
7. Identification of Treatment - Specific Monitoring .......................................................... 113 
8. Finalize Treatment Plan – Timber Sale Contract, Service Contract ................................ 115 
9. District Ranger Approval ................................................................................................ 115 
10. Contract Review (if applicable) ..................................................................................... 115 
Literature Cited .................................................................................................................... 115 


Appendix B. Decision Tree for Silvicultural Prescription Application ....................................... 117 
Appendix C. Species List ............................................................................................................ 119 
Appendix D. Migratory Birds...................................................................................................... 123 


Physiographic Area 62: Southern Rocky Mountains .............................................................. 123 
BCR 16 (Southern Rockies/Colorado Plateau) BCC 2008 list ............................................... 124 


 


List of Tables 


Table 1. Proposed treatments ........................................................................................................ 15 
Table 2. Existing cover type (all lands within analysis area, includes National Forest System and 


private lands) ......................................................................................................................... 22 
Table 3. Habitat structural stages .................................................................................................. 23 
Table 4. Existing habitat structural stage in analysis area and treatment area .............................. 24 
Table 5. Summary of effects – proposed action structural stage ................................................... 27 
Table 7. Previous and proposed harvesting and regeneration rate1 ............................................... 31 
Table 8. Miles of each maintenance level road in project area ..................................................... 36 
Table 9: Watershed Affected1 Area from Proposed Action .......................................................... 40 
Table 10: Watershed Affected Area Cumulative Effects .............................................................. 42 
Table 11. Northern goshawk nesting habitat by treatment area .................................................... 45 
Table 12. Management indicator species ...................................................................................... 49 
Table 13. Region 2 sensitive plant species considered for this analysis ....................................... 51 
Table A-1. Sensitive species.......................................................................................................... 75 







Taylor Park Vegetation Management Preliminary Environmental Analysis 


Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests 
v 


Table A-2. Air quality ................................................................................................................... 78 
Table A-3. Cultural resources ........................................................................................................ 79 
Table A-4. Forest Service sensitive plants .................................................................................... 81 
Table A-5. Invasive weeds ............................................................................................................ 84 
Table A-6. Lands ........................................................................................................................... 87 
Table A-7. Range .......................................................................................................................... 88 
Table A-8. Recreation ................................................................................................................... 89 
Table A-9. Scenic quality and visual resources ............................................................................. 91 
Table A-10. Silviculture ................................................................................................................ 92 
Table A-11. Fuels and slash piles .................................................................................................. 94 
Table A-12. Transportation System and Haul Routes ................................................................... 96 
Table A-13. Water quality and soil productivity ........................................................................... 98 
Table A-14. Water bar spacing (feet) by slope and ASTM D 24871 Soil Classification ............ 105 
Table A-15. Maximum cross-drain spacing (feet) by slope and ASTM D-24871 Soil 


Classification ....................................................................................................................... 105 
Table A-16. Wildlife, fish, and rare plants .................................................................................. 106 
Table C-1. Federally listed and Forest Service sensitive species ................................................ 119 
 


List of Figures 


Figure 1. Planning area .................................................................................................................... 2 
Figure 2. Vicinity map ..................................................................................................................... 3 
Figure 3. South Trail Timber Sale, harvested in 1967, 1983, and 1990. ......................................... 4 
Figure 4. Images taken June 3, 1994. (A) Browns Gulch north side Taylor Canyon. Spring Creek 


Road top left. Doctor Park Trail runs up the right side. Area prescribed burned in 1985 and 
again in 1998. AH 659-36. (B) Active prescribed burn in Big Gulch. Doctor Park is at top 
left. AH 659-37. (C) Burning intensifying in heavier fuels. AH 660-2. (D) Active prescribed 
burn in Big Gulch. Previous days burning visible as blacken canopy gaps and scorched 
crowns. AH 660-4. .................................................................................................................. 5 


Figure 5. Pieplant Creek: Initial dwarf mistletoe clearcuts from 1981 surrounded by a dwarf 
mistletoe control strip from 1991 to 1993 fence post and pole sales. The treatment has 
established a 44-acre of healthy young lodgepole pine. Image taken June 18, 1995, AH 706-
10a. .......................................................................................................................................... 7 


Figure 6. Images taken October 4, 1982. (A) Prescribed fire in natural slash accumulation from 
severe dwarf mistletoe infestation. Zimmerman’s CSU Study units in between Illinois and 
Texas Creeks (AH 258-38). (B) Hot spot in heavy fuels (AH 259-14). (C) Fire in heavily 
dwarf mistletoe infested stand (AH 259-13). (D) Surface and crown fire in dwarf mistletoe 
infested stand (AH 259-19). .................................................................................................... 8 


Figure 7. Map of proposed action .................................................................................................. 17 
 


  







Taylor Park Vegetation Management Preliminary Environmental Analysis 


Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests 
vi 


 







Taylor Park Vegetation Management  Preliminary Environmental Analysis 


Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests 
1 


Introduction 
We, the Gunnison Ranger District of the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests 
(GMUG), are proposing to adaptively manage vegetation to: improve forest health and resiliency; 
minimize fuel loading to decrease the fire severity potential in wildland-urban interface (WUI); and to 
support local economies through the sustainable production of wood fiber on National Forest System 
lands totaling 14,949 acres of the Gunnison Ranger District. The Responsible Official for the decision to 
implement this action is the Gunnison District Ranger. 


We prepared this environmental assessment to determine whether the proposed activities may potentially 
result in significant impacts to the human environment, and thus require analysis through an 
environmental impact statement. By preparing this environmental assessment, we are fulfilling agency 
policy and direction to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and other relevant Federal and 
State laws and regulations. For more details of the proposed action, see the “Proposed Action and 
Alternatives” section of this document. 


With this proposal, we seek to implement multiple vegetation management actions. This proposal is 
guided by the Ecological Restoration and Resilience Policy (FSM 2020), the GMUG National Forest 
Land and Resource Management Plan (USDA Forest Service 1983 and 1991, Forest Plan) and the 
National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy (USDA and USDI 2014). 


The planning of this project was conducted across a much larger area than previous projects in order to 
cohesively manage the area’s long-term forest health, to maximize limited internal planning capacity and 
to increase the pace and scale of restoration and resiliency enhancing treatments across a broad landscape. 
As such, the planning area covers approximately 276,000 acres (figure 2). Of this total, 60 percent is 
excluded from active management in one of these three categories: designated wilderness (73,712 acres), 
Colorado Roadless Areas (80,214 acres), or Fossil Ridge Recreation Management Area (11,933 acres). 
Another approximately 10,000 acres are outside of Forest Service jurisdiction. About 33,000 acres is non-
forested. Of the remaining 67,000 acres, 25 percent is either too steep, rocky, or isolated, leaving about 
50,000 acres of land potentially suitable for forestry activities. That 50,000 acres is approximately 
75 percent lodgepole pine dominated and 25 percent spruce-fir dominated. Around 4,300 acres are 
allocated for proposed group selection in Engelmann spruce/subalpine fir through an existing decision 
(i.e., Spruce Beetle Epidemic and Aspen Decline Management Response Project or SBEADMR); 
SBEADMR is further considered in cumulative effects in the Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 
and Alternatives sections. This Taylor Park Environmental Assessment is proposing management on 
roughly 15,000 acres of lodgepole pine dominated forest, 6,200 acres of which is thinning to improve 
overall forest health.  
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Figure 1. Planning area 


Location of the Proposed Project Area 
The project area is located approximately 20 to 35 miles northeast of Gunnison, Colorado, on the 
Gunnison Ranger District in the Spring Creek of the Taylor River drainages. The project planning area 
encompasses approximately 90 percent of the greater Taylor River watershed (HUC 5) and includes a 
small portion (approximately 500 acres) of the Cement Creek subwatershed (HUC 6) in a previously 
managed area. In general, the planning area is defined by the subwatershed divides following Taylor 
River and Spring Creek above Harmel’s Resort (see figure 2). The project area lies in Gunnison County, 
Colorado, and can be accessed via Colorado State Highway 135 and County and Forest Roads 742 and 
744 at Almont, Colorado.  
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Figure 2. Vicinity map 
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Area History 


General Timber Harvest  
Existing conditions in the Taylor Park Vegetation Treatment project planning area are the result of past 
management, wildland fire activity (both wildfire and prescribed fire), forest succession, and disease. This 
background discussion provides a summary of how those forces have acted on the project area. 


Early settlers in Taylor River began cutting trees around 1880 near mining towns like Tincup, mining 
camps, and mines. Wood was used locally for houselogs, fencing material, mine props, and fuel. Timber 
harvest for mining operations continued into the 1930s. The only extensive cutting, at this time, was for 
charcoal production in the forest around Tincup. 


The livestock industry cut and used trees for fence posts and poles local to the Taylor River area, then 
used material more widely in the Gunnison Basin as the transportation system improved. Most of the 
early post and pole cutting was scattered in random pockets.  


Modern commercial timber harvest for sawlogs began in 1967 with a series of clearcuts in mixed spruce-
fir and lodgepole pine in Rocky Brook and Trail Creek (figure 3). The Taylor Park timber harvesting 
started considerably later compared to harvesting to the south of this area (near Pitkin, Colorado), where 
railroad infrastructure was in place, which started in 1878.  


 


Figure 3. South Trail Timber Sale, harvested in 1967, 1983, and 1990.  
Part of the 1980 Spring Creek Burn is at the bottom. The average 1983 and 1990 average clearcut size is 
10.9 acres. The five larger snow-covered units in the distance were from the 1967 harvest and average size is 
26.3 acres). Twenty-one percent of the 5,300-acre forested spatial area south of the Spring Creek Burn and 
between Taylor River and Trail Creek has been regenerated during the last 50 years. This equates to 
4 percent per decade. Image taken June 18, 1995, AH 706-9. 


Since the early 1970s, sawtimber and pole cutting has been generally concentrated on those lodgepole 
pine stands significantly infested with dwarf mistletoe in an effort to minimize disease in those areas 
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suitable for long-term timber production. During the early 1980s, stands of highly diseased and non-
merchantable size trees were non-commercially treated to start the regeneration process. In figure 3, the 
1983 clearcuts were non-commercial stand-replacement treatments. 


Fire Activity and Management 
Review of aerial photos back to 1939 indicate that pre-settlement stand-replacing fires averaged 80 acres 
in size. Forests around the stand-replacement fires likely burned in the same events, but at lower 
intensities which did not entirely replace the overstory. A study in the early 1980s indicated that the pre-
settlement forest fire return interval was 30 to 50 years; oftentimes, the first two fires on a site burned at 
low intensity and small in scale which caused some trees to die and become windthrown, which increased 
ladder fuels. These low-intensity burns likely created conditions that intensified mistletoe spread and 
intensification. When a third fire came through a stand it was often a stand-replacing event, fueled by the 
increased fuel loadings and by dwarf mistletoe brooms forming fuel ladders into the crowns. This pre-
settlement fire pattern ceased with fire suppression in the early 1900s.  


In the historical period, forest fires were few and small up until 1980. In June 1980, the Crystal Creek Fire 
burned about 290 acres. A few days later the Spring Creek Fire burned 900 acres. In September 1988, the 
Lily Pond Fire consumed 180 acres. The Ute Gulch Fire of October 1991 burned 60 acres. The number of 
human-caused fire starts has been increasing with the increase in recreational use in Taylor Park. 


 


Figure 4. Images taken June 3, 1994. (A) Browns Gulch north side Taylor Canyon. Spring Creek Road top left. 
Doctor Park Trail runs up the right side. Area prescribed burned in 1985 and again in 1998. AH 659-36. (B) 
Active prescribed burn in Big Gulch. Doctor Park is at top left. AH 659-37. (C) Burning intensifying in heavier 
fuels. AH 660-2. (D) Active prescribed burn in Big Gulch. Previous days burning visible as blacken canopy 
gaps and scorched crowns. AH 660-4. 







Taylor Park Vegetation Management  Preliminary Environmental Analysis 


Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests 
6 


In the 1980s and on into the 2000s, efforts were made to restore fire to the landscape in lodgepole pine. 
The focus of the prescribed burning was improving and maintaining bighorn sheep habitat in the Taylor 
Canyon area (figure 4). The burning was in the steep, rocky canyon and the unroaded forest above the 
canyon. Approximately 9,500 acres have been burned in the analysis area. Some areas have been burned 
three times. Fire severity has ranged from light underburning to full stand replacement. In the aftermath of 
the Spring Creek Fire and the increased awareness of wildland fire danger, fuel break treatments were 
developed in conduction with dwarf mistletoe control treatments (discussed below). Around the Red 
Mountain Summer Home Group, six stand-replacement units covering 123 acres were created as fuel 
breaks. Additionally, on the forested slopes northwest of Rainbow Subdivision near Tincup, commercial 
clearcuts and noncommercial stand replacing treatments were made to provide the beginning of fuel 
breaks upwind of the community. Recently, portions of the needed fuel treatments have been completed 
along the road into Tincup. 


Forest Health Management  
The Gunnison Ranger District has approximately 285,000 acres of lodgepole pine-dominated forest with 
an additional 162,000 acres of lodgepole pine mixed with other dominant tree species. Extensive 
surveying estimates (Johnson et al. 1981) that 52 percent of those lodgepole forests, or approximately 
149,040 acres, have some level of dwarf mistletoe infestation. We do not have estimates for Taylor Park 
specifically, but because there is substantial area of lodgepole pine more or less free of dwarf mistletoe in 
the southern portion of the District, the percentage of infestation is probably much higher in Taylor Park. 
Since lodgepole pine is a predominate species in the Taylor Park area, dwarf mistletoe infestations (and 
the corresponding impacts of slower growth rates and longevity, increased ladder fuels from mistletoe 
brooms, increased likelihood of severe fire (Worrall 2018), and seedling mortality (Geils and 
Hawksworth 2002) has been the leading forest disease concern for the area.  


By the 1970s, the impact of dwarf mistletoe on lodgepole pine growth and health was well understood 
and documented. The earliest science reports on the disease impact date back to the 1920s. The disease 
control method recommended is cutting the infested trees in clearcuts. Partial cutting or thinning in dwarf 
mistletoe infested stands has been shown to accelerated disease spread and intensity (Haines 2019). To 
prevent reinfestation of young lodgepole pine in regenerated stands, the recommendation is to cut rings 
around the young stand to pull the disease seed source back away from young healthy trees (Worrall 
2018). 


In 1973, the first steps in managing disease-infested lodgepole pine began in the Cottonwood Pass area. 
Clearcutting units were focused on dwarf mistletoe centers, with the intention of eliminating disease in 
the cutting unit and obtaining an uninfected stand of young lodgepole pine. Relatively young, dwarf 
mistletoe-free stands were commercially thinned for posts, poles, mine props, and some small diameter 
sawlogs. 


In Taylor Park in the 1970s, foresters refined a strategy to conduct disease control while accommodating 
for wildlife habitat, providing forage for big game while leaving hiding and thermal cover adjacent. The 
strategy was to center the clearcuts (approximately two-15 acres in size) on the worst infestation centers 
in the initial harvest. Where there was interest to increase water yield, initial patch clearcuts ranged from 
3 to 5 acres in size. Then at 10-year intervals, remove a ring (control strip) between 60 and 100-feet wide 
away from the young trees (figure 5). Where practical, clearcut unit edges were placed adjacent to dwarf 
mistletoe-free stands or stands of other tree species (spruce and fir). 







Taylor Park Vegetation Management  Preliminary Environmental Analysis 


Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests 
7 


 


Figure 5. Pieplant Creek: Initial dwarf mistletoe clearcuts from 1981 surrounded by a dwarf mistletoe control 
strip from 1991 to 1993 fence post and pole sales. The treatment has established a 44-acre of healthy young 
lodgepole pine. Image taken June 18, 1995, AH 706-10a. 


Commercial harvest was used to implement this strategy from the 1970s to the mid-2000s, until the 
timber industry declined. Small forest product sales in this period did contribute to the edge treatments. 
Once timber industry recovered in 2013, the harvest focus was centered on salvaging bark beetle-killed 
Engelmann spruce elsewhere on the Gunnison Ranger District.  


During the 1980s, funding was available to conduct noncommercial stand replacement of dwarf mistletoe 
infested lodgepole pine. Sites included in this effort were dense “doghair” sapling-pole stands and stands 
with little commercial value. A variety of stand-replacement tactics were experimented with, including: 
roller chopping, stand-replacement prescribed burning (figure 6), machine piling, hand felling, or 
combinations of those treatments. 


In total, this legacy of forestry actions has not only contributed to disease control efforts but also 
contributed to age-class diversity which increases forest resiliency to landscape level stressors, supplied 
fuel reduction in the wildland-urban interface and generally supported ecosystem health. The added 
benefit has been sustainable wood products for a wood products industry that has struggled to gain a solid 
economic footing until recently. 
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Figure 6. Images taken October 4, 1982. (A) Prescribed fire in natural slash accumulation from severe dwarf 
mistletoe infestation. Zimmerman’s CSU Study units in between Illinois and Texas Creeks (AH 258-38). 
(B) Hot spot in heavy fuels (AH 259-14). (C) Fire in heavily dwarf mistletoe infested stand (AH 259-13). 
(D) Surface and crown fire in dwarf mistletoe infested stand (AH 259-19).  


Management Direction and Strategies 


Direction and national strategies guiding the proposed action is summarized below.  


National Policy and Direction 


Ecological Restoration and Resilience (FMS 2020) 
Forest Service policy on ecological restoration and resilience was first written as an interim directive in 
2008, and revised in 2010, 2011, and 2013. Final Forest Service policy on these topics was proposed in 
2013. The proposed directive provides broad foundational policy for using ecological restoration to 
manage National Forest System lands in a sustainable manner. The policy spans all resource areas and 
activities applicable to land management and establishes a common definition for ecological restoration 
and resilience that is consistent with the 2012 Land Planning rule. The discussion below follows the latest 
(2013) interim directive, because that is current Forest Service policy. 
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The objective of restoration is stated as follows:  


“The aim is to reestablish and retain ecological resilience of National Forest System lands and associated 
resources to achieve sustainable management and provide a broad range of ecosystem services. Healthy, 
resilient landscapes will have greater capacity to survive natural disturbances and large scale threats to 
sustainability, especially under changing and uncertain future environmental conditions, such as those 
driven by climate change and increasing human uses” (FSM 2020.2, Objective, interim directive).  


Ecological restoration activities may include recovery from high-severity fires, restoring terrestrial and 
aquatic habitat, and watershed restoration treatments, among others. The policy incorporates 
consideration of increased human use and climate change on National Forest System lands when 
developing restoration and resilience activities. The directive reinforces the use of adaptive management, 
scientific information, and collaboration in agency planning and decision-making. 


The directive defines restoration as:  


“The process of assisting the recovery of an ecosystem that has been degraded, damaged, or destroyed. 
Ecological restoration focuses on establishing the composition, structure, pattern, and ecological 
processes necessary to facilitate terrestrial and aquatic ecosystem sustainability, resilience, and health 
under current and future conditions” (FSM 2020.5). 


Adaptive management is defined as:  


“A system of management practices based on clearly identified outcomes and monitoring to determine if 
management actions are meeting desired outcomes, and if not, to facilitate management changes that will 
best ensure that outcomes are met or reevaluated. Adaptive management stems from the recognition that 
knowledge about natural resource systems is sometimes uncertain” (36 CFR 219.16; FSM 1905; FSM 
2020.5). In the context of the proposed action, desired outcomes are associated with tree species and 
structural stand conditions and successful implementation of project design features designed to 
minimize/eliminate impacts to natural resources. 


Healthy Forest Restoration Act 
Every five years, Congress passes legislation that sets national agriculture, nutrition, conservation, and 
forestry policy. In 2014, Congress approved the Agriculture Act of 2014, commonly referred to as the 
“2014 Farm Bill.” Section (§) 8204 of the 2014 Farm Bill amended Title VI of the Healthy Forest 
Restoration Act of 2003 ((HFRA) 16 U.S.C. 6591)) by adding §602, and §603 to provide treatment in 
areas of declining forest health. The projects are carried out in accordance with HFRA Title I §102(b), (c), 
(d), and sections 104, 105, and 106. Section 603 allows the use of categorical exclusions for projects that 
meet specific criteria. The HFRA encourages collaboration, emphasizes community protection, focuses 
the environmental analysis process, and provides a “pre-decisional” objection process.  


Under HFRA Title VI, §602 (b)(1), the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, which oversees 
the U.S. Forest Service, was required to designate areas requested by state Governors as part of an insect 
and disease treatment program. An area may be designated as part of an insect and disease treatment 
program if it meets as least one of the following criteria:  


• Experiencing forest health decline based on annual forest health surveys  
• At risk of experiencing substantially increased tree mortality over the next 15 years based on the 


most recent National Insect and Disease Map published by the Forest Service  
• In an area in which hazard trees pose imminent risk to public infrastructure, health, or safety  
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On May 20, 2014, Secretary of Agriculture Vilsack announced the designation of approximately 
45.6 million acres of National Forest System lands in 35 states to address insect and disease threats that 
weaken forests and increase the risk of forest fire. The planning area of this project (excluding designated 
wilderness areas) was designated under Section 602.  


The project area meets the definition of “declining forest health” in §602(a) and is eligible for analysis 
under Titles VI of the HFRA.  


National Strategy 


Western Bark Beetle Strategy 
The Western Bark Beetle Strategy (USDA Forest Service, 2011) was developed in response to current 
bark beetle epidemic in the western United States. The strategy addresses the three prongs of the bark 
beetle problem: human safety, forest recovery, and forest resiliency. 


National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy 
In the Federal Land Assistance, Management, and Enhancement Act of 2009 (FLAME Act), Congress 
mandated the development of a national cohesive wildland fire management strategy to comprehensively 
address wildland fire management across all lands in the United States. Shortly after enactment of the 
FLAME Act, a three-phased, intergovernmental planning and analysis process involving stakeholders and 
the public was initiated: the National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy, more commonly 
referred to as the Cohesive Strategy (USDA & USDI 2014). Its vision for the next century is “to safely 
and effectively extinguish fire, when needed; use fire where allowable; and as a Nation, live with 
wildland fire” (USDA and USDI). The Cohesive Strategy is an effort to work collaboratively among all 
stakeholders and across all landscapes, using best science, to make meaningful progress toward three 
identified goals: resilient landscapes, fire-adapted communities, and safe and effective wildfire response. 
The proposed action is informed by the Cohesive Strategy’s identified goal of achieving and maintaining 
resilient landscapes via fire and non-fire vegetation and fuels management. 


Forest Plan 
The 1991 Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests Amended Land and Resource 
Management Plan (Forest Plan), is the programmatic document required by the rules implementing the 
Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Act of 1974 (RPA) as amended by the National Forest 
Management Act of 1976 (NFMA). The purpose of the Forest Plan is to provide direction for the multiple 
use and sustained yield of goods and services from National Forest System lands in an environmentally 
sound manner. The Forest Plan provides overall goals and objectives, standards and guidelines, and 
management area-specific goals and objectives that direct management of the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre 
and Gunnison National Forests. The Forest Plan can be viewed online on the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre 
and Gunnison National Forests website: Amended Land and Resource Management Plan, 1991 
http://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/gmug/landmanagement/planning/?cid=fsbdev7_003229. 


The proposed action is consistent with general management direction identified in the amended GMUG 
Forest Plan. General direction pertinent to this analysis include vegetation management, cultural 
resources, wildlife resources, old growth management, forest products, water quality, fire, insects and 
disease, and soil resources (Forest Plan, 1991, pp. III-2 through III-5). 



https://www.forestsandrangelands.gov/strategy/

http://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/gmug/landmanagement/planning/?cid=fsbdev7_003229
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General Direction for Forest Plan Management Area 
The Forest Plan set management allocations for specific uses of land and established twenty 
Management Areas (MA) within the Forest to meet multiple use objectives (p. III-86). The MAs that 
overlap with the proposed treatment areas of the proposed action are 2A—Semi-Primitive Motorized 
Recreation (pp. III-100 to 104), 2B—Roaded Natural and Rural Recreation Opportunities (pp. III-
105 to 109), 4D—Aspen Management (pp. III-120 to 123), 6B—Livestock Grazing (pp. III-145 to 
149), and 7A—Timber Management on Slopes Under 40 Percent (pp. III-150 to 154). All of these 
Mas allow for vegetation management activities. 


Public Involvement 
On April 13, 2018, we issued a scoping letter that described the project purpose and need, as well as the 
proposed action, and solicited public comments. Scoping outreach consisted of:  


• Approximately 209 postal letters mailed out on April 17, 2018 
• Approximately 319 emails sent to unique email addresses on April 18, 2018 
• News Releases posted on the GMUG website, Facebook and Twitter accounts on April 17, 2018 
• News Release and Legal Notice published in the Gunnison Times on April 19, 2018 (initiating the 


30-day scoping period) 


Seventy individuals, private businesses, non-governmental organizations, local governments or Tribal 
governments provided written comments in response to our scoping letter. Of these, 28 were unique 
letters and 42 were copies of a form letter. Commenters who commented during scoping or during other 
official comment periods will have standing to file pre-decisional objections based on the final 
environmental analysis or draft decision. 


On June 21, 2018, we held a public meeting in Tincup to present the proposed project to interested 
members of the public and solicit additional comments. More than 20 individuals attended the public 
meeting in Tincup. Attendees included local area residents (mostly seasonal) and representatives of non-
governmental organizations. A Questions and Answer document from the meeting was posted on the 
project website and can be found in the project record (Taylor Park EA_PublicMeeting06212019_Q&A).  


From the scoping response, we identified 148 individual comments ranging from specific requests to 
modify elements of the proposed action to general statements of support or opposition to the proposed 
action. We grouped the overall comments into five key issues:  


1. Clearcuts away from the wildland-urban-interface (WUI) and other infrastructure will reduce forest 
age class diversity, and overall forest resiliency. No clear cuts should be conducted other than those 
necessary to address fuel loading near the WUI and hazards to existing infrastructure. 


2. Clearcuts will adversely affect wildlife habitat. A persistent subset of this category is that clearcuts to 
control lodgepole pine dwarf mistletoe will result in 300 foot “permanently cleared” strips that will 
fragment lynx habitat. 


3. Clearcuts will create hotter microclimates and inhibit regeneration. 


4. Opening temporary roads for timber sales and other management actions will impact habitat quality 
and quiet of forest, both from operations and from increased use of temporary roads for motorized 
recreation. 



https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/108924_FSPLT3_4376874.pdf





Taylor Park Vegetation Management  Preliminary Environmental Analysis 


Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests 
12 


5. Small size of sale areas, poor value of materials to be removed (mistletoe damaged timber, small 
diameter logs, requirement to lop and pile or remove slash, etc.) may hinder economic viability of 
commercial logging accomplishing project goals, 


Adaptive Management Group and Science Team 
Through the planning of the Spruce Beetle Epidemic and Aspen Decline Management Response 
(SBEADMR) project, the SBEADMR Adaptive Management Group (AMG) was formed to assist the 
Forest in applying the adaptive management framework over a multi-year timeframe in accordance with 
the SBEADMR FEIS and Record of Decision. This group consists of a diverse representation of external 
stakeholders who have an interest in vegetation management across the GMUG. In addition to the 
SBEADMR AMG, the Forest entered into an agreement with the Rocky Mountain Research Station and 
Colorado State University/Colorado Forest Restoration Institute to address scientific questions and 
monitoring needs for the SBEADMR project and future projects. The scientists engaged through this 
agreement are referred to as the Science Team.  


Initially, we planned to utilize the SBEADMR AMG and Science Team for the Taylor Park Vegetation 
Management project. However, through scoping and the public meeting held in Tincup, it was strongly 
encouraged by local stakeholders that a separate and more localized AMG and Science Team be 
established for this Taylor Park.  


To be responsive to local stakeholders, the District Ranger entered into an agreement with Western State 
University’s Center for Public Lands (Western) for the development, facilitation and management of a 
local AMG and Science Team. Though this localized AMG and Science Team are separate from the 
SBEADMR AMG and Science Team, it is our intent that they will be working together (to some extent) 
as treatments from the SBEADMR and the current proposed project would be adjacent to each other in 
some instances.  


On December 10, 2018, the formation of the AMG was initiated when Western held a public meeting to 
provide information on what an AMG is and what the role of the AMG would be, gauge what 
stakeholders should be in the group, and gain an understanding of stakeholders’ values/concerns regarding 
the forest health condition and proposed project. During this meeting, it was expressed that interested 
potential members of the AMG wanted a more collaborative role in the development of the project and 
requested an official comment period be provided for the environmental assessment. To accommodate 
this desire, the District Ranger decided to publish this Preliminary Environmental Analysis for a 30-day 
comment period.  


We anticipate some changes to the proposed action or development of an alternative between this 
preliminary analysis and the final environmental assessment within the planning area, in response to 
public input.  Specifically, the AMG will assist us through suggesting specific changes to the Proposed 
Action. However, we will consider suggested changes from any source. This group is open to the public 
and will meet with the GMUG to provide input on implementation of the proposed action throughout the 
life of the project.  


For more information on the AMG and Science Team and how to get involved, visit: 
https://www.centerforpubliclands.org/taylor-park-project-events. 


Scoping Issues 
Here is a summary response to the scoping comments, grouped by key issues: 



https://www.centerforpubliclands.org/taylor-park-project-events
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Issue: Clearcuts away from the WUI and other infrastructure will reduce forest age class diversity, and 
overall forest resiliency. No clearcuts should be conducted other than those necessary to address fuel 
loading near the WUI and hazards to existing infrastructure. 
Response: The proposed clearcuts would be generally small in size and occur in a mosaic across the 
treatment area. Currently, 98 percent of the forested acres in the planning area are over 1-inch diameter at 
breast height (DBH), with 31 percent of forested acres over 9 inches DBH. Clearcutting would move a 
stand into a size class of less than 1-inch average DBH, which would actually increase forest age class 
diversity, as this young age class currently only comprises 0.3 percent of forested acres in the project area. 
Also, as a reference, proposed treatment units comprise 8 percent of forested acres in the planning area, 
and some treatments would not be changing the overall age class of the stand. 


Issue: Clearcuts will adversely affect wildlife habitat. A persistent subset of this category is that clearcuts 
to control lodgepole pine dwarf mistletoe will result in 300 foot “permanently cleared” strips that will 
fragment lynx habitat.  
Response: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with our determination that the proposed action 
“may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, Canada lynx.” For additional information on potential 
impacts to Canada lynx in particular, and wildlife habitat in general, see the Wildlife Section, below. 
Regarding the concern that clearcuts would result in permanently cleared areas, our experience with many 
years of clearcuts of varying size in lodgepole pine forest is that lodgepole regeneration has occurred after 
clearcutting (Haines 2019). Further, the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) dictates that we ensure 
clearcut areas are restocked with trees within five years. 


Issue: Clearcuts will create hotter microclimates and inhibit regeneration. 
Response: Clearcuts remove shading from a site allowing direct sunlight to the soil surface. The 
increased sunlight warms the soil surface and increases the solar flux (input) to the exposed site. 
Lodgepole pine and aspen prefer to regenerate in these sunnier and warmer site conditions. Where 
lodgepole pine cones are “serotinous” or closed, the warmth near the soil surface allows the cones to open 
up and disperse their seed. Other tree species do not regenerate well in open clearcut conditions due to 
soil warming and increased sunlight. Engelmann spruce at high elevations is among these tree species. We 
are required by NFMA to restock regeneration (clearcut) harvests within five years. Proposed unit areas 
were not identified in areas where regeneration would be difficult to achieve post-harvest. 


Issue: Opening temporary roads for timber sales and other management actions will impact habitat 
quality, both from operations and from increased use of temporary roads for motorized recreation. 
Response: All temporary roads opened for project implementation would be posted as closed to the 
general public during project implementation and blocked from unauthorized use. The temporary roads 
would be decommissioned and rehabilitated upon the end of project implementation. While disruption of 
wildlife habitat would result from our implementation of the proposed action, these activities are 
consistent with ongoing forest management, Forest Plan direction, and have been analyzed in the wildlife 
effects section. 


Issue: Small size of sale areas, poor value of materials to be removed (mistletoe damaged timber, small 
diameter logs, requirement to lop and pile or remove slash, etc.) may hinder economic viability of 
commercial logging accomplishing project goals. 
Response: Timber sales that are developed from the Proposed Action will be planned with economic 
factors in mind, including move-in and move-out costs and temporary road costs. Our standard appraisal 
system will be utilized where work such as temporary road construction/rehabilitation will be factored in 
to the advertised rate for the sawtimber. Due to the adaptive nature of our planning, we will be reviewing 
design features on a sale-by-sale basis and ensure that what is included is necessary. We acknowledge that 







Taylor Park Vegetation Management  Preliminary Environmental Analysis 


Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests 
14 


some activities (non-commercial forest health/fuels treatments) in the proposed action will not be covered 
by a standard timber sale contract and that other contracting/funding mechanisms may have to be utilized. 


Purpose and Need for the Proposal 
The primary purpose of the proposed action is to increase the forest’s ability to respond to multiple and 
interactive stressors including climate change, drought, insect attack, or disease while promoting safety 
and reducing fuel loading in the wildland-urban interface and surrounding areas. Based on existing 
conditions and Forest Plan direction, the need for the proposed action is to manage forest vegetation to 
bring current and foreseeable conditions closer to desired conditions on landscapes where commercial 
harvest can be implemented appropriately and effectively.  


The secondary purpose of the proposed action is to provide wood products for the local economy which 
relies on wood fiber harvested sustainably from public lands.  


Project Objectives 


• Thin and harvest stands to improve forest health, reduce fuels in wildland-urban interface areas, 
using commercial harvest and non-commercial treatments as appropriate to the site-specific 
situation. 


o In the wildland-urban interface: reduce the potential for crown fire by reducing or 
breaking up canopy continuity, decrease potential surface fire intensity via reduced 
surface fuels, and improving tree health and vigor. 


o Protect young, healthy stands of lodgepole pine from infestation by dwarf mistletoe 
through harvesting infested stands and treatment of adjacent strips and stands. 


o Salvage trees killed by spruce bark beetle, mountain pine beetle, Douglas-fir bark beetle 
and wildfire for commercial wood products. 


o Precommercially thin young stands of lodgepole pine to increase/maintain growth rates. 
• Remove hazard trees along the Taylor Canyon and Spring Creek Roads (CR 742 and FR 744). 
• Provide lodgepole pine and Engelmann spruce sawtimber and other forest products such as 


firewood, fence posts, and corral poles from suited timber in the watershed. Focus is on dwarf 
mistletoe infested stands and spruce resiliency treatments outside of SBEADMR treatment units. 
Proposed commercial harvest would be in addition to, and in conjunction with that of 
SBEADMR. 


The project would implement management direction identified in the Forest Plan, by responding to goals 
and objectives and would move the planning area toward desired conditions (III-1 through III-5). 
Specifically, the Forest Plan goal for vegetation is to “manage vegetation in a manner to provide and 
maintain a healthy and vigorous ecosystem resistant to insects, diseases and other natural and human 
causes.”  


Additionally, this project is being developed under the authority of the Healthy Forest Restoration Act 
(HFRA; P.L. 108-148). It is eligible as an authorized project under this law because it is located within the 
area designated as experiencing or at risk of experiencing insect and disease infestations on the map 
proposed by the Governor of Colorado and is being developed collaboratively. 
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Proposed Action and Alternative 
Proposed Action 
The Gunnison Ranger District has preliminarily identified areas for the suite of treatments listed in table 
1. Treatments are limited to areas outside of wilderness, Colorado Roadless Areas, and designated 
recreation management areas. The location of the treatments is depicted in Figure 7; a poster sized map 
can be found on the project website.  The total acreage for treatment shown in Table 1 is the maximum 
that would occur over the 10-year life of the project.   


The exact extent and location of treatments to be applied would be determined through an adaptive 
approach. Treatments were mapped with our best available data; however, there may be discrepancies and 
errors in the existing data.  As such, during implementation, actual treatment boundaries would vary and 
may include areas adjacent to the mapped areas.  During the 10-year implementation period, the project 
interdisciplinary team would survey areas proposed for treatment to determine existing conditions, 
identify appropriate treatments and schedule implementation. The interdisciplinary team would use the 
implementation checklist (Appendix A) to guide survey and implementation planning. The 
interdisciplinary team would determine treatment type, location and extent based on site-specific 
conditions identified during survey and implementation planning. See the Decision Tree for Silvicultural 
Prescription Application (Appendix B). Proposed treatments follow standard silvicultural practices 
identified by Alexander 1974 and 1986; Alexander and Edminister 1980 and 1981; Cole and Koch 1995; 
Hawksworth 1977; Hawksworth, et al. unknown; and Hawksworth and Wiens 1996. 


We would not develop any new permanent roads for this project. Any temporary roads created for the 
treatment would be closed and obliterated upon project completion. Any currently closed administrative 
roads that would be opened for project implementation would be closed upon project completion. At no 
time would temporary or administrative roads be open to public use. We would retain the open road and 
trail system, as defined by the 2010 Gunnison Travel Management Plan Decision and displayed on the 
current Motor Vehicle Use Map for the Gunnison Ranger District.  


We would implement project design features specifically developed to protect sensitive natural features 
during all treatments. A list of project design features is incorporated into the implementation checklist 
(Appendix A). 


Descriptions of treatments follow. 


Table 1. Proposed treatments 
Treatment Acres 


Dwarf Mistletoe Edge Strip Cuts or Clearcut 3,566 


Shelterwood Seed Cut 714 


Overstory Removal 733 


Young Stand -- Precommercial Thinning, Sanitation, or No Immediate Treatment 6,182 


Group Selection in Spruce 741 


Fuel Treatment  2,820 


Prescription To Be Determined, Mixed-species 193 


Total  14,949 



https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/108924_FSPLT3_4636454.pdf

https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=53662
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Design Features 
We developed project design features for the proposed action to conserve and protect natural and human 
environment resources during the implementation of the Taylor Park Project (modeled after the design 
features from the SBEADMR project). Appendix A: Implementation Checklist and Design Features lists 
the identifier, design feature description (objective/specifications), and source for each design feature. 
Many of the design features are from the Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines, Forest Service 
Handbooks/Manuals direction, Best Management Practices, and professional judgement. Treatment-
specific design features will be selected by GMUG resource specialists during pre-implementation 
analysis. 


During implementation, design features could be modified to fit the situation so long as the intent of the 
design feature is maintained. If specific design features are found to be ineffective in their intended 
purpose for most or all situations, they would be updated (with justification) to meet the intention. These 
modifications will be vetted through the Adaptive Management Group, Science Team, and Forest 
Leadership Team, with the deciding officer making the final determination. The intent of this adaptive 
approach is to ensure robust, community engaged monitoring throughout implementation of the project.  
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Figure 7. Map of proposed action 
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Proposed Vegetation Treatment Details 
This project would be implemented using an adaptive approach. The anticipated treatments displayed in 
figure 7, were our best estimations as to what treatments are needed on the ground to address the purpose 
and need for this project. These estimated treatments were developed from GMUG Geographic 
Information System (GIS) data, professional knowledge, and interdisciplinary team input. Treatments 
chosen for implementation in the portrayed areas would depend on site-specific conditions identified 
during survey and implementation planning (Appendix A). Below are the types of treatments proposed.  


Dwarf Mistletoe Edge Strip Cuts and Dwarf Mistletoe Clearcut 


Vegetation Type: Lodgepole pine dominated areas  


Treatment: This treatment would be used in lodgepole pine-dominated areas where dwarf mistletoe is 
present. In areas surrounding young lodgepole pine stands, we would harvest or fell infested edges, 
generally within 100 to 300 feet of healthy, young trees. Where edges are healthy lodgepole pine or other 
tree species, harvest or treatment could be deferred. Where young stands are close to one another and 
edge cuts between would leave only a narrow strip of trees that would be vulnerable to windthrow, the 
entire strip would be removed.  


Several non-edge strip stand clearcuts are proposed in areas of high infestation. Exact location and extent 
of individual dwarf mistletoe clearcuts would be determined through implementation-phase surveys. No 
individual clearcut would exceed the 40-acre limitation identified in the Forest Plan (III-43).  


All lodgepole pine other than wildlife trees would be removed or felled within the treatment area. Where 
insufficient dead trees are present to meet snag retention requirements (i.e., retention of standing dead 
trees to retain wildlife habitat), live lodgepole pine wildlife trees would be girdled to create wildlife snags. 
This would also reduce the spread of dwarf mistletoe, which requires a live host tree. Other tree species 
could be left uncut if they are healthy and of low risk for windthrow. Mechanical site preparation would 
be used to promote seed germination and seedling survival and to meet wildlife and/or fuels objective on 
the site through piling and burning slash. Snags and downed logs would be retained on site as prescribed 
in the Forest Plan and by the District Biologist.  


Desired Condition: Stands of young, vigorous lodgepole pine (and other species where present) that are 
free to grow without dwarf mistletoe infection. These stands will not be susceptible to mountain pine 
beetle for several decades and will break up the fuel continuity in the area. If the implementation team 
determines that a stand is in good condition with healthy trees it may not need treatment. Treatment 
decisions would be made on a case-by-case basis during implementation, based on existing conditions. 


Shelterwood Seed Cut 


Vegetation Type: Lodgepole pine dominated areas without mistletoe infection.  


Treatment: This treatment would be used in lodgepole pine dominated stands not infested with dwarf 
mistletoe. This treatment would remove 40 to 45 percent of the overstory trees uniformly, or in groups of 
¼ acre to 2 acres in size, across the stand to promote regeneration by allowing sunlight and nutrients to 
reach the forest floor. Seeds from the remaining overstory trees would germinate to foster regeneration. 
The neighboring residual trees would provide for partial shading of seed beds and protection of young 
trees from drying winds. 
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The prescription would be either the first step in a two-step shelterwood cut, or the second step of a three-
step shelterwood cut. After 20 years (under a new planning effort), final overstory removal would be 
completed to release the then established understory of young trees. 


The treatment would create a two-aged, two-storied stand in the short term. In the longer term, after final 
overstory removal, a relatively even-aged, single-storied stand would result. Concentrations of heavy fuel 
loading would be piled and burned. 


Desired Condition: Establishment of regenerating stands of young, healthy lodgepole pine with some 
protection by overstory trees, while also reducing stand susceptibility to mountain pine beetle and 
decreasing the amount of continuous overstory fuels. 


Overstory Removal 


Vegetation Type: Predominately lodgepole pine, but spruce-fir stands are also proposed. 


In most applications, overstory removal is the final harvest of merchantable trees left from previous 
treatments (e.g., shelterwood seed cut). The stand is two-storied and two-aged, with an adequately 
stocked understory of healthy, young trees.  


Treatment: This treatment would be used to remove all mature overstory trees left from previous 
shelterwood preparatory and seed cutting. This would allow existing young trees to fully occupy the site, 
releasing an even-aged stand of trees growing in fully-open conditions. Young trees would be protected to 
the extent possible during harvest to ensure adequate stocking of undamaged trees. Open areas would be 
treated to foster additional natural tree recruitment, as appropriate. Inferior and over-mature residual trees 
too small or too defective for commercial use would be felled to reduce competition with desirable young 
trees. Lodgepole pine with dwarf mistletoe would be harvested or felled to reduce disease presence and 
spread. 


Desired Condition: Young, healthy, fully stocked stand of trees, free from competition by overtopping 
trees, and decreased continuity of fuels. 


Young Stand -- Precommercial Thinning, Sanitation, or No Treatment 


Vegetation Type: Smaller-diameter lodgepole pine dominated areas (present spruce and fir would be 
retained to enhance diversity). 


Treatment: This treatment would leave dominant, healthy trees at a spacing of 8 to 12 feet between 
stems, depending on the size of the tree. Tree species other than lodgepole pine would be retained unless 
their removal is necessary for safety or operational purposes. The intent of this treatment would be 
maintenance of desirable growth rates and promotion of tree vigor. A dwarf mistletoe survey would be 
completed during the thinning operation, and any diseased trees would be felled to reduce disease 
presence and spread. 


Slash from the thinning operation would be lopped and scattered to lay within 2 feet of the ground. Lop 
and scatter retains the nutrient capital of felled trees on site for future use by the desired trees. However, 
in the wildland-urban interface, the thinning slash would be piled and burned to reduce fuel loadings. 


Not all of the stands identified for “Young Stand – Precommercial Thin, Sanitation, or No Treatment” 
would be thinned during the next 10 years. During implementation surveys, stands not ready for thinning 
would be identified and slated for no treatment. Consideration of snowshoe hare and Canada lynx habitat 
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needs may determine whether a thinning of a particular site would occur, or whether the treatment would 
be modified to maintain or improve habitat conditions for the term. 


Desired Condition: Young, healthy, even-aged stand of trees, with reduced competition between trees 
and space to grow and a reduction of fuels. 


Group Selection in Engelmann Spruce-dominated Stands 


Vegetation Type: Engelmann spruce dominated stands areas.  


Treatment: This treatment would be used where the goal is to promote regeneration of Engelmann 
spruce, subalpine fir, and lodgepole pine through removing groups of mature trees. Emphasis for group 
placement would focus on pockets of dead, diseased, damaged, or declining trees. About 25 percent of the 
stand area would be cut during each treatment, with group size ranging from ¼-acre to 2 acres in size. 
Mechanical soil scarification would be used, as appropriate, to promote seed germination and seedling 
survival.  


Desired Condition (long-term): Creation and maintenance of Engelmann spruce dominated stands (and 
other tree species) with four age classes present in order to increase stand resiliency to bark beetles and 
other stressors. Trees of similar age would be concentrated in groups. 


Fuel Treatment 


Vegetation Type: Predominately lodgepole pine, but in the lower Taylor canyon the vegetation type will 
also contain areas of mixed conifer.  


Treatment: Fuel treatments would include variety of tactics ranging from thinning to clearcutting.  


Forest canopy fuels would be treated as appropriate near developed areas to reduce stand density and 
break up canopy continuity, decreasing the probability of a crown fire. Larger trees would generally be 
favored for retention; while damaged, diseased, suppressed, and intermediate trees would be favored for 
removal. Open areas would be created to break-up stand continuity.  


We would treat surface fuels and understory vegetation (by thinning and pruning) to reduce surface fire 
spread and intensity, and to reduce the potential for surface fires to climb into the canopy as crown fires. 
Other surface fuel treatments could include chipping, patch cutting, mastication, mechanized crushing and 
scattering or tub grinding woody material as appropriate. 


Heavy concentrations of existing woody debris or slash from treatments would be hand or machine piled 
for burning when conditions are favorable.  


Disease control and obtaining natural tree regeneration would not be driving goals in these treatments. 
Visual quality of managed stands from neighboring areas would be a consideration. Commercial harvest 
of merchantable trees would be used to remove wood from the area and reduce the fuel loading in a cost 
effective way were appropriate. 


Desired Condition: Reductions in canopy and stand continuity and surface fuel loading near private land, 
or other values, where wildfire suppression could be more effective and safer.  
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Salvage Clearcut 


Vegetation Type: Stands where more than 40 percent of the basal area is dead (all tree species). Where 
mortality exceeds 40 percent of the overstory, harvesting the dead trees would likely trigger windthrow of 
the remaining overstory trees if live trees were retained.  


This assessment does not identify specific sites for salvage clearcut. The prescription is intended as 
contingency in case bark beetle or wildfire mortality occurs. If applied early enough in a proactive 
fashion, additional mortality losses maybe contained. Wood products would be salvaged while still 
merchantable for sawlogs. 


Treatment: Salvage Clearcut would remove all merchantable dead, dying, or deteriorating trees, except 
those required to meet wildlife snag requirements. During implementation we would protect existing 
conifer regeneration within the stand. After salvage harvest we would implement reforestation activities to 
ensure the recruitment of a fresh cohort of Engelmann spruce, Douglas-fir or lodgepole pine. Excessive 
concentrations of slash and woody debris would be piled and burned. If needed, mechanical site 
preparation would be used to promote seedling germination and survival. Individual salvage clearcuts in 
response to mortality events are not subject to the 40-acre limitation.  


Desired Condition: A new stand comprised of healthy seedlings that has established post-salvage and 
remaining live overstory, with decreased fuel loadings from the removal of dead overstory. 


Prescription Undetermined, Mixed-species Present 


Vegetation Type: Several stands were identified in the proposed action development where active 
treatment would be feasible, but the current condition and tree species composition is not known well 
enough to anticipate a treatment type.  


Treatment/Desired Condition: Management prescription would be determined during implementation 
phase surveys. Any of the prescriptions described above could be applied. Refer to Appendix B- Decision 
Tree for Silvicultural Prescription Application. 


No-Action Alternative  
Under the no-action alternative, we would not implement the proposed treatments. Forest management 
activities would continue at rates and treatment types similar to those of recent years. We would continue 
to implement currently authorized activities.  
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Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Action and 
Alternative 
This section summarizes the potential impacts of the proposed action and alternatives. Direct effects are 
caused by the action and occur at the same time and place. Indirect effects are caused by the action and 
occur later in time or removed in distance. Cumulative impacts are the direct and indirect effect of the 
project added to the effect from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions.  


Timber Resources 


Affected Environment 
Cover Type 


We classified cover type and habitat structural stage for the entire planning area (approximately 
276,000 acres), as well as the treatment area (approximately 15,000 acres). The original classification was 
based on the 1988 aerial photograph flight. In this analysis, cover type and structural stage were updated 
based on aerial photograph interpretation1 and the on-ground knowledge of the Gunnison Ranger District 
Silviculturist. Existing Cover Type information provided here is approximate. 


Table 2 displays general cover type by acre and percent within the project area and treatment area 
independently. As mentioned above, we initially determined cover type from aerial photography, a level 
of error should be expected until surveys verify or correct the existing estimates. During implementation 
surveys, full silvicultural prescriptions will be completed for site-specific conditions. In the larger 
276,000-acre planning area, trees are dominant on 186,086 acres (67 percent). 


Table 2. Existing cover type (all lands within analysis area, includes National Forest System and private 
lands) 


Dominant Cover Type Acres in Project 
Area 


Percent in 
Project Area 


Acres in 
Treatment Area 


Percent in 
Treatment Area 


Grass/Forb 24,914 9% 259 2% 


Bare/Rock 19,345 7% 0 0% 


Shrub 44,005 16% 159 1% 


Aspen 6,448 2% 28 less than 1% 


Douglas-fir 688 less than 1% 11 less than 1% 


Limber pine 51 less than 1% 48 less than 1% 


Lodgepole pine 110,307 40% 12,545 84% 


Spruce-fir 68,553 25% 1,871 13% 


Unknown Trees 39 0% 27 less than 1% 


Water 2,289 1% 0 0% 


TOTALS 276,639 100% 14,948 100% 


                                                      
 
1 The aerial photo series used for stand delineations was the 1988 set. Delineation and interpretation started about 
1997. There were updates made based on the digital DOQ and NAIP for activities since. The district went through 
efforts at various times after 2010 to update stand delineation and interpretation by watershed. Stand examination 
data has been collected periodically since 2011. Some of the old photo work and older stand exam data is still valid 
since the mature forests do not change rapidly in the absence of bark beetle outbreak or fire. However, the young 
stands regenerated during the period have changed considerably. 
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Lodgepole pine is the primary Cover Type within the project area (40 percent) and dominates the 
treatment area at 84 percent. Spruce-fir cover type has a secondary presence, represented by 25 percent of 
the acres in the project area and 13 percent in the treatment area. Shrub community cover types also exist, 
generally along drainages and riparian areas, comprising 16 percent of the acres within the project area 
and one percent of the acres within the treatment area.  


Habitat Structural Stage 


Habitat structural stage is a stand level sampled attribute, describing vegetation canopy layers by 
vegetation type, size and crown cover. We use the habitat structural stage system derived from Hoover 
and Wills (1984). Structural stage can generally give a good understanding of the canopy cover of the 
stand, relative average size of trees in the stand, and crown closure. It can be useful in determining 
landscape level conditions and showing changes in the overall landscape condition of vegetation, in 
addition to showing changes over time and disturbance regimes. 


Table 3. Habitat structural stages  
Habitat 


Structural 
Stage Code 


Description Approximate Tree Size Crown Cover 


1M Grass/Forb, natural meadow Nonstocked Not applicable 


1T Grass/Forb, previously trees Nonstocked Not applicable 


2S Shrub-Seedling; not previously trees Nonstocked Not applicable 


2T Shrub-Seedling, previously trees Less than 1” DBH Not applicable 


3A Sapling-Pole 1” to 9” DBH Less than 40% 


3B Sapling-Pole 1” to 9” DBH 40-69% 


3C Sapling-Pole 1” to 9” DBH 70-100% 


4A Mature tree Greater than 9” DBH Less than 40% 


4B Mature tree Greater than 9” DBH 40-69% 


4C Mature tree Greater than 9” DBH 70-100% 


As table 3 displays, structural stage 3B, sapling to pole sized trees between 1 and 9 inches in diameter 
with moderate crown closure, is the dominant size class by area in both the planning (33 percent) and 
treatment areas (42 percent). Structural stage 2 has a secondary presence, represented by 16 percent of the 
acres in the planning area as 2S, shrub areas not previously supporting trees, and 20 percent in the 
treatment as 2T, formerly forested areas with seedling regeneration. Another structural stage noticeably 
represented in both areas is 4B, mature trees with moderate crown closure. This structural stage comprises 
12 percent of the acres within the project area and 11 percent of the acres of the treatment area. The 
habitat structural stage presented here is derived from aerial photograph interpretation of the 1988 photo 
series. A known error in that data set is the underestimation of tree sizes. Lodgepole pine has a narrower 
crown, making it appear to be smaller than it really is. The GMUG silviculturist estimates that half of the 
“sapling/pole” stages are actually “mature, greater than 9 inches DBH. A method for correction of the 
mistyping would be to use ground-based stand examination plot data to adjust the classifications.  
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Table 4. Existing habitat structural stage in analysis area and treatment area 


Habitat Structural Stage Acres in Project 
area 


Percent of 
Project area 


Acres in 
Treatment area 


Percent of 
Treatment area 


1M - Grass/Forb 24,313 9% 77 1% 


1T – Grass/Forb/Seedling 619 less than 1% 185 1% 


2S – Shrub 43,987 16% 154 1% 


2T – Seedling/Shrub 3,157 1% 3,026 20% 


3A – Sapling/Pole less than  40% 9,937 4% 1,246 8% 


3B – Sapling/Pole 40 to 70% 91,436 33% 6,335 42% 


3C – Sapling/Pole greater than  
70% 


23,867 9% 1,184 8% 


4A – Mature less than  40% 7,705 3% 588 4% 


4B – Mature 40 to 70% 33,030 12% 1,698 11% 


4C – Mature greater than  70% 16,954 6% 451 3% 


5 – Old Growth 0 0% 0 0% 


Rock/Bare 19,345 7% 0 0% 


Water 2,289 less than 1% 0 0% 


Total 276,639 100% 14,949 100% 


Lodgepole Pine Dwarf Mistletoe 


A general decline in forest health and resiliency has occurred within the lodgepole pine forest cover type 
on the GMUG, specifically in the Gunnison Ranger District. A known and leading cause of this is a 
parasitic plant, lodgepole pine dwarf mistletoe, Arceuthobium americanum. 


The lodgepole pine forest type on the GMUG is limited almost entirely to the Gunnison Ranger District, 
where it occupies approximately 286,616 acres, according to the current Forest Service Field Sampled 
Vegetation spatial database. Following an extensive survey, Johnson et al. (1981) estimated that 
52 percent of the lodgepole pine type on the GMUG is infested with dwarf mistletoe. We do not have 
figures for Taylor Park specifically, but because there is substantial area of lodgepole pine more or less 
free of dwarf mistletoe in the southern portion of the District, the percentage is probably much higher in 
Taylor Park. The dwarf mistletoe and Taylor Park is further discussed in Lodgepole Pine Dwarf Mistletoe 
in Taylor Park, Colorado (Worrall 2018), which can be found on the project website.  


Lodgepole pine regenerates through removal of mature trees by clearcutting, bark beetle outbreak, 
windthrow, or stand replacing fire. Lodgepole pine dwarf mistletoe is spread by forceful ejection of seeds 
from adult mistletoe plants in mature lodgepole pine trees onto adjacent, generally younger stands of 
lodgepole pine. Seeds that adhere to needles can establish new infestations in the young stands. Maximum 
dispersal distance is about 52 feet, but most seeds fall within 33 feet of the infected tree. The preferred 
method of treatment is creating uninfected new lodgepole pine stands through clearcuts or taking 
advantage of new stands established by fire. Once uninfested stands are established, they are protected by 
removing infested stands around the margins of young stands in edge clearcuts. These edge clearcuts 
further remove sources of new infestation and, over time, regenerate larger uninfected stands of lodgepole 
pine. (Information on dwarf mistletoe ecology and treatments is from Worrall 2018, and Hawksworth and 
Wiens 1996). 



https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/108924_FSPLT3_4631086.pdf

https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/108924_FSPLT3_4631086.pdf

https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=53662
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Bark Beetles 


Stands of lodgepole pine are considered susceptible to mountain pine beetle mortality when they are fairly 
dense and have an average DBH of 5 inches or more (Gibson 2004). Spruce stands are susceptible to 
endemic (localized) spruce bark beetle mortality when average DBH is larger; however, the GMUG 
National Forest has been undergoing a spruce bark beetle outbreak for several years (see USDA Forest 
Service 2016 for in-depth discussion). Currently, 18 percent of the project area is in a Habitat Structural 
Stage of 4B or 4C and are susceptible to bark beetle mortality. An additional 43 percent of the project area 
is in Structural Stages 3B and 3C. Although the DBH range of size class “3” is 1 to 9 inches, field 
observations estimate that a large percentage of lodgepole pine stands in this size class have an average 
DBH of 5 inches or greater and are susceptible to mountain pine beetle mortality. 


In addition, mortality of small lodgepole pine trees and the tops of larger pine have been observed in the 
project area. This mortality is likely caused by bark beetles in the genus Ips. These beetles are not 
aggressive tree killers and normally attack and kill weakened trees (likely stressed by mistletoe in the 
project area) (Cranshaw and Leatherman 2013). 


Effects of the No-Action Alternative 
If the Gunnison Ranger District takes no action, we would implement no additional vegetation treatments 
to address safety, forest health, or project objectives. We would continue to implement currently 
authorized activities and other reasonably foreseeable related actions.  


Due to the above average mistletoe infestation in the Taylor Park area, lodgepole pine stands would 
continue to be affected by lodgepole dwarf mistletoe. Infected host lodgepole pine stands would continue 
to spread mistletoe to adjacent stands. Healthy, young lodgepole pine stands would continue to be at a 
high risk of infestation from infested, adjacent mature stands. Mistletoe can move slowly throughout 
landscapes unchecked, leaving structural stages and cover types intact for short term. Combined with 
other disturbances, change can be intensified or be immediate, as described in in Worrall 2018; 
Hawksworth and Wiens 1996. In a no-action alternative, this infestation risk in lodgepole pine forest type 
stands would continue. We would not implement additional fuels treatments within the wildland-urban 
interface, resulting in continued build-up of fuel loading in these areas. As no group selection or 
precommercial thinning would occur in spruce-fir forest, no increase of tree growth rate and/or resiliency 
would occur. 


Stands that are susceptible to bark beetles will remain susceptible, and as more stands grow denser and 
larger in absence of disturbance, a larger portion of the landscape will have a high hazard to bark beetle 
mortality. 


Effects of the Proposed Action 
We do not expect that the proposed action would create any major changes in overall forest species 
composition or cover type in the project area. Rather, the primary effects would be changes in habitat 
structural stage. The proposed action would effectively reduce the amount of standing live saplings and 
trees by use of hand and mechanical treatments with emphases on precommercial thinning and on 
providing a lodgepole pine dwarf mistletoe free buffer around each regenerating stand of lodgepole pine, 
as discussed in detail in Alexander 1974 and 1986; Alexander and Edminister 1980 and 1981; Cole and 
Koch 1995; Hawksworth 1977; Hawksworth, Johnson and Geils, unknown; Hawksworth and Wiens 
1996; and Worrall 2018. Additionally, standing dead trees would be removed through salvage cuts or fuel 
reduction treatments where bark beetle, lodgepole pine dwarf mistletoe, or wildland fire has caused 
widespread mortality. Where residual lodgepole pine overstory trees are present in proposed spruce-
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dominated stands, a minor amount of lodgepole pine regeneration might occur, we would not expect 
lodgepole pine to become dominant in those localized areas. Similarly, lodgepole pine-dominated stands 
receiving treatment could have residual spruce-fir and or other species present, but lodgepole pine would 
remain the dominant cover type. 


Treatments 


The proposed action would include precommercial thinning treatments on up to 6,182 acres.2 For analysis 
purposes, we consider stands proposed for precommercial thinning to be uninfested lodgepole pine stands 
that typically had been clearcut or burned to create a young stand of trees between 10 and 60 years of age. 
The stands would generally be classified as moderate to dense sapling and pole structural stage (3B to 3C) 
prior to treatment. After thinning treatment their classification would primarily be low to moderate 
density sapling and pole structural stage (3A to 3B); although, some areas previously classified as dense 
sapling/pole (3C) would have sufficient small diameter saplings and poles removed to be reclassified in a 
low crown closure mature tree category (4A) after treatment. Trees in these thinned areas would have 
reduced competition between trees, reducing competition-related mortality, especially in drought years. 
Routine dwarf mistletoe monitoring and sanitation (removal of host trees) would occur. 


We propose clearcut treatments on up to 3,566 acres of lodgepole pine stands for dwarf mistletoe control, 
in small clearcuts of blocks or mistletoe edges to isolate uninfested young stands from surrounding 
infestations. Generally, stands to be clearcut would be currently classified as mature tree structural stage 
(4A, 4B, or 4C). The proposed treatment would change their structural stage to grass/forb/seedling (1T). 
These treated stands would not be susceptible to mountain pine beetle for several decades and would help 
break up fuel continuity in the area. 


Fuel treatments would address up to 2,820 acres. Fuel treatments would be implemented through the 
practice of precommercial and commercial thinning, pruning, to patch cuts or clearcuts. Stands typically 
would be classified as moderate to high density sapling and pole structural stage (3B and 3C) prior to 
treatment, with a target of distributing post treatment structural stage roughly equally among mature tree 
low to moderate crown closure and low-density sapling and pole size structural stages (4A, 4B, and 3A) 
or in some areas to grass/forb/seedling (1T). We anticipate most of this treatment would occur in 
lodgepole pine, but it would be appropriate in single-storied Engelmann spruce as well. 


We propose group selection or salvage and sanitation cut in up to 741 acres of Engelmann spruce 
dominated stands. The stands to receive these treatments would generally be classified as mature tree, 
moderate to dense crown closure (4B and 4C) prior to the treatment and mature tree, moderate crown 
closure (4B) post treatment. These stands will have increased resiliency to bark beetles since the portions 
of the stands treated would not be of a susceptible size for several decades. 


The proposed action could implement overstory removal on up to 733 acres. This treatment would 
generally target lodgepole pine stands with advanced regeneration in the understory. Structural stage 
would be classified as a sapling and pole size (3) or mature trees (4) prior to harvest and would be 
classified as seedlings (2T) or low to moderately dense sapling and pole size (3A or 3B) after treatment. 


                                                      
 
2 As of 2018, these young stands ranged from 5 to 50 years old. Normal precommercial thinning typically occurs 
when a stand is between the 30 to 50 years of age. As such, thinning would not be regularly planned in the stands 
regenerated from the early 1990s to present. It is estimated approximately 4,000 acres or less would be thinned of 
the proposed 6,182. However, dwarf mistletoe monitoring and sanitation (removal of host trees) would occur on a 
regular basis throughout the proposed acreage.  
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We propose a shelterwood seed cut disturbance on up to 714 acres. This treatment would generally target 
lodgepole pine stands. Structural stage would be classified as mature trees with moderate to dense crown 
closure (4B and 4C) prior to harvest and would be classified as mature trees with low to moderate crown 
closure (4A or 4B) after treatment. 


We proposed up to 193 acres as prescription undetermined stands. These stands were identified in the 
proposed action as commercial timber harvest, but the current condition and tree species composition is 
not fully known. In these identified stands, the management prescription would be determined after 
implementation survey is completed. Any of the prescriptions described may be applied as appropriate to 
the site-specific conditions.  


Table 5 provides a summary of the anticipated structural stage outcomes of the proposed action. 


Table 5. Summary of effects – proposed action structural stage 


Proposed Treatment Acres Affected Immediate Post Treatment 
Structural Stage 


Post Treatment 
Structural Stage After 


40 Years Recovery Time 
Precommercial Thinning 6,182 3B 3C or 4C 


Dwarf Mistletoe Clear Cut 3,566 1T 3B or 3C 


Fuel Treatments 2,820 4A = 940 acres 
4B = 940 acres 
3A = 940 acres 


4A or 4B 
4B or 4C 


3A, 3B, 4A, or 4B 


Engelmann Spruce Group 
Selection  


741 4B 4b or 4C 


Overstory Removal 733 2T, 3A or 3B 3B or 3C 


Shelterwood Seed Cut  714 4A or 4B 4B, then 3A or 3B after 
Overstory Removal 


Undetermined Prescription 193 1T, 2T, 3B, 4A, or 4B 3B, 3C, 4B, or 4C 


Total 14,949   


Rate of Recovery 


Overtime, areas receiving treatment would transition between structural stages. As individual tree 
canopies fill the gaps of harvested trees, canopy closure increases, transitioning from A to B or C in the 
structural stage values. Accordingly, as tree size of the stand increases, the structural stage could also 
increase from 1 or 2 to 3 or 4. In table 5 above, the right-hand column displays the likely structural stages 
after 40 years of recovery. 


The duration a stand remains in a habitat structural stage depends on average tree age, stand density, 
competition between trees, and site productivity. Stands of trees that are less dense with less inter-tree 
competition have more rapid diameter growth rates. Dense stands of trees may grow very little in 
diameter and height for many decades. 


In lodgepole pine after clearcutting or fire, the period of time for new seedlings to become established is 
generally 5 years. So the duration of the 1T structural stage is generally 5 years.  


The next structural stage in the development of the lodgepole pine stand is the seedling 2T. The stage lasts 
about 10 years while seedlings grow in height above 4.5 feet tall and the crowns of trees begin to fill in 
the space between trees.  
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At about 15 years tree age, trees in a former clearcut will grow above 1 inch DBH, thus graduating into 
the sapling-pole size class (3). Depending on the number of trees per acre, with the canopies occupying 
the horizontal space, the crown closure at this age could range from 20 to 50 percent. So the stand would 
be in stage 3A or 3B. Stage 3B is the most common. 


Lodgepole pine diameter growth is strongly influence by canopy closure or competition. For a stand to 
reach an average DBH of nine-inches, the trees could range from 60 years old in relatively open stands to 
120 years age in dense stands.  


In natural lodgepole pine, it is not uncommon for very dense stands to never reach 9 inches DBH. These 
are called doghair stands. The very dense stands maybe in the immature sapling-pole structural stage, but 
physiologically the trees are mature or overmature. Trees in this stand condition will not respond to 
thinning treatments. The structural stage system does not describe this stand condition at this point. 


Disease and Insects 


Treatments designed to mitigate mistletoe infection would have other effects such as the added benefit of 
increasing resiliency in the treated stands to bark beetles. Literature supports the effectiveness of 
silvicultural control of bark beetles (Fettig et al. 2007; Gibson 2004). Much of the research points to two 
silvicultural strategies that have shown promise, one at the landscape level and one at the stand level. At 
the landscape level, diversity of size and age classes is thought to be more resistant and resilient to insect 
damage. Silvicultural treatments that create age and size mosaics (such as clearcutting and group 
selection) can increase landscape diversity. 


At the stand level, evidence suggests that thinning can be an effective deterrent to insect infestation and 
associated losses. In general, reducing tree densities allows residual trees to allocate more resources 
toward growth thus making them more resistant to insects and disease (Fettig et al. 2007; Fettig et al. 
2014; Kegley 2011). Clearcutting and overstory removal will inherently reduce stand susceptibility by 
removing all susceptible (larger mature) trees and establishing a new age class of trees. These areas would 
not exhibit conditions favorable to mountain pine beetle for many years, even if host pines are the primary 
species regenerated. 


The proposed action would supply approximately 50,000 ccf total of Engelmann spruce and lodgepole 
pine sawtimber. Other forest products industries and small businesses would be supported with the sales 
of firewood, fence posts, and corral poles provided through this proposed action. Contract crews and 
Forest Service personnel would be utilized for the treatments involving hand thinning, piling, and 
burning. Worrall (2018) suggests that in the Taylor Park area, mistletoe infection causes growth losses of 
6 ft3 per year. He also states that young stands that are infected with mistletoe have 23 percent of the 
merchantable volume of an uninfected stand after 70 years. Sanitation and clearcut activities proposed 
would prevent these losses from occurring in treated areas. 


Cumulative Effects of the Proposed Action and Other Decisions  
The Taylor Park Silvicultural Categorical Exclusion (CE) Decision Memo, approved April 11, 2017, 
provides for precommercial thinning on 72 acres, commercial thinning for poles on 25 acres, dwarf 
mistletoe survey and sanitation on 114 acres, and dwarf mistletoe clearcutting on 105 acres. As of March 
2019, the precommercial thinning is under contract for completion in 2019. About 75 percent of the dwarf 
mistletoe survey and sanitation has been completed, and small firewood and pole sales are under way on 
the commercial treatment areas. The precommercial thinning and sanitation units were included in the 
Taylor Park EA proposal’s mapping of “Young Stands – Precommercial Thinning and Sanitation” 
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element. The 186 acres of thinning/sanitation of the Taylor Silvicultural CE are factored out of the 
6,182 acres identified in this Taylor Park EA proposed action.  


The Decision for the Spruce Beetle Epidemic and Aspen Decline Management Response (SBEADMR) 
project (approved July 5, 2016) includes four commercial Primary Treatment Areas (PTAs) with the 
Taylor Park EA analysis area. These PTAs are “Bear Creek,” “Forest Hill,” “Wheelbarrow Gulch,” and 
“Matchless Mountain.” Since spruce bark beetle activity in these four areas has thus far been low (as of 
2018), the “Resiliency” goal is planned for implementation. Resiliency treatments are group selection of 
15 to 25 percent of the spatial area of stands, with groups being between ¼-acre and 2 acres in size. The 
intention is to obtain a new cohort of young Engelmann spruce, subalpine fir, and lodgepole pine (where 
present) and increase stand resiliency to bark beetle since the treated portion of the stand would not be 
large enough for bark beetle attack for several decades. The SBEADMR identified areas are Engelmann 
spruce-dominated with mixtures of subalpine fir and lodgepole pine. The areas cover 4,300 acres. The 
proposed action does complement SBEADMR by including group selection in other spruce-dominated 
stands near the PTAs, and management of lodgepole pine-dominated stands in those areas.  


During the recent decade, fuel reduction projects have been approved and mostly completed near Murdie 
Subdivision and Rainbow Subdivision/North Tincup. The Taylor Park EA proposed action expands on the 
fuel reduction treatments around the Tincup area and other private lands.  


The active forest management of the past 51 years (1967 to 2018) sets the stage for the continuing 
activities proposed in this Environmental Assessment. The previous management has created new stands 
with differing age classes and structural stages, increasing diversity in the forest. This project intends to 
continue to increase landscape age and size diversity to increase resilience to stressors such as bark beetle, 
mistletoe, and climate change. Table 6 and table 7 show the number of acres by decade treated. 
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Table 6. Previous and proposed harvesting1  


Treatment 1960s  1970s  1980s 19 90s 2000s 2010s2 Totals 
2020s 


Proposed 
Action 


2020s 
SBEADMR3 


2020s 
Totals 


Clearcutting 430 191 937 1,326 523 247 3,654 3,566    3,566  


Shelterwood 
Prep Cut 


 290 2,066 193   2,549       


Shelterwood 
Seed Cut3 


37 205 637 524 110  1,513 714    714  


Overstory 
Removal 


 24 393 451 124  992 733    733  


Individual-tree 
Selection 


  11    11       


Group 
Selection 


       741 4,300 4,300  5,041  


Commercial 
Thinning 


 120 612 49 7 49 837       


Salvage Cut4 
(Fire, Wind) 


  304 29 51  384       


Sanitation Cut  141 120 14 67 91 433       


To Be 
Determined 


       193    193  


Fuel Treatment 
(Assumed Here 
to Be 
Commercial) 


       2,820    2,820  


Sum of 
Commercial 
Harvest 


467 971 5,080 2,586 882 387  8,767 4,300 4,300  13,067  


Noncommercial 
Stand 
Replacement 


  1,100  6  1,106       


Wildfire (All of 
Analysis Area) 


 1,265 172 60   1,497       


Wildfire of 
Suited 
Lodgepole5 


 769     769       


1 Decades in Table 6 are defined as 1970s being 1971 to 1980. The 1960s is 1967 to 1970. The 2010s is 2011 to 
2018. Acreages in each field are from the Forest Service Activity Tracking System (FACTS) activity records, not 
from polygon footprints. Example, the 304 acres of salvage cutting in the 1980s was in the footprint of the Spring 
Burn, so the acres are double reported. 


2 The 2010s harvesting figures above includes cutting units currently under contract (Taylor Silvicultural CE 
approved). 


3 The 1980s shelterwood cutting (1, 2, and 3-step) was mainly in spruce and mixed spruce/lodgepole in the Rocky 
Brook (Dustin Gulch), Bear Creek, Flag Creek, and Dark Gulch sales. Many of these stands are shifting from 
even-aged to uneven-aged management. These stands are mostly included in the SBEADMR Priority Treatment 
Areas for group selection.  


4 The “Salvage Cut” row includes the salvage harvesting following the Spring Creek Burn with 304 acres in 1980s 
and 29 acres in the 1990s. 


5 The Spring Creek Burn of 1980 included 769 acres suited lodgepole pine. These fully regenerated acres are 
included in the proposed action as “Young Stands – Precommercial Thinning or Sanitation.” 
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Table 7. Previous and proposed harvesting and regeneration rate1 


Treatment 1960s2 1970s 1980s 1990s 2000s 2010s3 Totals 
2020s 


Proposed 
Action 


1970s to 2020s 
Lodgepole 


Regeneration Rate 
Acres of Suitable 
Lodgepole 
Regenerated4 


 984 2,430 1,777 653 247 6,091 4,299 10,390 


LP Percent 
Regeneration Rate 
per Decade (7% or 
2,679 acres 
Desired) 


 37% 91% 66% 24% 9% 45% 160% 65% 


1 Decades in table 7 are defined as 1970s being 1971 to 1980. The 1960s is 1967 to 1970. The 2010s is 2011 to 
2018. Acreages in each field are from the Forest Service Activity Tracking System (FACTS) activity records, not 
from polygon footprints. Example, the 304 acres of salvage cutting in the 1980s was in the footprint of the Spring 
Burn, so the acres are double reported. 


2 The 1967 clearcutting was in mixed spruce, fir, and lodgepole. Those stands have since regenerated into mixed 
spruce, fir and lodgepole pine, dominated by Engelmann spruce. The 1960s cutting was not included in the 
“Acres of LP Regenerated” row. 


3 The 2010s harvesting figures above includes cutting units currently under contract (Taylor Silvicultural CE 
approved). 


4 The “Acres of LP Regenerated” row is from lodgepole pine clearcut, overstory removal, noncommercial stand 
replacement, and the Spring Creek Burn on suited timber. Where there have been shelterwood preparatory or 
seed cuts in one decade, these acres may have been overstory removal cut in later decades. An example is the 
1960s seed cuts were overstory removal cut in the 1980s. 


Rate of Lodgepole Pine Regeneration Harvesting or Treatment 


It is estimated 50,000 acres of forest within the 276,000-acre Taylor Park analysis is suitable and feasible 
for commercial forest management (18 percent of the area). About 75 percent or 37,500 acres is 
dominated by lodgepole pine. The other 25 percent or 12,500 acres is dominated by Engelmann spruce 
with subalpine fir and lodgepole pine. 


One method to maintain age and size class diversity (which increases landscape resiliency to insect, 
disease, and climate stressors, and influences fire behavior) in lodgepole pine is to follow even-aged 
management. The average even-aged rotation length (the time from stand regeneration to final harvest) 
for lodgepole pine on this ranger district is 140 years. With a long-term goal of managing the landscape 
for age class diversity and sustainability, it follows that each year 1/140th of the suitable lodgepole pine 
should be regenerated. For practicality, it is easier to conceive this in terms of decades, so 14 decades. 
With a lodgepole pine suitable timber base of 37,500 acres divided by 14 decades, 2,679 acres (7 percent 
of base) should be regenerated per decade to maintain landscape diversity in the long term. 


From table 7, above some 6,091 acres of suited lodgepole pine have been regenerated in the past five 
decades (1971 to 2018), which averages to 1,218 acres per decade. This is 45 percent of the calculated 
sustainable regeneration rate.  


The proposed action of the Taylor Park EA proposes the regeneration of 4,299 acres of lodgepole pine 
during the next decade (2020s). This would be 160 percent of the sustainable decade treatment rate of 
2,679 acres. When these acres are added to the previous five decades of lodgepole pine regeneration, the 
average treatment rate is 65 percent of the sustainable level for 1971 to 2030. All else equal, the previous 
and proposed harvest rates in lodgepole pine are below the sustainable limits. The higher rate in the 2020s 
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makes up in part for lower regeneration harvest rates in previous decades and will help to increase age 
and size diversity and increase landscape resiliency. 


The 430 acres of regenerated stands of the 1960s is known to have come from spruce-fir clearcuts and are 
not included in these lodgepole pine calculations.  


Climate Change Considerations 


Projections concerning climate change in southwest Colorado point to a continuation of average 
temperature and precipitation during the next several decades. However, there is a change in terms of 
climatic extremes above and below the average. Extreme climate episodes including drought, will be 
more abrupt and dramatic. Examples are the exceptionally severe droughts of 2002-2003 and 2012-2013; 
then, the unusually wet and cool winters like 2007-2008 and 2018-2019. Extreme periods have always 
been around, but are becoming increasing stronger in amplitude. 


In forest management, drought events are more significant than wet periods. Intense drought can 
significantly impact reforestation success. Adequate tree seed can be on receptive seedbeds, but fail to 
germinate due to lack of moisture and high temperature. If seeds do germinate, the seedlings may not be 
able to compete well with grasses and forbs in order to become established. Grasses and forbs require less 
moisture and respond more quickly when a moisture event occurs. At this elevation, seedling 
establishment can take up to five growing seasons. Once seedlings are established, they are more able to 
cope with adverse conditions and become competitive with other vegetation. If some climate projections 
are correct and average temperatures and droughts do increase in frequency and intensity, then it would be 
prudent to get a new cohort of trees established sooner than later. 


Additionally, increased temperature and drought, even for short periods of time (i.e., 1 to 2 years), can 
increase mortality of trees due to bark beetle activity or disease weakening. This could affect individual 
trees, groups of trees, or progression of mortality to a landscape level. Often times, bark beetle activity 
increase in trees that are weakened by disease, age, or lack of water, making the trees more vulnerable to 
infestations; this is particularly seen with bark beetles in pine and spruce. 


Fire and Fuels Management 


Affected Environment 


Climate 


Climate, not fuels, may be the most important factor in driving fire extent in subalpine areas of the Rocky 
Mountains, such as the area for this project (Sibold et al. 2006). The project area experiences cold winters 
and hot dry weather generally early in the summer, followed by monsoons later in the summer. The 
Energy Release Component (ERC), which is a measure of how hot a fire could burn, is high early in the 
summer, then drops slightly in July as the summer monsoon generally begins creating higher relative 
humidity and fuel moistures. During extreme weather conditions fires in the project area burn with high 
intensities and are generally not affected by control efforts until winds slow down and cooler, moister 
conditions prevail.  


That being said, fuels must still be present in an amount and configuration that supports fire establishment 
on the landscape when weather is conducive for fires to occur. Current stand conditions in Lodgepole 
Pine across much of the GMUG are adequate to support significant fire intensity and fire size or are 
approaching those stand conditions due to age and successional processes. Comparisons of historic photos 
to present conditions do suggest changes in stand condition that would lead to higher severity fires. 
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Historically, stands were more open, with much more diversity of sizes and ages; small openings were 
much more frequent.  


Past fires demonstrate that most tend to remain small and infrequent throughout most of the project area; 
but, during extreme fire weather, fires can grow large. The available GIS data supports the following 
observed fire occurrence. Since 1970, there have been 180 fire occurrences with the project area. Of this 
total, only 5 fires have been recorded that grew to a fire size greater than 5 acres. Only one fire that 
occurred in 1980, the Spring Creek fire, exceeded 800 acres. The Spring Creek fire occurred during a dry 
and hot weather pattern in June.  


Fire Behavior 


The exclusion of fire combined with insect and disease activity, storm/wind blowdown and the forest’s 
growth and natural progression has allowed hazardous fuels to accumulate throughout the planning area. 
As a result, many changes associated with the current vegetation composition and structure have occurred 
which also changes the fuel profile and subsequent fire behavior characteristics. The current vegetation 
consists of grasses and shrubs that transition into lodgepole pine and mixed conifer forests. These 
vegetation types are also represented by standard fire behavior fuel models. A representative fuel model 
can be used to quantify fire behavior characteristics, fire suppression effectiveness, and the potential 
effects on vegetation.  


Indicators for treatment success relative to fire and fuels desired conditions and objectives include the 
following: surface fuel loading, ladder fuels, canopy continuity, defensible space, snag density 
(particularly near values at risk and travel corridors), presence of young aspen stands (particularly near 
wildland-urban interface), modeled surface fire intensity, and crown fire potential. 


Wildland-Urban Interface 


The wildland-urban interface (WUI) is described as the geographical area where structures and other 
human development meet or intermingle with wildland vegetative fuels. Important infrastructure lies 
within or adjacent to the project area, including but not limited to: powerline corridors, small 
communities and widely dispersed private property. A Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) is a 
local wildfire protection plan that can take a variety of forms, based on the needs of the people involved 
in its development. The Gunnison Community Wildfire Protection Plan goals as related to this project 
include:  


• Enhance life safety for residents and responders 
• Mitigate undesirable fire outcomes to property and infrastructure.  
• Mitigate undesirable fire outcomes to the environment, watersheds, and quality of life  


In Gunnison County, between 1999 and 2008, a total of 299 ignitions were reported in Gunnison County. 
Of these ignitions, 123 were caused by lightning. Most fires in Gunnison County are small (less than 
100 acres) (CWPP 2011). 


Effect of the No-Acton Alternative 
At the landscape scale, the effect of not implementing treatments may be relatively small for wildland 
fires in the planning area, largely because of the small percentage proposed for treatment and because 
large fires are generally weather-driven in the project area. However, with the increasing deterioration of 
forest health due to insect and disease (e.g., increased ladder fuels, mistletoe brooms, beetle-killed trees) 
and without treatments in affected and green stands to encourage canopy discontinuity, promote younger 
trees, and reduce surface fuels in some locations, communities and values at risk would remain at a higher 
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level of risk. Additionally, the ability of land managers to safely defend values at risk (WUI) and manage 
wildfire for resource benefit would be constrained.  


Effects of the Proposed Action 


Fuel Treatments 


Proposed treatments are on lands within the WUI or adjacent to lands that contain trees infected by insect 
and disease activity. The Forest Plan requires that when under 90 percent of fire season weather 
conditions, potential fires burn with less than 100 BTU/ft/sec, which correlates to 4-foot flame lengths. 
This reduced fire intensity/flame length enables firefighters to utilize defensible space and other treated 
areas on the landscape to protect values, and control or manage wildfires.  


Proposed treatments would reduce fuels to acceptable levels and meet fire and fuels management 
objectives. Fuels would be reduced to be compliant with this 4-foot flame length standard/guideline by: 
(1) reducing fuel loadings near values such that future surface flame lengths would not exceed four feet 
where values are at risk, (2) reducing the potential for torching, crowning, and spotting near values at risk 
through removal of ladder fuels in adjacent stands, and (3) reducing the risk of wildfire impacting the 
WUI and other values at risk through creation of additional locations across the landscape where wildfires 
can be managed from. Treatments would include commercial and non-commercial thinning, pruning, 
patch cutting, and clearcutting. The treatments would also include machine and hand piling and burning 
of residual fuels to meet the fuels objectives.  


By reducing the hazard of falling trees, creating defensible space around values, and increasing locations 
on the landscape from which to manage fires, desired conditions on the landscape can be more fully 
realized; fire managers will have improved ability to both safely protect values as well as to safely 
suppress fires or use fire to enhance resources. Additionally, these same conditions will improve public 
safety by reducing the hazards of falling trees along travel corridors, enhancing safe evacuation of the 
public during wildfires, and reducing fire intensity in areas where the public may be ‘sheltering in place’, 
for example at structures and campgrounds. 


Mechanical Harvest: Edge Strip Cuts or Clearcuts, Group Selection, Shelterwood Seed 
Cut, Overstory Removal, and Non-commercial Cutting and Sanitation 


The majority of these activities would involve either lopping and scattering or pilling and burning of left-
over materials associated with the treatments. Lopping and scattering material could lead to an increase in 
surface fuels that could remain on site for decades. Piling and burning of material in areas with higher 
fuel loads would quickly reduce surface fuels to near pre-treatment levels. Removal of the overstory could 
cause an increase in potential surface fire behavior due to the regeneration of shrubs and conifer trees in 
the understory. In the short term, the increase will occur as fine and herbaceous fuels in the understory. 
However, fire that remains on the surface is generally more controllable than a crown fire (Scott 2003). 
Reducing fuel loading levels and breaking up contiguous vegetation will result in areas of lower fire 
behavior interspersed with areas of higher fire behavior potential.  


Cumulative Effects 
The combination of proposed action, other approved forest service vegetation treatments (SBEADMR 
and Taylor Park Silviculture CE), fuels and vegetation treatments on private and neighboring lands 
including community wildfire protection plans, and reasonable future activities would increase the 
defensible space within the WUI. 
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Over the long term, the combinations of treatment activities on the landscape would create a vegetation 
mosaic and fuels complex across the landscape that would allow future fire and resource managers to 
more effectively utilize future wildfires and other natural disturbance events, as well as future treatments 
that mimic more historical disturbance regimes, to continue to maintain, modify, regenerate, and restore 
vegetation and mosaics.  


Climate Change Considerations 


With the continuing probability of drought conditions, forest fires will be increasing in size and severity. 
In a moderate fire situation, a diversity of tree sizes and heights across the forest will be less conducive to 
large-scale crown fire spread. Overmature stands with continuous canopies, greater numbers of dead 
trees, heavier ground fuel loadings, dwarf mistletoe and/or multiple stories are more likely to support 
crowning and crown fire spread. During severe droughts, trees are under stress with less moisture 
available in the stem and foliage. Older trees, trees with dwarf mistletoe, trees under competitive stress, or 
with bark beetle activity have foliage which is drier and more flammable. Thinning trees reduces 
competition for moisture and nutrients. Younger managed stands tend to have less ground fuel loading, 
less disease, less competitive stress, and tree heights are lower than surrounding stands. Crown fire in 
surrounding stands may vent a larger portion of the fire energy well above the shorter crowns, disrupting 
crown fire spread and leaving the younger stand relatively intact. A pattern of younger stands across a 
landscape break-up crown continuity. 


In most forest management treatments, ground fuels are usually reduced and fuel continuity is broken up 
as part of the treatment. A portion of the larger diameter fuels are removed as forest products. Fuel 
management treatments near values of high importance (houses) would be specifically designed to break 
up overstory canopy continuity to reduce the probability of crown fire spread, reduce the ladder fuels 
under the canopy to reduce individual tree and group crowning, and reduce the volume and break up the 
continuity of ground fuels. 
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Transportation System 


Existing System 
The National Forest Transportation System includes routes closed to all use, roads open to public use, and 
roads used for administration of the National Forest, but closed to general public use. Open roads are 
depicted on the GMUG Motor Vehicle Use Maps. National Forest System Roads are maintained to one of 
five operational maintenance levels, based on intended use and user comfort and convenience. Table 8 
summarizes the miles of each operational maintenance level in the project area.  


Table 8. Miles of each maintenance level road in project area 


Operational Maintenance 
Level Description 


Project Area 
Approximate 


Miles 
1 – Basic Custodial Care 
(Storage of closed roads) 


Intermittent use road while placed in storage; 
closed to all mechanized travel but not 
decommissioned 


28 


2 – High Clearance Vehicle Limited to use by high clearance vehicles 91 


3 – Suitable for Passenger Cars Maintained for travel by prudent driver in standard 
passenger car 


43 


4 - Moderate Degree of User 
Comfort 


Provides a moderate degree of user comfort and 
convenience at moderate travel speeds 


24 


5 - High Degree of User Comfort Provides a high degree of user comfort and 
convenience at most travel speeds 


25 


Motorized Trails Trails designated for motorized vehicles - Share 
alignment with system roads 


2 


*Operational maintenance levels 2-5 summarized here also include administrative use roads not open to public use. 


Effects of the No-Action Alternative 
The no-action alternative would continue to implement current operation and maintenance practices. The 
existing road system would experience no changes in status or condition. Roads that are currently in 
custodial status (Operational Maintenance Level 1) would remain closed. Open roads would continue to 
provide access for recreational, commercial, and administrative functions as they currently do. Roads 
would receive no maintenance beyond that which is normally scheduled or approved though currently 
authorized activities and other reasonably foreseeable related actions. As a result, current sediment 
delivery from road segments in need of maintenance would continue, especially during heavy run-off 
events.  


Roads that are currently in custodial status (Maintenance Level 1 and administrative use roads) would 
remain closed. Some of these roads have not been properly stored or maintained to establish a 
hydrologically stable condition. This can lead to additional road damage, greater sediment transfer, 
additional environmental impacts, and higher reconstruction costs, should the roads be reopened.  


The no-action alternative would result in the continued deterioration of the subject transportation system 
as a result of the existing maintenance backlog. 



https://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/gmug/maps-pubs/?cid=stelprdb5191814
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Effects of the Proposed Action 


Stored Roads 


The Forest Service and contractors would potentially use all 28 miles of maintenance level 1 roads to 
implement the proposed action. Maintenance level 1 roads could be used intermittently when needed for 
project access but would be kept closed to the public. The responsible official’s decision to implement the 
proposed action would open these routes for administrative use. The Forest Service or a contractor would 
open these routes and maintain or reconstruct them to accommodate the vehicle of the associated 
treatment prescription, typically a log hauling truck or a chipping van. After project implementation these 
roads would remain as part of the Forest transportation system but would be physically closed.  


The Forest Service or contractor would implement closure by installing gates, boulders, or other native 
material barriers typically within the first 100 feet of the road. In addition to installation of barriers, 
closure of maintenance level 1 roads includes activities that facilitate “custodial care.” These activities 
would be conducted in a manner that hydrologically stabilizes the road prism (toe of fill to top of cut) for 
the long term. This could include adding drainage features or removing culverts, as appropriate in each 
case.  


Temporary Roads 


This project would require development of temporary roads. These may currently exist as non-system 
roads or existing system motorized trails. In some cases, temporary roads would be developed to cross 
undisturbed ground to access treatment areas. Implementing the proposed action would require 
development of up to 109 miles of temporary roads.  


Like maintenance level 1 roads, temporary roads would remain closed to public access throughout project 
implementation. Closure during operations would be achieved by signage and barricades when necessary. 
The Forest Service or contractor would physically close temporary roads with barriers during periods of 
inactivity and at final project closeout.  


The proposed action would use temporary roads for short-term access to treatment areas. Though these 
roads have been theoretically identified, the final alignment may deviate from the plan. Such deviation 
would be limited to that agreed by the Forest Service and the contractor.  


Temporary roads are typically constructed under minimal standards and investment. However, temporary 
roads can traverse difficult terrain and can require higher standards. In such cases specific survey and 
design would be required. 


After the implementation of the vegetation management prescription, the contractor would be responsible 
for rehabilitating temporary roads. In some cases, post-contract activities such as pile burning would be 
necessary. In these circumstances the Forest Service would be responsible for the decommissioning 
efforts. Temporary roads would be decommissioned in a timely fashion following implementation, as 
described below in Appendix A: Implementation Checklist and Design Features, Transportation System 
and Haul Routes. 


Existing Public Road System  


The proposed action would result in temporary inconveniences to the public due to temporary road and 
motorized trail closures as well as increased traffic during project implementation. Increased traffic would 
result in higher fugitive dust levels and temporarily degraded road surface conditions such as 
washboarding and potholes. The Forest Service or contractor would repair any damage to existing roads 
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that results from implementing the proposed action. In general, the Forest transportation system would 
benefit from maintenance efforts required, and as a result, long-term public and administrative access 
would be improved throughout the project area. Maintenance and repair included in the proposed action 
would improve the condition of all 211 miles of maintenance level 1-5 roads in the project area. 


Cumulative Effects 
Implementation of the proposed action would result in temporary congestion and user inconvenience on 
the existing road system. The Federal Highways Administration, in cooperation with Gunnison County 
and U.S. Forest Service, proposes improvements to Cottonwood Pass Road, also designated as County 
Road 209 and Colorado Forest Highway 59. This project will widen and pave 13.5 miles of existing 
narrow gravel highway between Taylor River Road and Cottonwood Pass. The Cottonwood Pass project 
is scheduled for completion in 2019, shortly prior to implementation of the proposed action. Improving 
this road would likely attract additional recreational traffic to the area, thus exacerbating the congestion 
and delays resulting from proposed action truck traffic and route closures. This would be a temporary 
effect during the 10-year duration of the proposed action and would vary in location and intensity as 
different areas are treated.  


The proposed action and other authorized vegetation management projects, including SBEADMR and 
Taylor Park Silviculture CE, will not be creating or authorizing new system roads. As such, there is no 
cumulative effect to the transportation system.  


Watershed and Soils 
Potential treatments identified in the proposed action are located across 11 individual sixth level 
Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) subwatersheds, as mapped by the U.S. Geological Survey of the Taylor 
River fifth level HUC watershed. These subwatersheds include: Trail Creek-Upper Taylor River, Middle 
Taylor River, Texas Creek, Outlet Willow Creek, Headwaters Willow Creek, Lottis Creek, Crystal Creek, 
Lower Taylor River, Taylor Park Reservoir, Rocky Brook-Spring Creek, Bear Creek-Spring Creek. For 
the purposes of this analysis, the analysis area is defined as these 11 subwatersheds. Watershed and soils 
effects were considered if any component of the proposed action was located within these subwatersheds. 


The USFS in 2011 initiated the Watershed Condition Framework (WCATT) which is a comprehensive 
approach for evaluation the conditions of watersheds, strategically implementing integrated restoration 
and tracking and monitoring outcome-based projects and activities on the forest. Subwatersheds in 
WCATT are broken out in the 6th level Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC). Subwatersheds are ranked from 
poor (impaired function), fair (functioning at risk) and good (functioning properly). Subwatersheds are 
ranked based on 12 metrics that rate aspects of the landscape that affect watershed health, e.g. road 
density and road proximity to streams.  


Subwatersheds, Rocky Brook-Spring Creek and Taylor Park Reservoir, have a WCATT rank of 
‘functioning at risk.’ The other nine subwatersheds with treatment areas proposed score ‘functioning 
properly.’ These scores are from the Watershed Condition Framework and Technical Guide (USDA Forest 
Service 2011) process. 


Two other subwatersheds (HUC 6), Upper Taylor River and Cement Creek (small portion), are within in 
the project planning area but not a focus of this analysis as their watershed and soils resourced will not be 
impacted as a result of the proposed action. 
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Effects of the No-Action Alternative 
The following bullets define the assumptions of the no-action alternative. 


• There could be short-term plant community changes, such as temporary shifts from forested to non-
forested communities as a result of forest health decline and wildfire. Over time, it is assumed that 
forest ecosystems would likely regenerate returning the plant communities more in line with 
forested conditions. The size and severity of a potential disturbance would affect the amount of time 
it would take for stands to regenerate.  


• Vegetation structure would change over time through natural growth and mortality and events such 
as wildfires, storms, and insect and disease outbreaks.  


• Water yield in impacted watersheds could either slowly increase as trees die and fall and 
communities shift to stands dominated by aspen or, in the absence of disturbance, could decrease as 
overly dense stands of trees utilize water or intercept precipitation. 


• Ecosystem processes such as insects and disease in trees would continue in their current trends. 


• Portions of the Forest transportation system would not receive maintenance (road, culvert and ditch 
maintenance) and improvement treatments associated with the implementation of the Taylor Park 
proposed action. 


• If a wildfire were to occur, increased fuel loads from tree mortality and disease (e.g., mistletoe 
brooms) could increase the risk of high-severity fire and greater soil sterilization, hydrophobic soils, 
and erosion. 


It is important to note that the absence of management actions under this project does not mean that 
conditions in the area would remain static over time. This is related to the actions of nature coupled with 
the actions of humans. Because no treatments are proposed in this alternative, current conditions and 
existing trends in the analysis indicators would continue. 


We believe water yield changes at the stand scale in individual watersheds would be localized to non-
detectable under the no action alternative. Dwarf mistletoe infestation does not cause extensive die off of 
trees. Therefore, we do not anticipate major changes to evapotranspiration or ground-level snowpack and 
growth of understory vegetation. However, if a high-severity wildfire were to occur, we would anticipate 
these effects. 


Surface organic matter would increase as insect and disease-killed trees fall and decay. Erosion would 
remain minimal where ground cover is sufficient and could decrease in other areas as dead trees continue 
to fall, thus adding to large wood debris on the forest floor. 


A potential indirect effect of the no-action alternative is the increased risk of high-severity fire due to 
stress on lodgepole pine by dwarf mistletoe infestation and other insect and disease infestations. Although 
results of fire behavior modeling and studies of burned areas are not consistent, some results indicate that 
the potential for high-severity fire is greater in areas with dwarf mistletoe infested trees and other 
infestations/diseases such as bark beetles. Under the no-action alternative, the acres of dead and dying 
trees will increase, providing more surface fuels on more acres for future fires. If proposed treatment 
areas were to be burned by wildfire in the future, a mix of burn severities would be anticipated depending 
on the topography, fuels, and climatic conditions. Moderate to high burn severities would likely result in 
an increased amount of bare soil, accelerated erosion, slow recovery of effective vegetation cover and loss 
of soil nutrients and soil microorganisms.  
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Large, high-severity wildland fire occurring within a watershed could have sufficient negative effects to 
change the WCATT score toward poorer watershed condition. Effects of high-severity fire may include 
increases in surface runoff and sediment transport to streams, increases in nutrients in streams, loss of soil 
structure, loss of soil biota, potential changes to stream flow timing and volume, and increases in water 
temperature in streams. 


Effects of the Proposed Action 


Direct and Indirect Effects of the Proposed Action  


This analysis concluded that with the Taylor Park treatment implementation of water influence zone 
buffers and a no net increase in roads, as well as use of the implementation checklist and project design 
features (Appendix A), will ensure that disturbance levels will not adversely affect the WCATT ratings of 
the project area subwatersheds. Table 9 displays the number of affected acres per subwatershed where 
treatments are proposed and temporary roads are anticipated, along with the percentages of the 
subwatershed that would be affected. 


Table 9: Watershed Affected1 Area from Proposed Action 
Subwatershed 
(HUC6/HUC12) 


Subwatershed 
Acres 


Affected 
Treatment 


Acres 


Affected 
Temp Road 


Acres 


Total Affected 
Acres 


Percentage of 
Subwatershed 


Affected 
Bear Creek-Spring Creek 23,114 28.6 2.4 31.01 0.1 
Crystal Creek 14,385 0.07 0.0 0.07 0.0 
Headwaters Willow 
Creek 


16,093 129.3 28.6 157.89 1.0 


Lottis Creek 26,945 16 3.3 77.94 0.3 
Lower Taylor River 39,280 15.5 3.0 92.09 0.2 
Middle Taylor River 23,743 134.8 27.8 642.73 2.7 
Outlet Willow Creek 24,511 81.5 16.8 496.01 2.0 
Rocky Brook-Spring 
Creek 


20,885 33.9 7.0 424.45 2.0 


Taylor Park Reservoir 14,030 91.6 18.9 387.14 2.8 
Texas Creek 25,911 54.8 11.3 140.62 0.5 
Trail Creek-Upper 
Taylor River 


18,441 74.7 15.4 469.47 2.6 


1 Methodology for calculating affected acreages was the same as SBEADMR.  See SBEADMR FEIS: Appendix I—
Watershed Condition Class & Cumulative Effects Analysis for explanation of how treatment acreages were 
weighted to calculate affected acreage.  For this analysis, pre-commercial thinning and fuels treatments were 
considered non-commercial; all other treatments were considered commercial.  


Mechanical Harvest: Edge Strip Cuts or Clearcuts, Group Selection, Shelterwood Seed Cut, 
Overstory Removal, and Non-commercial Cutting and Sanitation 
The majority of these activities would involve the use of heavy equipment to remove green/live or dead 
trees or other vegetation from identified stands or treatment areas. Ground-based heavy equipment use 
would require construction and use of temporary roads, skid trails, and landings. Implementation surveys 
would identify areas of concern for protection. Additionally, project design features have been included to 
reduce the potential for direct and indirect effects to soil and water resources to acceptable levels. 
Potential implementation surveys and project design features can be viewed in Appendix A.  



https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/96623_FSPLT3_2720781.pdf

https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/96623_FSPLT3_2720781.pdf
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We anticipate minor compaction of soils, but within the range of Forest Plan Guidance. Further, we 
anticipate adequate coarse wood to be left for soil development in all proposed units. Surface erosion 
would be limited and localized due to mitigations involving slope, compaction, and seasonal operating 
procedures. Water quality in both riverine and wetland systems would be protected with the use of buffers 
that limited management and mechanical equipment use.  


Fuels Treatments 
Fuels treatment could consist of mastication, thinning, pruning, patch cutting and commercial harvest. 
Commercial harvest and patch cutting effects would be similar to the effects discussed under mechanical 
harvest above. Masticators are heavy pieces of equipment that shred understory vegetation and small 
trees. Hand treatments include thinning or pruning with chain saws, and hand piling and burning slash. 
Use of the implementation checklist, design features (see Appendix A) and best management practices 
would reduce the potential for direct and indirect effects to soil and water resources to acceptable levels.  


Implementation of the design features should protect watershed and soils resources into the future. We 
anticipate minor compaction of soils, but within the range of Forest Plan Guidance. Further, we anticipate 
adequate coarse wood would be left for soil development in all proposed units. Surface erosion would be 
limited and localized due to mitigations involving slope, compaction, and seasonal operating procedures. 
Water quality in both riverine and wetland systems would be protected with the use of buffers that limited 
management and mechanical equipment use.  


Road Construction and Reconstruction 
We have developed a transportation and road system to implement the Taylor Park project while using the 
existing road network to the maximum extent possible to access the proposed treatments and to remove 
forest products. For commercial treatments, existing roads would be supplemented by constructing new 
temporary roads only when necessary. Minimum temporary roads will be required for mechanized 
noncommercial treatments to access heaving equipment for servicing and repairs. Where noncommercial 
treatments are to be completed without heavy equipment, hand crews will typically walk to the job site. 
Where necessary for resource protection and operations, existing roads would be maintained or 
reconstructed. Note that because all new roads in the action alternatives would be decommissioned within 
5 years of the closure of the associated Taylor Park Project, all road construction analyzed in the Taylor 
Park EA project is temporary. 


Implementation of the project design features (Appendix A) should protect watershed and soils resources 
into the future. We anticipate minor impacts to soils during construction and use of the temporary roads. 
Roads would be rehabilitated after use to provide for infiltration, drainage and soil development. Top soil 
would be kept onsite and used during rehabilitation. Decommissioned roads would be blocked so that 
unauthorized use does not occur after road closures. Water quality would be protected during construction 
and decommissioning with the use of BMPs and design features. Culverts and bridges would be pulled 
and channels would be put back to grade to allow for natural flow patterns. 


Pile Burning  
Prescribed fire would be conducted for slash disposal. Pile burns would occur on small areas where slash 
is piled by hand or machine, resulting in localized areas of moderate to high burn severity. Prescribed 
fires would be guided by a Burn Plan that would specify the conditions under which the burn can occur in 
order to minimize resource damage while meeting management objectives. Use of the design features 
(Appendix A) and best management practices would reduce the potential for direct and indirect effects to 
soil and water resources to acceptable levels.  
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Implementation of the design features should protect watershed and soils resources into the future. We 
anticipate minor and localized soils effects from burn piles burning at moderate and high intensity burns. 
These effects would be within allowable limits set by the Forest Plan. We expect impacts to be low to 
non-detectable due to the buffers set up for the project. 


Cumulative Effects 
An analysis of WCATT was completed that examined the potential direct and indirect effects of the 
Taylor Park treatments on WCATT scores and ratings when combined with other projects such as 
SBEADMR, Taylor Park Silviculture Categorical Exclusion, Stagestop, 2015 Travel Management 
Implementation Categorical Exclusion and past mining activities. Each element (indicators and attributes) 
of the WCATT were evaluated and how Taylor Park treatments when added to past, present and future 
projects could affect those ratings was analyzed. We do not anticipate future detrimental cumulative 
effects in the analysis area and therefore we do not expect the WCATT scores for the project area 
subwatersheds to change.  


The SBEADMR watershed analysis (SBEADMR FEIS: Appendix I—Watershed Condition Class & 
Cumulative Effects Analysis), was an extensive analysis that included eight of the 11 subwatersheds of 
the Taylor Park Proposed Action.  This analysis included past treatments (going back 25 years), 
SBEADMR priority treatments areas or PTAs (assumed the all PTA areas would receive treatment, this 
was noted as an over-estimate of effects as not all treatment areas will be treated), and reasonably 
foreseeable disturbances.  Table 10 displaces the coincident subwatersheds analyzed in SBEADMR and 
from this proposed action.  


Table 10: Watershed Affected Area Cumulative Effects 
Subwatershed 
(HUC6/HUC12) 


SBEADMRE Cumulative 
Disturbance (% Area) 


Taylor Park Proposed 
Action % Area Affected 


Total Cumulative 
Disturbance  


(% Area) 
Bear Creek-Spring Creek 8 0.1 8.1 
Headwaters Willow Creek 1 1.0 2.0 
Lottis Creek 1 0.3 1.3 
Lower Taylor River 16 0.2 16.2 
Outlet Willow Creek 2 2.0 4 
Rocky Brook-Spring Creek 8 2.0 10 
Texas Creek 1 0.5 1.5 
Trail Creek-Upper Taylor River 3 2.6 5.6 


To ensure the potential of cumulative effects to subwatersheds comply with the Watershed Conservation 
Practices Handbook (FSH 2509.25), implemented treatments and roads are restricted such that the 
proposed action, other timber harvest treatments, and/or natural disturbances when added to past 
disturbance would total no more than 25 percent of the total subwatershed acres. If the subwatershed is 
found to have greater than 25 percent disturbance, treatments would be discontinued until recovery has 
occurred.  This will be tracked and documented through the use of the Implementation Checklist 
(Appendix A).  


Observable increase in water yield at the stand scale would be transmitted downstream, but the effects 
from changes in any given stand would become proportionately smaller as water yield is measured at the 
subwatershed (HUC 6) and watershed (HUC 5) scale. Limiting treatments to 25 percent of the area of a 
subwatershed would make it unlikely that the proposed treatments will result in a detectable change in 
water yield at the watershed scale.  
 



https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/96623_FSPLT3_2720781.pdf

https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/96623_FSPLT3_2720781.pdf
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Wildlife  


Species Analyzed 
Table C-1, Appendix C, includes federally listed and Forest Service sensitive species, or their habitats, 
that are located on the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests. Of the 40 species that 
occur on the Forests, 13 species occupy or have suitable habitat within or near the treatment areas. 
Treatments identified in the proposed action are located across a larger project area. For the purposes of 
this analysis species were considered if their habitat was present within or adjacent to treatment areas. Of 
the 13 species with suitable habitat within or near the project area, two are federally listed and were 
analyzed in the project biological assessment, which is available on the project website. A brief summary 
of the analysis of those species and our analysis of the remaining 11 species follows. 


Effects of the No-Action Alternative 
The no-action alternative would not directly alter habitat conditions in the near term. In the long term, the 
habitat would continue to be affected by natural processes including the potential for wildfire, insect and 
disease (e.g., dwarf mistletoe, mountain pine beetle, and spruce bark beetle) outbreaks and climate change 
effects. Predicted climate change effects include an increased frequency of weather extremes, ranging 
from drought periods to heavy precipitation winters or summer monsoonal seasons. These natural 
disturbance events and processes are an important part and role of these ecosystems that have the 
potential to alter wildlife habitat, causing reductions in habitat for some species and benefits to others. We 
believe that the proposed action may alleviate some of these potential undesirable long-term effects by 
enhancing the resiliency of forest stands. Thus, we anticipate that there would be effects in the absence of 
action, influenced by ongoing natural disturbance and ecosystem processes.  


Effects of the Proposed Action 
Appendix A, Implementation Checklist and Design Features, lists the project design features that will 
alleviate impacts to the species analyzed below. 


Canada Lynx 


There are five Lynx Analysis Units in the Taylor Park project area and resident lynx have been 
documented in two of them (Theobald and Shenk 2011). This species and its habitat in the project area is 
analyzed in detail in the project Biological Assessment, available in the project record. We determined 
that the proposed action may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect Canada lynx. U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service concurred with our affect determination on December 3, 2018. The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service concurrence is available on the project website. The affect determination was based on 
the following: 


• Planned treatments in the proposed action affect 3,824 acres of suitable lynx habitat (2.4 percent 
of suitable habitat in the project area). 


• Dense horizontal cover in the understory will continue to exceed 20 to 22 percent within treated 
stands and thus keeping lynx habitat suitable but at a lower quality for the short term on all acres 
except 131 acres of clearcut treatment in lodgepole pine.  


• Of the suitable lynx habitat that could be treated a maximum of 131 acres will be converted to a 
stand initiation structural stage.  



https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/108924_FSPLT3_4636569.pdf

https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=53662

https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/108924_FSPLT3_4636570.pdf

https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/108924_FSPLT3_4636570.pdf

https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=53662
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• Of the 6,182 acres of pre-commercial thinning, the GMUG Geographic Information System 
identified 271 acres of it as spruce-fir habitat in Lynx Analysis Units, however, precommercial 
thinning will occur in lodgepole stands and spruce-fir will be maintained. 


• The percentage of early stand initiation habitat in any of the Lynx Analysis Units that touch the 
action area would not exceed 30 percent, even under full implementation of the proposed action. 


North American Wolverine 


This species is analyzed in detail in the project Biological Assessment, available in the project record. We 
determined that proposed action would have no effect on wolverine, as all potential wolverine habitat in 
the project area is uninhabited. 


Northern Goshawk 


Goshawks are known to occur and appear well distributed on the GMUG based on the distribution of 
known nest sites and goshawk sightings, although knowledge of the distribution and abundance of this 
species across the Forest is limited (USDA Forest Service 2005). There is 903 acres of northern goshawk 
nesting habitat within the treatment areas. The closest known nest site to a treatment area is 1,600 meters 
distant. 


Goshawks are not tolerant of humans (or other animals perceived as a threat) in the immediate vicinity of 
a nest. Noise, commotion, or human presence near an actively used goshawk nest is likely to disturb these 
birds during the breeding season (Reynolds et al. 1992). Direct effects to the northern goshawk would be 
in the form of disturbance to breeding pairs from the noise associated with machinery. Such a disturbance 
would be most severe if conducted near the nest during the breeding season. Pre-implementation raptor 
surveys to determine nest sites will be conducted. In compliance with Forest Plan Standards and 
Guidelines, timing restrictions will be applied to occupied nests with a minimum buffer distance of 
0.25 mile, and a maximum distance of 0.5 mile. Project design features (see Appendix A), will also 
protect nesting habitat at nest sites and maintain habitat requirements within the post-fledging area 
surrounding nest sites. Disturbance to foraging goshawks from noise created by treatment activities could 
cause the birds to temporarily avoid the area.  


On the GMUG, goshawks have been primarily documented to nest in mature aspen-dominated stands 
mixed with conifers, including Engelmann spruce and lodgepole pine. A low percentage of known nests 
are in mature lodgepole pine stands. It is unlikely that treatments will affect occupied nesting habitat for 
goshawks in the project area due to the project design features discussed above. Table 11 shows the 
amount of nesting habitat that could be impacted by each treatment type. It may, however affect foraging 
habitat and may indirectly affect prey species. Indirect effects are generally associated with habitat 
modification or removal. Treatments may benefit northern goshawks, prey species, and their habitat in the 
long term by improving the health of forested stands if they are successful in increasing age-class 
diversity.  


The proposed action may impact individual northern goshawks but is not likely to cause a trend 
toward Federal listing or a loss of viability. 
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Table 11. Northern goshawk nesting habitat by treatment area 


Treatment Acres Nesting habitat 
(acres) 


Dwarf Mistletoe Edge Strip Cuts or Clearcut 3,566 277 


Group Selection in Spruce 741 0 


Shelterwood Seed Cut (or Group Selection in Spruce or Clearcut if 
Mistletoe is Present) 


714 126 


Overstory Removal 733 40 


Prescription To Be Determined, Mixed-species 193 0 


Young Stand -- Precommercial Thinning, Sanitation, or No Immediate 
Treatment 


6,182 197 


Fuel Treatment 2,820 263 


Total  14,949 903 


Owls (Boreal Owl and Flammulated Owl) 


Boreal owls nest almost exclusively in the boreal, or subalpine life zone; however, they have been sited 
on the Gunnison Ranger District in spruce-conifer mix and aspen habitat types. 


Flammulated owls may prefer late-successional stage ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir forests, but in Colorado 
have been observed using mixed forests with aspen. Flammulated owls have been observed throughout 
the GMUG and a few have been detected on the Gunnison Ranger District. Suitable habitat is present in 
the project area.  


Boreal and flammulated owls are secondary cavity nesters. Mature forest stands containing snags with 
cavities have the potential to provide nesting habitat for these species.  


During implementation, the presence of humans and equipment, and the noise generated from these 
sources, may cause behavioral responses from owls that can reduce vigor and expose these species to 
threats. The potential effects of owls reacting to human caused disturbance include increased energetic 
demands of avoidance flight, displacement in distribution or habitat use, and exposure to diurnal 
predators. However, the sources of disturbance that can alter the behavior are expected to be limited in 
duration and extent. The proposed activities would be implemented during daylight hours, avoiding the 
time when owls are most active. 


Project activities will also remove suitable habitat which could result in displacement of owls if they are 
using areas where pockets of trees are removed. Flammulated owls do not typically nest in spruce-fir 
forests, but they have been documented in mixed conifer and aspen-Douglas-fir and aspen-lodgepole pine 
mixed stands on the GMUG. Treatments in spruce-fir forest stands are not expected to affect flammulated 
owl nesting habitat but will affect habitat potentially suitable for boreal owl. Likewise, treatments in 
lodgepole pine would reduce nesting habitat availability for both species. Treatments could cause 
reductions in nesting habitat or cause nest abandonment and chick mortality if implemented during the 
nesting season in occupied areas for both species. 


Indirect impact to owls would include impact to prey species, potentially causing a shift in prey selection 
due to distribution of prey pre- and post-implementation. 
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The proposed action may impact individual boreal owls and/or flammulated owls but is not likely to 
cause a trend toward Federal listing or a loss of viability. 


Olive-Sided Flycatcher 


Olive-sided flycatchers are early successional species. They are also fire-associated species and have been 
documented to increase in habitats post fire (Hannon and Drapeau 2005). Suitable habitat is present in the 
project area and observations have been recorded in eBird (2018) and from nearby Breeding Bird Survey 
routes.  


There is potential for disturbance of nesting and/or breeding activities from noise during project 
implementation. Timing limitations in the project design features for other species, would also alleviate 
impacts to olive-sided flycatcher. Olive-sided flycatchers may benefit from treatments that increase early-
seral stand structure.  


Indirect effects would include changes in habitat structure and composition within all treatment units. 
Snag densities would be expected to decrease from the proposed treatments, which may diminish site 
quality particularly if larger snags, which olive-sided flycatchers prefer (Altman and Sallabanks 2000, 
Brandy 2001), are selectively removed. However, this species has been found to nest in logged forests, 
but not in clear cuts (Kotliar 2007). There are studies that have found that logged areas provide nesting 
habitat; however, there is conflicting evidence as to the relative suitability of these areas (Kotliar and 
Melcher 1998, Hutto and Young 1999). In studies comparing burned forests with logged forests, results 
have shown both higher and lower nesting success in burned areas (Smucker and Smucker 2001, Meehan 
and George 2003). Studies have also shown that logged areas likely provide better forage than burned 
areas based on higher feeding rates (Meehan and George 2003). This was even found in studies where 
burned areas had higher nesting success than logged areas (Meehan and George 2003).  


Based on the scientific literature, disturbance events including logging activities do not necessarily result 
in negative impacts to olive sided flycatchers. What isn’t known is whether it’s the type of disturbance, 
the scale, severity, or elapsed time since the disturbance occurred that affects habitat suitability (Kotliar 
2007). Maintaining clumps of trees and snags are important to maintaining nesting habitat for flycatchers. 
The proposed project includes design features that would maintain these elements in areas where salvage 
activities occur. This would help to minimize adverse effects to flycatchers. 


The proposed action may impact individual olive-sided flycatchers but is not likely to cause a trend 
toward Federal listing or a loss of viability. 


Amphibians (Boreal Toad, Northern Leopard Frog) 


Boreal toads are restricted to areas with suitable breeding habitat in spruce-fir forests and alpine 
meadows. Breeding habitat includes lakes, marshes, ponds, and bogs with sunny exposures and quiet, 
shallow water. Northern leopard frogs are associated with wet meadows and the banks and shallows of 
marshes, ponds, lakes, reservoirs, streams, and irrigation ditches, but may move far from water during 
wet, mild weather. Both boreal toads (including breeding sites) and northern leopard frogs have been 
observed to the west of the project area.  


There are a several potential direct effects from project activities on amphibians. These would include 
mortality due to the operation of equipment in or around wetlands, stream channels, and/or destruction of 
stream habitat. Project design features included as part of the proposed treatment activities, including 
aquatic zone buffers, should prevent this impact. Additionally, because these species may be foraging in 
upland areas, direct mortality could be caused by ground based vegetative management activities. These 
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would include noncommercial activities such as mastication and fuels reduction. Furthermore, movement 
and operation of vegetative management equipment can reduce or destroy hibernation locations by 
crushing woody debris and soil compaction. Direct effects to egg masses or tadpoles would not be 
anticipated as the proposed treatments would not occur in suitable breeding habitats. 


Potential indirect effects to streams of forest management practices in a watershed include erosion from 
roads and timber harvest near the riparian area or on surrounding hillslopes.  


The proposed action may impact individual boreal toads and/or northern leopard frogs but is not 
likely to cause a trend to Federal listing or loss of viability. 


Bats (Spotted Bat, Hoary Bat and Fringed Myotis) 


The spotted bat has been found in a variety of habitats, including ponderosa pine, pinyon-juniper 
woodland and shrub desert. The hoary bat is a solitary, tree-roosting species and can be expected to live in 
any habitat with trees. The fringed myotis is a species of coniferous forest and mixed pine woodland at 
moderate to low elevations in Colorado. Suitable foraging and roosting habitat is present for all three 
species in the project area. Of these three bat species, the hoary bat is most likely to be present in the 
project area. None of the species has suitable hibernating habitat in the project area.  


In the short term, timber harvest activities could impact bats roosting within harvested stands. Design 
features include protecting groups of trees and snags, consistent with Forest Plan direction for snag 
retention. Aquatic buffers would maintain roosting and foraging sites. Bats roosting within the project 
area could be disturbed by project activities including equipment noise and vibration. Project activities 
would not likely directly impact foraging activity since these bats are nocturnal and project activities 
would take place during the day. Prescribed burning in the understory of mature forest could directly 
impact a small number of individuals.  


The proposed action may impact individual spotted bat, hoary bat and/or fringed myotis but is not 
likely to cause a trend toward Federal listing or a loss of viability. 


American Marten 


In Colorado, favored habitats for American martens are old-growth or mature subalpine forests of spruce, 
fir or lodgepole pine. Marten occurrences are within mature spruce-fir and lodgepole pine forests on the 
GMUG and have been observed throughout the project area.  


Direct effects to marten are likely to occur primarily where treatments are impacting suitable habitat. 
Within treatment areas there are 3,370 acres of denning habitat and 160 acres of foraging habitat. Project 
design features that protect snags and large woody debris would reduce project effects on martens and 
retain functional habitat. Individuals might be displaced and avoid the area temporarily during project 
implementation due to the presence of humans, equipment and increased noise.  


Snags and large woody debris are important features of marten habitat. Logs are most useful to martens 
for gaining access to subnivean (beneath the snow) areas and for resting. Removal of large, coarse woody 
debris from forests, or indirectly affecting processes that make it available in suitable sizes and stages of 
decay by removing standing trees and snags indirectly affects martens and their prey species (e.g., red-
backed voles, snowshoe hares, red squirrels, etc.) by reducing habitat quality. While reductions of this 
important component of marten habitat might reduce habitat quality directly within the units, the project 
design features would help to maintain suitable marten habitat components consistent with Forest Plan 
direction. 
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The proposed action may impact individual American martens but is not likely to cause a trend 
toward ward listing or a loss of viability. 


Pygmy Shrew 


Pygmy shrew are found in moist and forested habitats including late seral spruce-fir stands which usually 
have a high amount of coarse woody debris on the ground. Suitable habitat is present in the project area. 
There are no recorded observations of individuals in proposed treatment areas however this species is 
small and not easily detected due to their small size (they are the smallest North American mammal and 
one of the smallest mammals in the world). They spend a lot of time digging through soil and leaf litter 
searching for food, which makes observations and detection difficult. 


Project implementation could result in direct effects to pygmy shrews including the potential of direct 
mortality from heavy equipment, due to the species’ behavior including digging through soil and leaf litter 
to search for food, and using burrows created by other species. Changes to habitat from the proposed 
project activities, including clearcutting, would have varied effects on pygmy shrews. Michal and Rafal 
(2014) found that European pygmy shrews actually increase after clearcutting. Although recorded to live 
in areas with both wet and dry soil, the pygmy shrew requires moist soils and a moist leaf litter layer 
when foraging for insects (Index for Mammalian Species. www.science.smith.edu. Retrieved 2016-01-16). 
Though small, they have an extremely large appetite for their size and due to a fast metabolism, they need 
to eat constantly. Treatments that reduce woody material on the ground and that reduce shade from 
overstory tree removal would be likely to result in dryer conditions that could negatively impact pygmy 
shrew foraging habitat. 


The proposed action may impact individual pygmy shrews but is not likely to cause a trend toward 
Federal listing or a loss of viability. 


  



http://www.science.smith.edu/msi/
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Management Indicator Species  
The Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests have 10 management indicator species. 
A description of species biology, ecology, habitat characteristics and species or habitat abundance for the 
management indicator species can be found at: www.fs.usda.gov/goto/gmug/wildlife.  


Table 12. Management indicator species 
Common 


Name 
Scientific 


Name Habitat Association Species and or Habitat Present in Project Area? 


Rocky 
Mountain 
elk 


Cervus elephus Early succession 


spruce- fir, Douglas-fir, 


lodgepole, aspen, 


mountain shrub. 


Yes 


Abert’s 
squirrel 


Sciurus aberti Late-succession 
ponderosa pine 


No 


American 
marten 


Martes 
Americana 


Late-succession spruce-
fir, lodgepole pine 


Yes, this species is also a Forest Service Sensitive 
species and was analyzed above. The proposed 
action will not change the current Forest-wide 
population or habitat trend. 


Northern 
goshawk 


Accipiter 
gentillis 


Late-succession aspen 
and mixed conifer 


Yes, this species is also a Forest Service Sensitive 
species and was analyzed above. The proposed 
action will not change the current Forest-wide 
population or habitat trend. 


Red-naped 
sapsucker 


Sphyrapicus 
nuchalis 


Aspen, and willow 
riparian adjacent/near 
mature aspen 


No 


Merriam’s 
turkey 


Meleagris 
gallopavo 


Gamble oak, ponderosa 
pine, and Pinion-Juniper 


No  


Brewers 
Sparrow 


Spizella breweri Sagebrush  No 


Rainbow 
trout 


Oncorhynchus 
mykiss 


Aquatic and riparian 
habitats 


Yes, Design Features for Wildlife, Fish, and Rare 
plants, as well as those for Water Quality and Soil 
Productivity will protect habitats. The proposed 
action will not adversely affect Forest-wide 
population or habitat trend. 


Brown trout Oncorhynchus 
trutta 


Aquatic and riparian 
habitats 


Yes, Design Features for Wildlife, Fish, and Rare 
plants, as well as those for Water Quality and Soil 
Productivity will protect habitats. The proposed 
action will not adversely affect Forest-wide 
population or habitat trend. 


Brook trout Salvelinus 
fontinalis 


Aquatic and riparian 
habitats 


Yes, Design Features for Wildlife, Fish, and Rare 
plants, as well as those for Water Quality and Soil 
Productivity will protect habitats. The proposed 
action will not adversely affect Forest-wide 
population or habitat trend. 


Rocky Mountain elk 


The Gunnison Basin supports a strong population of elk. The project area is within Data Analysis Unit E-
43. Current population estimates meet the State of Colorado population objectives. Within the treatment 
areas that are considered elk habitat, 77 percent is high summer cover, 30 percent is high summer forage 
habitat, and 57 percent is high winter cover 
(https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5199934.pdf). Less than 1 percent is 



http://www.fs.usda.gov/goto/gmug/wildlife

https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5199934.pdf





Taylor Park Vegetation Management  Preliminary Environmental Analysis 


Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests 
50 


considered high winter forage habitat. Impacts to elk would be in the form of displacement and 
disturbance during project implementation, however given the spacing of each treatment, elk would not 
have to move great distances to reach refuge. Direct and indirect effects would most likely result in 
temporary displacement or cause shifts in elk behavioral patterns and habitat use. This displacement is 
expected to be short-term with elk use returning to the same level or possibly greater level in treatment 
areas due to an anticipated increase in forage quality and quantity.  


The proposed action will not change the current Forest-wide population or habitat trend for Rocky 
Mountain elk.  


Migratory Birds 
Executive Order 13186 (January 10, 2001) requires Federal agencies to consider management impacts to 
migratory birds to further the purposes of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act, and other laws. Federal agencies need to identify whether unintentional take will occur, 
and if so, whether such take would have a measurable negative effect on migratory bird populations. Take 
is defined to mean “… to pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or attempt to pursue, 
hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect” (50 CFR 10.12). Removal or destruction of vegetation 
is not considered a taking.  


The objectives of Executive Order 13186 address migratory birds by analyzing potential effects to: 
(1) Priority bird species identified in the Colorado Partners in Flight Land Conservation Plan (Beidleman 
2000) (2) Important Bird Areas identified through the Audubon Society Important Bird Area program 
(3) known important or unique avian over-wintering areas and (4) identify the unintentional take of the 
action alternatives. 


Partners in Flight Priority Species (Appendix D: Physiographic Area 62: Southern Rocky Mountains, 
Beidleman 2000) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Birds of Conservation Concern (USDI 2008): The 
Gunnison Ranger District is within the Southern Rockies Colorado Plateau (#16) bird conservation 
region.  


Overwintering Areas: There are no noted important overwintering areas within the project area. 


Pre-implementation raptor surveys would be conducted and if a nest is found buffers would be put in 
place to avoid impacts (WFRP-14, Appendix A). If surveys do not detect all nests in the area 
implementation, for example a tree falling on a nearby tree containing a nest, may result in some level of 
incidental mortality (unintentional take) of some birds. The removal of any eggs or fledglings is 
unlikely and would not result in a measurable negative effect to the bird populations listed above.  


Cumulative Effects 
There is a need to consider the incremental cumulative effects of the proposed action when added to other 
past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Projects in the Taylor Park analysis area that could 
contribute to effects include travel management, dispersed recreation management, and the 
implementation of vegetation management project decisions (SBEADMR EIS and Taylor Park 
Silviculture CE). Travel management has long-term habitat benefits by maintaining a manageable road 
system and reducing disturbances to wildlife species and their habitat by decommissioning and restoring 
illegal routes. Ongoing recreation has long-term additive impacts as recreation activity continues to 
increase. These additive impacts include noise disturbance that displaces wildlife. The additive effect of 
noise from recreation activities throughout Taylor Park with the proposed project will temporarily 
increase noise effects during project implementation. As described above under cumulative effects in the 
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Transportation System effects analysis, the Federal Highway Administration, in coordination with 
Gunnison County and the Forest Service, has been paving the Cottonwood Pass Road with completion 
expected in 2019 potentially leading to increased visitation, recreation, and human disturbance in Taylor 
Park.  


This project in conjunction with the implementation of SBEADMR would not exceed the vegetation caps 
for VEG S1, VEG S2, VEG S5, or VEG S6 under the Southern Rockies Lynx Amendment (SRLA) for 
Canada lynx. Tracking and reporting to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is conducted annually to ensure 
cumulative impacts of these caps under the SRLA are meeting the 2008 SRLA biological opinion 
requirements. Annual reporting occurs in February each year to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. This 
annual reporting will include acres treated in lynx habitat under this Taylor Park Environmental 
Assessment (EA). The cumulative effects of vegetation management from this project, SBEADMR, and 
Taylor Park CE will meet all vegetation management standards in the Southern Rockies Lynx 
Amendment. The proposed project is expected to add cumulatively to past, current and reasonably 
foreseeable activities in terms of increasing direct and indirect effects for all species analyzed. Over time, 
these effects will decrease in magnitude as vegetation management activities implemented under this 
proposal, SBEADMR, and the Taylor Park Silviculture CE are completed, and as forests regenerate and 
recover over time.  


Forest Service Sensitive Plants  


Affected Species  
No plants federally listed as threatened or endangered occur in the Gunnison Ranger District. Table 13 
provides a list of Forest Service sensitive plant species that occur on or near in the Gunnison Ranger 
District and comments/rationale related to their potential to be affected by the proposed action. Of the 21 
Forest Service sensitive plan species that occur on or near the Gunnison Ranger District, 13 were found to 
have suitable habitat within or near the treatment areas.  


Table 13. Region 2 sensitive plant species considered for this analysis  
There are 21 sensitive plant species on or near the Gunnison Ranger District (Rocky Mountain Region 
Endangered, Threatened Proposed, and Sensitive Species 4/3/2018) 


Scientific 
Name 


Common 
Name 


Known  
suspected 
to be present  
or its 
habitat in 
the planning 
area? 


Known 
suspected 
to be 
present 
or its 
habitat in 
the  
treatment 
area? 


Habitat Effect Comments and Rationale 


Aliciella 
sedifolia 


stonecrop 
gilia 


No No Small-scree slopes on 
volcanic tuffs, Alpine 
tundra, above 10,500 
feet elevation.  


NI There is no suitable habitat 
within the 
planning/treatment area. 
Occurs south of planning 
area and at higher 
elevations than any 
treatments. 
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Scientific 
Name 


Common 
Name 


Known  
suspected 
to be present  
or its 
habitat in 
the planning 
area? 


Known 
suspected 
to be 
present 
or its 
habitat in 
the  
treatment 
area? 


Habitat Effect Comments and Rationale 


Astragulus 
iodopetalus 


violet 
milkvetch 


No No Openings in sagebrush 
and Gambel oak, 
commonly on granite. 
Commonly found at 
6,500 – 7,260 feet in 
elevation but one known 
account at 8,200 feet 
(Big Mesa, Colorado). 
Currently not much is 
known about this 
species.  


NI There is no suitable habitat 
within the 
planning/treatment area. 
Planning area is above the 
elevation range of 
occurrence of this species 
Known occurrence occurs 
southwest of treatment area 
and at lower elevations than 
any treatments. 


Astragulus 
leptaleus 


park 
milkvetch 


Yes No Riparian margins, 
submontane. Elevation 
range occurs between 
6,000 and 9,000 feet. 


MI There is potential habitat in 
the planning area but no 
suitable habitat within the 
treatment areas. The 
elevation of the treatment 
areas are outside the known 
elevation occurrence for this 
species. No direct effects to 
this species would occur as 
a result of implementing the 
proposed action. Indirect 
effects to park milkvetch 
could include slight changes 
to area hydrology from 
changes in forest cover and 
operation of equipment 
above the species’ habitat 
range within the watershed. 
This species has been 
historically found in 
Gunnison County but far 
from project location. 


Botrychium 
paradoxum 


peculiar 
moonwort 


Yes Yes Alpine or subalpine open 
rocky sites, moist alpine 
turf above 10,500 feet 
elevation. Occurs on 
lightly disturbed sites. 


MI There is potential habitat 
within the planning/treatment 
areas. Closest known 
location is 9 miles from the 
planning area.  


Braya glabella Smooth 
northern-
rockcress 


Yes No Rocky alpine slopes, on 
limestone 12,000-13,000 
feet elevation.  


NI There is potential habitat in 
the planning area but no 
suitable habitat within the 
treatment areas The 
treatment areas are below 
the elevation range of 
occurrence of this species. 
No effects to any of this 
specie would occur as a 
result of implementing the 
proposed action.  
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Scientific 
Name 


Common 
Name 


Known  
suspected 
to be present  
or its 
habitat in 
the planning 
area? 


Known 
suspected 
to be 
present 
or its 
habitat in 
the  
treatment 
area? 


Habitat Effect Comments and Rationale 


Carex diandra Lesser 
panicled 
sedge 


yes No Fens, wetlands, 
subalpine 9,000-10,500 
feet elevation. Species 
commonly found on 
floating mats and in 
kettle ponds 


MI There is potential habitat 
within the planning area but 
no suitable habitat in the 
treatment areas. Design 
criteria would prevent 
treatments in their habitat. 
Design features protect this 
species from direct effects 
but not indirect. This specie 
has been observed in the 
planning area within a fen. 


Drosera 
rotundifolia  


round leaf 
sundew 


No No Iron fens, floating peat 
mats with Sphagnum 
moss, 9,100-10,000 feet 
elevation.  


NI There is no suitable habitat 
within the 
planning/treatment area. 
Nearest known occurrence 
is from one iron fen 
approximately 13 miles from 
project area. 


Eriophorum 
chamissonis 


Chamisso’s 
cottongrass 


Yes No Fens, wetlands, 9,500-
14,000 feet elevation.  


MI There is potential habitat 
within the planning area but 
no suitable habitat within the 
treatment areas. Design 
criteria would prevent 
treatments in their habitat. 
Design features protect this 
species from direct effects 
but not indirect. 


Eriophorum 
gracile 


slender 
cotton grass 


Yes No Sedge meadows, fens, 
floating peat mats, 
saturated soil to shallow 
water, 8,100-12,000 feet 
elevation.  


MI There is potential habitat 
within the planning area but 
no suitable habitat within the 
treatment areas. Design 
criteria would prevent 
treatments in their habitat. 
Design features protect this 
species from direct effects 
but not indirect. 


Kobresia 
Simpliciuscula 


Simple bog 
sedge 


Yes No Calcareous fens with 
hummocks, alpine or 
subalpine, 9,500 feet 
elevation.  


MI There is potential habitat in 
the planning area but no 
suitable habitat within the 
treatment area. Design 
criteria would prevent 
treatments in their habitat. 
Design features protect this 
species from direct effects 
but not indirect. 
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Scientific 
Name 


Common 
Name 


Known  
suspected 
to be present  
or its 
habitat in 
the planning 
area? 


Known 
suspected 
to be 
present 
or its 
habitat in 
the  
treatment 
area? 


Habitat Effect Comments and Rationale 


Machaeranther
a coloradoensis  


Colorado 
tansy-aster 


Yes Yes Gravelly places in 
mountain parks, 
ponderosa pine stands, 
dry tundra, Occurs in 
forest openings 
sandstone / limestone, 
7,600 -12,500 feet 
elevation. Species 
occurs in Gunnison 
County.  


MI There is potential habitat 
within the 
planning/treatment areas. 
The closest known 
occurrence is 4 miles from a 
treatment unit. 


Neoparrya 
lithophila 


Bill’s 
neoparrya 


No No Found in piñon-juniper 
woodlands on north-
facing ledges, cliffs, and 
canyons associated with 
volcanic dikes composed 
of igneous outcrops or 
sedimentary rock, and in 
montane meadows and 
grasslands (Anderson 
2004). It is found at 
elevations ranging from 
7,000 to 10,000 feet. 


NI No suitable habitat in the 
planning/treatment areas. 
All known occurrences well 
outside of treatment area. 


Physaria 
scrotiformis 


west silver 
bladderpod 


No No Habitat consists of 
windswept, nearly 
barren, cobbly and 
gravely limestone 
outcrops in a matrix of 
Picea engelmannii. 
Elevation range 11,500–
11,850 feet.  


NI No suitable habitat in the 
planning/treatment areas. 
The treatment areas are 
below the elevation range of 
occurrence of this species. 
Only known occurrence well 
south of treatment area.  


Ranunculus 
karelinii 


ice cold 
buttercup, 
tundra 
buttercup 


Yes No Alpine ridgetops and 
peaks, in rocks and 
scree, where there have 
been low-lying snow 
banks or in the rivulets 
below them, 11,000-
14,100 feet elevation.  


NI There is potential habitat in 
the planning area but no 
suitable habitat within the 
project area. Treatment 
areas are below the 
elevation range of 
occurrence of this species. 
No effects this specie would 
occur as a result of 
implementing the proposed 
action.  


Rubus arcticus 
ssp acaulis 


Dwarf 
raspberry  


Maybe No Found in understories of 
moderate to dense 
canopy cover in spruce, 
spruce/willow and 
occasionally willow 
dominated communities. 
Also in boggy woods, 
marshes, mountain 
meadows, and alpine 
tundra at 8,500 – 9,600 
feet in elevation.  


MI There may be potential 
habitat in the planning area 
but no suitable habitat within 
the treatment areas. Design 
criteria would prevent 
treatments in their habitat 
Design features protect this 
species from direct effects 
but not indirect. Not known 
to occur in Delta, Mesa or 
Gunnison County. 
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Scientific 
Name 


Common 
Name 


Known  
suspected 
to be present  
or its 
habitat in 
the planning 
area? 


Known 
suspected 
to be 
present 
or its 
habitat in 
the  
treatment 
area? 


Habitat Effect Comments and Rationale 


Salix candida sageleaf 
willow 


Yes No Fens, edges of streams, 
wetlands, 8,800-10,600 
feet.  


MI There is potential habitat in 
the planning areas but no 
suitable habitat within the 
project areas. Design 
criteria would prevent 
treatments in their habitat 
Design features protect this 
species from direct effects 
but not indirect. Most 
recorded locations were 
found in park county in rich 
fen locations.  


Salix myrtillifolia blueberry 
willow 


Yes No Wetlands, streambanks, 
fens, 9,000-11,000 feet.  


MI There is potential habitat in 
the planning areas but no 
suitable habitat within the 
project area. Design criteria 
would prevent treatments in 
their habitat. Design 
features protect this species 
from direct effects but not 
indirect. Most recorded 
locations were found in park 
county in rich fen locations.  


Sphagnum 
angustifolium 


narrowleaf 
peatmoss 


No No Acidic iron fens or 
wetlands above 9,000 
feet in elevation.  


NI There is no suitable habitat 
within the planning or 
treatment areas Design 
criteria would prevent 
treatments in their habitat. 
Occurs well southeast of 
treatment area. 


Sphagnum 
balticum 


Baltic 
sphagnum 


No No Prefer the wet portions of 
acidic peatlands (iron 
fens). More often found 
in the hollows of fens or 
bogs than on hummocks. 


NI There is no suitable habitat 
in the planning area or 
treatment areas. Design 
criteria would prevent 
treatments in their habitat 
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Scientific 
Name 


Common 
Name 


Known  
suspected 
to be present  
or its 
habitat in 
the planning 
area? 


Known 
suspected 
to be 
present 
or its 
habitat in 
the  
treatment 
area? 


Habitat Effect Comments and Rationale 


Thalictrum 
heliophilum 


Cathedral 
Bluff 
meadow-rue 


No No Found on open slopes of 
eroding shale of the 
Parachute Creek 
Member of the Green 
River Formation, 
between 6,200 and 
8,800 feet in elevation. 
Soils supporting this 
species are derived from 
Green River Shale. They 
are poorly developed 
and consist of a clay 
matrix holding together 
shale chips. Occurs 
almost entirely in Utah 
High Plateaus 
Ecoregions and one 
occurrence in the 
Southern Rocky 
Mountain ecoregion. 
Several occurrences 
near the border of these 
two ecoregions. Soils at 
project location are not 
derived from Green 
River Shale. 


NI There is no suitable habitat 
within the planning or 
treatment areas. Planning 
area is above the elevation 
range of occurrence of this 
species  


Utricularia 
minor 


lesser 
bladderpod 


Yes No Fens, marshes, 
subalpine ponds, 8,600-
11,000 feet.  


MI There is suitable habitat in 
the planning area but no 
potential in the treatment 
areas. Design criteria would 
prevent treatments in their 
habitat. Design features 
protect this species from 
direct effects but not 
indirect. 


Effects of the No-Action Alternative 
Under the no-action alternative, existing processes and management actions would continue to influence 
the project area. We would expect to see continued decline of lodgepole pine and decrease in this forest 
type due to on-going high levels of lodgepole dwarf mistletoe infestation. Fuel buildup would continue, 
both through tree mortality and an absence of aggressive fuel treatments in the project area. We would not 
anticipate any direct effects to Forest Service sensitive plants, as no additional management activities in 
their range would occur as a result of this project. Indirect effects to Forest Service sensitive species could 
occur due increased mortality in wildfires. We would continue to implement currently authorized 
activities and other reasonably foreseeable related actions. 
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Effects of the Proposed Action 


Park Milkvetch 


Park milkvetch occurs at lower altitude than the proposed treatments. Although vehicles and other 
equipment accessing the treatment area would traverse lower elevation areas within the planning area. 
This species is most likely to occur in moist swales and riparian meadows, often within riparian areas that 
are typically wet and have standing water or high-water tables. These habitat types are sensitive to ground 
disturbing activities and can be negatively impacted from activities occurring above, adjacent to, or 
within. Legal and regulatory limitations on soil disturbing activity in these areas will reduce the potential 
for direct impacts. In the Forest Service, wetlands are surrounded by a buffer called the water influence 
zone (USDA Forest Service 2006). Since these laws and regulations severely restrict any activities in 
wetlands and limit activities in the water influence zone around them, project activities would avoid 
wetlands. Project design features have been written that avoids activities in wetlands (WQSP-2A; 
Appendix C). For this project there will be no equipment operation that would occur off of roads in the 
riparian edge habitat of park milkvetch. No direct effects to this species would occur as a result of 
implementing the proposed action as there will not be any ground disturbing activities within their habitat 
that would cause direct injury or mortality to individuals.  


Indirect effects to park milkvetch could include slight changes to area hydrology from changes in forest 
cover and operation of equipment above the species’ habitat range within the watershed. Park milkvetch 
could also be adversely indirectly impacted by the introduction and spread of invasive species resulting in 
increased competition. All these indirect effects could result in reduced vigor of the population, but these 
effects would not threaten the continued viability of park milkvetch in the project area. The project may 
impact individual populations of lesser park milkvetch but is not likely to cause a trend toward 
Federal listing or a loss of viability. 


Smooth Northern Rockcress and Ice Cold Buttercup 


Smooth northern rockcress and ice cold buttercup are high elevation species that occur above the 
elevation of any treatments of the proposed action. No impacts to any of these species would occur as a 
result implementing the proposed action.  


Lesser Panicled Sedge, Chamisso’s Cottongrass, Slender Cottongrass, Simple Bog 
Sedge, Dwarf Raspberry, Sageleaf Willow, Blueberry Willow, and Lesser Bladderwort 


Lesser panicled sedge, Chamisso’s cottongrass, slender cottongrass, simple bog sedge, dwarf raspberry, 
sageleaf willow, blueberry willow, and lesser bladderwort occur in fen and wetland habitats. Project 
design features for water quality and soil protection and wetland sensitive plants (WQSP 1-5/ FSSP-9, 
Appendix A) would avoid project entry into the wetland habitats of these species and protect the habitats 
from effects. No direct adverse effects to any of these species would occur. Indirect impacts could include 
sedimentation and alterations to hydrology of the fens or wetlands. Project design features would limit 
these impacts, but there is the potential fens could experience some level of sedimentation, hydrology 
alterations, and nutrient loading. These effects may be minor, short-term influences to fen function, but 
could result in long-term effects that alter to some extent the vigor of these species populations if present. 
Fens should be surveyed during project implementation to assess the presence of these species and if 
appropriate adjust the required minimum 100-foot buffer to an adequate size for the situation. Potential 
changes in the vigor of some populations would not result in a threat to the viability of any of these 
species in the project area. The project may impact individual populations of lesser panicled sedge, 
Chamisso’s cottongrass, slender cottongrass, simple bog sedge, dwarf raspberry, sageleaf willow, 
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blueberry willow, and lesser bladderwort but is not likely to cause a trend toward Federal listing or 
a loss of viability. 


Peculiar Moonwort 


Peculiar moonwort may occur in lightly disturbed sites, such as old road and road cuts, in or near spruce-
fir and lodgepole pine forests above 10,500 feet in elevation. This is near the upper elevation of the 
project area. Implementation surveys would include searching for this species where treatments or road 
improvements would occur within its habitat. The species has a long dormant period when little 
vegetation is visible above ground, so some populations could be overlooked during surveys. Potential 
direct effects to this species would include mortality to populations from crushing during road 
construction or heating if pile burning overlaps species occurrence due to species occurrences being 
missed during field surveys.  


Pile burning or exposing bare soil could result in indirect impact to peculiar moonwort through damage to 
soil fungi. All Botrycium (moonwort) species benefit from a symbiotic, or mutually beneficial, 
relationship with mycorrizal fungi (Beatty et al. 2003). This would be the most critical habitat 
constituent for maintaining suitable habitat for peculiar moonwort. This habitat is present throughout 
the forest and is difficult to quantify as far as baseline conditions. Road construction and soil 
scarification for reforestation, subject mycorrizal fungi to drying conditions that can result in destruction 
of fungi. Similarly, the heat of pile burning could destroy fungi near the soil surface. Project design 
features would prevent more than 15 percent of the soil in a treatment area from being severely burned, 
compacted, eroded, and displaced (WQSP-5A, Appendix A). This would likely reduce the severity of 
impact, though may not fully mitigate all potential negative effects and therefore some reduced vigor in 
individuals or populations could occur. Given this species’ widespread distribution and the small overlap 
of its habitat with treatment areas at the upper limit of the treatment elevation, the potential for localized 
loss of individuals at discrete sites would not be a threat to its viability. The project may impact 
individual populations of peculiar moonwort but is not likely to cause a trend toward Federal 
listing or a loss of viability. 


Colorado Tansy-aster 


Colorado tansy-aster grows in openings such as barren slopes, montane parks dominated by grass, or low 
shrublands. In such habitats it tends to thrive in open microsites. Implementation surveys would include 
searching for this species where treatments and road improvements would occur within its habitat. Road 
construction or increased road use during project implementation could result in loss of Colorado tansy-
aster by crushing above ground plant parts during the summer or roots at any time of the years. Pile 
burning in areas where the species is present would also cause loss of any individuals present. In each 
case, the species is likely to recolonize disturbed areas. A project design feature for protection of the 
species (FSSP-3, Appendix A) calls for avoidance of road use where populations are known to occur. 
With mitigation, the project may impact individual populations of Colorado tansy-aster but is not 
likely to cause a trend toward Federal listing or a loss of viability. 


Cumulative Effects 


Park Milkvetch 


Increased recreational use of the national forests, especially increased off-road vehicle use, is likely to 
impact park milkvetch. Other factors include ongoing grazing on and off Federal lands and increased 
introduction of invasive species. Park milkvetch is known to exist in habitats (lower elevation riparian) 
where both these impacts occur. Similar to the case for the proposed action, the SBEADMR project 
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includes implementation phase surveys for sensitive plants and design features to protect sensitive habitat. 
Only moderate indirect effects are anticipated. While the proposed action and related actions would not 
likely affect much of the known range and suitable habitat for this species, there may be long-term 
adverse impacts that could act synergistically with the cumulative effects resulting in some decline for 
this species. 


Lesser Panicled Sedge, Chamisso’s Cottongrass, Slender Cottongrass, Simple Bog 
Sedge, Dwarf Raspberry, Sageleaf Willow, Blueberry Willow, and Lesser Bladderwort 


These fen and wetland species may be affected by climate change, especially warming of their fen and 
wetland habitats and less consistent patterns of precipitation. These species have specific hydrologic 
habitat requirements and could be indirectly impacted by changes to hydrological processes resulting 
from roadwork done by the county. This was not found to be a substantial impact in the GMUG fen 
inventory and assessment (Johnston et al. 2012), but because there are 2,591 acres of potential fens in the 
vicinity of roads there is the potential for road use, improvement and maintenance contributing 
synergistically to cumulative impacts to the hydrologic function of fens. Many of these species are 
thought to be Pleistocene relics disjunct from cooler habitats already at the edge of their range, so climate 
change may be a substantial effect that is influencing the viability of these species. 


Similar to the case for the proposed action, the SBEADMR project includes design features aimed at 
protecting wetland habitats and species. The combined effects of these projects would not be anticipated 
to result in the Federal listing or loss of viability for any of these species.  


Peculiar Moonwort  


The SBEADMR project proposed similar treatments to those of the proposed action, but over a much 
broader area within and adjacent to the Taylor Park planning area. SBEADMR would also have the 
potential to adversely affect individual peculiar moonwort plants, but is not expected to result in 
federally listing or loss of species viability. 


Increasing infestation of National Forest System lands by invasive exotic plant species could result in 
greater competition for resources for peculiar moonwort. 


Colorado Tansy-aster 


The SBEADMR project proposed similar treatments to those of the proposed action, but over a much 
broader area within and adjacent to the Taylor Park planning area. SBEADMR would also have the 
potential to adversely affect individual Colorado Tansy-asters, but is not expected to result in 
federally listing or loss of species viability. 


County road maintenance has been identified as a potential cumulative effect for Colorado tansy aster. 
County road maintenance could result in additional impacts to individuals such as crushing, or removal 
by road maintenance equipment. Livestock grazing is another ongoing activity in Colorado tansy aster 
habitat. The effects of grazing on Colorado tansy aster are probably minimal because it is unpalatable to 
livestock and prefers habitats that are sparsely vegetated and rocky, which are not preferred for grazing 
(Beatty et al. 2004). Colorado tansy aster may also be cumulatively impacted by invasive plants and 
recreational activities (trail use, road use). This would act synergistically with the proposed action to add 
to the potential for decreased vigor and mortality of individuals, but is not anticipated to extirpate any of 
the populations as they are dispersed both along the road where impacts could occur, and adjacent to the 
road where fewer impacts are anticipated. 
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Invasive Weeds 


Affected Environment 
The GMUG uses the Colorado state noxious weed list to guide management on invasive plants, and 
additionally manage for invasive species of local concern. The State of Colorado Department of 
Agriculture ranks invasive plant species by their priority for treatment (CDA 2013). The 2006 GMUG 
Forest Plan Revision planning effort (USDA Forest Service 2006) assessed the risk of establishment of 
invasive plant species per vegetation cover types. This document determined that, in general, vulnerability 
in wildlands is low in desert and semi-desert elevations, (mostly below forest), then increases to high at 
medium elevations, declining to very low at high elevations (colder with short growing seasons, mainly in 
wilderness areas). Riparian zones are known to be more vulnerable to infestation by invasive plants than 
adjacent upland sites (Stohlgren and Chong 2002). Stohlgren and Chong (2002) found that mixed conifer 
forests with sparse understory vegetation tend to be less invaded than adjacent canopy gaps, aspen stands, 
and montane meadows. However, they found no difference in vulnerability between grazed and ungrazed 
sites. Any site is vulnerable to invasion if light, water, and nitrogen are made available (Stohlgren and 
Chong 2002). 


Existing information on the GMUG for invasive plant species shows that they are primarily concentrated 
along roadways, in campgrounds, along powerlines, and other areas with high levels of existing 
disturbance factors. Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense CIAR4), Yellow toadflax (Linaria vulgaris LIVU2), 
oxeye daisy (Leucanthemum vulgare LEVU), and cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum BRTE) are the invasive 
species of greatest concern in the proposed Taylor Park project area. Due to presence of the listed noxious 
weed species monitoring and treatment practices will be implemented as occurrence and infestation levels 
are determined and prioritized.  


Effects of the No-Action Alternative 
Under the no-action alternative, no additional active vegetation management would occur as a result of 
this project. We would continue to implement currently authorized activities and other reasonably 
foreseeable related actions. There would be no increase in ground disturbance or timber hauling in the 
project area as a result of this project. However, we anticipate other vectors, such as continued increases 
of recreation use, will result in the potential of increased invasive plant species establishment. On-going 
weed inventories, treatments and prescriptions would continue to occur to minimize invasive plants 
establishment and infestations.  


Effects of the Proposed Action 
Implementing the proposed action would result in additional ground disturbance, heavy equipment 
operation, temporary decrease in forest canopy closure, and vehicle traffic in the treatment area. All of 
these activities are associated with spread of invasive species. We would incorporate project design 
features (IW1-9, Appendix A) to limit the spread of invasive weeds. These include standards for vehicle 
and equipment washing, minimizing ground and native vegetation disturbance, re-establishing native 
plant cover on disturbed areas, and pre and post treatment monitoring. Given these mitigation measures, 
we do not anticipate great increases in invasive plant infestation would result from the implementing the 
proposed action.  
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Cumulative Effects 
Road Maintenance – there is ongoing road maintenance in and near the analysis area. These projects may 
result in some increase in localized invasive abundance. This will contribute to adverse impacts as 
nonnative invasive plants may become established and could invade the project area. 


Grazing – livestock grazing management can be beneficial in invasive plant management through the 
cooperation of grazing permittees and cooperating agencies; however, livestock grazing can also result in 
the spread of invasive plants. Grazing occurs both on the GMUG and in areas adjacent to the forest. In 
areas where the proposed action would create soil disturbance where cattle or other grazing animals are 
used, introductions of invasive plants could occur if the identified noxious weeds are not treated prior and 
post disturbance activities. Grazers can also create disturbed soils that may result in areas where 
introductions caused by vectors associated with project activities could occur. Wild animals such as elk, 
mule deer, and moose can also be vectors for introduction and spread of invasive plants.  


Recreational Use – the analysis area currently has high levels of recreation, and recreation is expected to 
increase – motorized, mechanized, and non-motorized. Areas with high concentrations of recreation usage 
are vulnerable to high disturbance levels, and many of these areas are in or near lodgepole pine or spruce 
forests. These are also sites where introductions of invasive species could occur, due to increased 
vehicular and foot traffic carrying seeds or vegetative propagules. The overall trend in these areas would 
create a higher risk for the introduction and spread of invasive plants. 


Air quality – for the last few decades, there has been a trend toward greater population numbers in and 
near these forests, especially around spruce-fir and aspen stands. This trend will likely continue and 
perhaps accelerate, resulting in more fossil fuel use and more wood-burning, which will deteriorate the air 
quality on and around the forests. This would result in increased nitrogen deposition which has been 
found to increase the success of invasive plants (Dukes et al. 2011). 


Other Vegetation Management—within the planning area, other approved vegetation management 
projects (SBEADMR and Taylor Park Silviculture CE) have planned treatments with similar anticipated 
impacts of invasive plants as the proposed action. The proposed action and SBEADMR share the same 
invasive weeds project design features.  


Overall, cumulative effects and the effects of the proposed action should not result in notable increases of 
invasive species establishment in the project area, provided that design features to address invasive 
species are implemented. 


Heritage Resources 


Background 
GMUG is rich in historically and culturally significant properties. As of September 2018, we have 
inventoried approximately 4,264 acres to current standards, or 16 percent of the total planning area. The 
remaining acres, which fall within treatment areas or those associated with ground disturbance in relation 
to the proposed action (e.g., temporary road construction), must be surveyed prior to project 
implementation. A total of 279 historic properties (including properties determined not eligible to the 
National Register of Historic Places) have been recorded in the planning area as of September 2018. One 
site is listed on the National Register of Historic Places. 


There are 52 designated or listed historic properties in the project area.  
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Of the 279 historic properties recorded in the planning area, only 13 have not had their eligibility 
evaluated. Twenty percent of the properties evaluated have been determined eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places (or are so listed or designated). Slightly more than three-quarters of 
the properties have been determined not eligible to the National Register of Historic Places. The 
remaining evaluated properties did not receive determinations of eligibility, either because the recorders 
of the property felt that more investigation of the property was needed for a determination of eligibility to 
be made, or because the Forest Service and the Colorado State Historic Preservation Officer could not 
agree in consultation on the eligibility of the property. For management purposes, the Forest Service treats 
undetermined and unevaluated properties as if they are eligible until a determination of eligibility can be 
made for that property. 


Effects of the No-Action Alternative 
It is assumed that taking no action would not adversely affect any cultural resources. Existing trends of 
increased visitation and recreation area would continue, particularly with the paving of the highway over 
Cottonwood Pass. Increased visitation may lead to increased potential for damage to known or 
undiscovered cultural resources. Additionally, we would continue to implement currently authorized 
activities and other reasonably foreseeable related actions. 


Effects of the Proposed Action 
In implementing the proposed action, we would avoid all eligible or unevaluated sites by a 50-foot buffer.  


• If heritage resources are identified during project implementation (unanticipated discovery), all 
work would cease immediately in that area until the situation is reviewed and an assessment and 
mitigation plan instituted to ensure protection of the site. 


• Historic properties located within the project area of potential effects but not close to identified 
disturbance areas would be protected from indirect project impacts such as use of sites for staging 
equipment or vehicles (e.g., timber harvest equipment; water trucks; road construction, 
reconstruction or maintenance equipment) or any other activities. 


Given these provisions for avoidance of known resources and work stoppage in the event of discovery of 
any currently unknown resources, implementing the proposed action should not adversely affect heritage 
resources. 


Cumulative Effects 
As the proposed action would not adversely affect heritage resources, its implementation would not 
contribute to the cumulative effects of other actions.  
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Agencies and Persons Consulted 
The Forest Service consulted the following individuals, Federal, State, tribal, and local agencies during 
the development of this environmental assessment: 


Federal, State, and Local Agencies: 
USDA Forest Service, Salida Ranger District, District Ranger 
USDI Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological Services, Colorado State Office 
Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
Colorado State Forest Service 
Gunnison Country Commissioner, Commission District 1 
Gunnison Country Commissioner, Commission District 2 
Gunnison Country Commissioner, Commission District 3 
Gunnison County Public Works 


Tribes: 
Southern Ute Indian Tribe  
Uintah and Ouray Tribal Business Committee  
Ute Indian Tribe (Uintah and Ouray Reservation)  
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe 


Others: 
Baylor University 
Buena Vista Chamber of Commerce 
Buena Vista Snowmobile Club 
Colorado Mule Deer Association 
Colorado Timber Industry Association 
Entermountain Enterprises, Inc. 
Gunnison County Chamber of Commerce 
High County Conservation Advocates 
Intermountain Forest Association 
Montrose Forest Products 
Murdie Subdivision Home Owners Association 
Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation 
Spring Creek Estates HOA 
Taylor Park Cattle Pool 
Tin Cup Civic Association 
West Region Wildfire Council 
Wilderness Pursuits, Western Colorado State University 
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Planning Steps  


1. Consult the Environmental Assessment and Decision Notice 
Instructions: The direction in the EA and Decision Notice reflects comprehensive public 
participation and collaborative efforts conducted over a year-long planning period. The public had 
opportunities to influence all elements of these documents. Becoming familiar with the 
implementation parameters of the EA and Decision Notice to develop an understanding of these 
limits and requirements will help the Interdisciplinary Team identify treatment types (Appendix B) 
and design features needed for treatment areas. Ensure proposed treatments accomplish project 
objectives defined in the Project Purpose and Need (objectives listed below).  


Taylor Park Vegetation Treatment Project Objectives:  


• Thin and harvest stands to improve forest health, reduce fuels in wildland-urban interface areas, 
using commercial harvest and non-commercial treatments as appropriate to the site-specific 
situation. 


♦ In the wildland-urban interface: reduce the potential for crown fire by reducing or 
breaking up canopy continuity, decrease potential surface fire intensity via reduced 
surface fuels, and improving tree health and vigor. 


♦ Protect young, healthy stands of lodgepole pine from infestation by dwarf mistletoe 
through harvesting infested stands and treatment of adjacent strips and stands. 


♦ Salvage trees killed by spruce bark beetle, mountain pine beetle, Douglas-fir bark beetle 
and wildfire for commercial wood products. 


♦ Precommercially thin young stands of lodgepole pine to increase/maintain growth rates. 


• Remove hazard trees along the Taylor Canyon and Spring Creek Roads (CR 742 and FR 744). 


• Provide lodgepole pine and Engelmann spruce sawtimber and other forest products such as 
firewood, fence posts, and corral poles from suited timber in the watershed. Focus is on dwarf 
mistletoe infested stands and spruce resiliency treatments outside of SBEADMR treatment units. 
Proposed commercial harvest would be in addition to, and in conjunction with that of 
SBEADMR. 


2. Validate within Thresholds  
☐ HUC12 Watershed Scale: Work with the Supervisors Office Soil and Water Program Lead to validate 
or update total disturbance for the treatment’s watershed (HUC12). Using the Equivalent Roaded Acres 
approach, ensure that recently affected acres, in combination with those analyzed in the FEIS, do not 
exceed 25 percent of the watershed. If the 25 percent threshold would be exceeded by the proposed 
treatment, discontinue treatments in the watershed until recovery has occurred. 


 Lynx Analysis Unit Scale: Work with the Supervisors Office Wildlife, Fish, and TES Program Lead 
to validate or update the current extent of single-storied stands in the LAU that in are stand initiation 
structural stage (SISS) due to bark beetle, management, or other natural disturbance. 
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 Treatment Area Scale, Soil Disturbance:  


 Based on a review of past activity records, aerial photos, or other records, there is no 
evidence of past activity in the treatment area. 


 There is evidence of past activity in the treatment area. I have initiated coordination with 
the Supervisors Office Soil and Water Program Lead to determine the extent of surveys 
required in the next phase of treatment design. 


3. Complete Area Surveys and Inventories 
Instructions: It is the responsibility of the Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) resource specialists to a) select 
applicable surveys from the example list below, b) document additional needed surveys below, and c) 
confirm identified surveys have been completed. Those identified with an asterisk are required for all 
treatments per law, regulation, policy, or consistency with decision-making triggers in the Taylor 
Park Vegetation Treatment EA.  


Survey data will be used to develop treatment layouts, to identify need for design features, to identify 
areas that should be avoided (e.g., cultural sites, sensitive wildlife areas, etc.), and to establish treatment-
specific objectives and desired outcomes. Information derived from the surveys may also precipitate 
monitoring questions that should be considered by the IDT.  


Air Quality 


 If applicable, obtain State of Colorado air quality (smoke) permits (AQ-1).  


Project lead/Fuels specialist signature that permit will be been obtained: __________________________  


Cultural Resources  
Instructions: National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) compliance will be completed prior to 
treatment implementation. All cultural resources that are eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places or are unevaluated within a treatment area will be avoided unless the Heritage specialist 
determines a specific treatment does not have the potential to affect certain types of cultural resources.  


Any changes to treatment areas or road construction during implementation will require a separate review 
under the National Historic Preservation Act.  


The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires that if newly discovered cultural resources are 
identified during treatment implementation, work in that area must stop and the Forest Archaeologist 
notified immediately. The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), requires 
that if inadvertent discovery of Native American Remains or Objects occurs, activity must cease in the 
area of discovery, a reasonable effort made to protect the item(s) discovered, and immediate notice made 
to the Forest Supervisor, as well as the appropriate Native American group(s)and State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO). Further actions also require compliance under the provisions of NHPA and 
the Archaeological Resource Protection Act (ARPA).  


 *National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) compliance will be completed for each treatment 
unit prior to implementation. This may include literature reviews, field surveys (if deemed 
necessary by the Heritage specialist) and completion of SHPO and tribal consultation. 
Surveys, reporting, and consultation may be conducted in accordance with a Programmatic 
Agreement. SHPO and tribal consultation may result in additional cultural resource avoidance 
or protection measures.  
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 Identify cultural sites to be avoided on the ground  
 Roads and landings  
 Pile Burning  
 Other surveys (specify):  


District Archeologist signature that identified surveys have been completed: _____________________  


Fire/Fuel Surveys  


 Browns transects/photo points  
 Determine minimum and maximum fuel loading associated with harvests and treatments; 


particularly important to consider are residual fuel loadings near WUI and other values (less 
than 4 feet surface flame length required) and those associated with roadside hazard tree 
removal (roads may be used as future control lines and fuel loadings from hazard tree removal 
should be mitigated so as to not significantly increase surface fuel loadings)  


 Other surveys (specify):  


Fire/Fuels Specialist signature that identified surveys have been completed: ___________________  


Land Surveys  


Instructions: Prior to commencing any ground- or vegetation-disturbing activities, evidence of the Public 
Land Survey System will be marked for protection. The Forest Land Surveyor shall be consulted to assist 
with providing data, searching for and evaluating evidence, and locating and protecting monuments of the 
Public Land Survey System from destruction.  


 Forest Land Surveyor contacted and survey has been completed.  
 If proposed treatment is within 300 feet of wilderness, locate boundaries.  
 Other surveys (specify):  


Forest Land Surveyor signature that identified surveys have been completed: _______________________  


Range and Invasive Species Surveys  


Instructions: Based on survey of invasive weeds in the treatment area, prioritize weed infestations for 
treatment in high-risk sites, including treatment operating areas and along access routes. Control weeds as 
necessary prior to treatment implementation. Modify treatment as needed to reduce expansion of invasive 
weeds.  


Include identified range improvements, range transects and witness trees and posts in the timber contract, 
service contract, or burn plan as features to be protected from disturbance during treatment activities.  


 Pre-treatment invasive weed surveys. 
 Identify and map range improvements that could be affected by treatment activities.  
 Range transects and witness trees and posts will be identified prior to treatments.  
 Other surveys (specify):  


Range Management Specialist signature that identified surveys have been completed: ________________  
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Recreation  


Instructions: The Recreation Specialist will work with the team and the proposed treatments to inventory 
the recreation attributes that may be affected by treatments. The type of treatment and the location can 
affect recreation activities and the quality of the recreation experience in the near term and over the long 
term. Evaluate how the treatment will affect the recreation facilities and settings in the area. Use the 
design features (Step 4, below) to ensure that the recreation opportunities are managed appropriately for 
the period of treatment implementation and for the long term. Design implementation to minimize the 
impact on recreation users to the extent feasible, including having good communication with partners and 
the public about the impacts of the activities.  


Developed Recreation Sites  
 Consult with District Ranger to identify developed recreation sites affected by treatment 


activities.  
 Consult with District Ranger to determine if sites are managed by Forest Service or under 


permit with a concessionaire.  


Dispersed Recreation Sites  
 Consult with District Ranger to identify dispersed recreation sites that should have a higher 


degree of clean-up than other general forest areas.  


Trails  
 Consult with District Ranger to identify the location of any National Forest System trail that 


would be impacted by treatment activities.  
 Identify managed snow trails.  
 Identify the types of uses and predominance along all trails.  


Recreation Special Uses  
 Consult with District Ranger to identify the location of any authorized recreation special uses 


that would be impacted by treatment activities. Identify the types of uses that would be 
affected.  


Scenic Byways  
 Consult with District Ranger to identify the location of Forest, State or National Scenic 


Byways.  
 Other surveys (specify):  


Recreation Specialist signature that identified surveys have been completed: _______________________  


Sensitive Plant Surveys  


Instructions: Nine sensitive species (see Table A-1) were identified in the EA that could potentially 
occur within treatment units. They have been grouped into four habitat types. The following are key 
habitat types to look for along with associated species. These species can also occur within microsites 
intermixed or on edge of these habitat types.  
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Table A-1. Sensitive species 
Habitat  Sensitive Species  


Montane parks and alpine  Machaeranthera coloradoensis  
Moist swales and riparian meadows  Astragalus leptaleus  
Fens and other wetlands  Carex diandra  


Eriophorum chamissonis  
Eriophorum gracile  
Kobresia simpliciuscula 
Salix candida  
Salix myrtillifolia 
Rubus arcticus ssp acaulis 
Utricularia minor  


Lightly disturbed microsites (old roads and road cuts) within or 
close to mesic coniferous stands  


Botrychium paradoxum  


 Suitable habitat is found in treatment area and there is a chance habitats could be disturbed. 
Conduct field survey to determine if individuals or populations occur.  


 Fens surveyed for sensitive species and, if found, appropriate buffer identified.  
 If a sensitive species is found, the area will be flagged and avoided.  
 Other surveys (specify):  


Botanist/Ecologist signature that identified surveys have been completed: _________________________  


Soil and Water Surveys  


 Create map products of water influence zones buffers and sensitive soils (if needed) for use in the 
timber sale contract package.  


 All fens, wetlands, and water influence zones delineated, flagged, and avoided.  
 Sensitive soil types, i.e., severe erosion hazard rating, slopes greater than 40 percent, landslide 


prone areas identified.  
 Proposed temporary road locations evaluated for number and locations of stream crossings, length 


within water influence zones, and the potential for impacts to the hydrology of groundwater 
dependent ecosystems.  


 Phase 2--Treatment Area Scale, Soil Disturbance: 
 Field observations indicate no visible evidence of past activity in the proposed treatment 


unit. No further soil disturbance surveys needed.  
 Field observations indicate visible evidence of past activity in the proposed treatment 


unit. Coordinate with the Supervisors Office Soil and Water Program Lead to determine 
next survey steps, in order to ensure that past detrimental soil disturbance, in 
combination with the proposed treatment disturbance, would not exceed 15 percent of 
the activity area. If 15 percent would be exceeded by the treatment, modify treatment 
boundaries and/or exclude this treatment until further soil restoration activities are 
completed. 


 Other surveys (specify):  


Soil and Water Specialist signature that identified surveys have been completed: ____________________  
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Timber Surveys  


Instructions: Use the results of the stand exams and insect and disease surveys to determine the existing 
conditions of the stands and the feasibility of mechanical vegetation treatment. Compare the existing 
conditions to the condition statements in the Decision Tree for Silvicultural Prescription Application 
(Appendix B of the EA) to develop a range of treatment options. Present the range of treatment options to 
the interdisciplinary team to develop a treatment alternative that will have a positive trend toward 
integrated resource indicators.  


 Stand Exam  
 Insect and Disease Survey  
 Operational Feasibility and Access  
 Silvicultural prescription and marking guides  
 Other surveys/information (specify):  


TMA signature that identified surveys have been completed: ___________________________________  


Transportation Planning Surveys  


Instructions: Apply the appropriate design features for transportation systems and haul routes in order to 
keep effects to existing routes and effects from new routes within the bounds disclosed within the EA that 
supports the Decision Notice for this project.  


 Existing road to be used in the sale – Road log 
 Final Road Design  
 Other surveys (specify):  


Engineering signature that identified surveys have been completed:______________________________  


Visual Resources Surveys  


Instructions: Evaluate and select the applicable design features for visual resources such that the 
treatment area’s identified visual quality objectives are achieved consistent with the Forest Plan.  


 Identify valued scenic resources  
 Identify sensitivity level of scenery  
 Other surveys (specify):  


Recreation Planner/Visual Resource specialist signature that identified surveys have been completed: 


______________________________  


Wildlife and Fish Surveys 


Instructions: Complete surveys required by law, regulation or policy. The list below is not exhaustive 
nor does it apply to every treatment. The District biologist will determine which surveys need to be 
conducted. While completing ground reconnaissance, look for opportunities to achieve multiple resource 
management objectives.  


 If needed, coordinate with Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife to identify areas important to 
various wildlife species (elk calving areas, security areas, etc.) for avoidance and/or application 
of special management considerations. Typically, special management considerations would be in 
the form of design features.  


 Northern goshawk/forest raptor surveys  
 Conduct old growth inventories if high percentage of treatment area is live.  
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 Dense horizontal cover surveys (Canada lynx)  
 Field verification of GIS mapped lynx habitat  
 Snow tracking surveys primarily for timber sale areas  
 Neo-tropical migratory bird monitoring – point count surveys consistent with the Rocky 


Mountain Bird Observatory (primarily in areas on the Forest where RMBO data is lacking 
information on species densities and population trends at the Forest-scale, such as Brewer’s 
sparrow and red-naped sapsucker; otherwise use existing data and do not conduct new surveys). 


 Document nest sites for MIS and Sensitive primary and secondary cavity nesters, if needed. 
 Confirm presence of American marten in treatment area using bait stations with soot track plates 


and remote cameras  
 During treatment design, coordinate with other resources as needed.  
 Other surveys (specify):  


District Biologist signature that identified surveys have been completed:___________________________
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4. Draft Treatment Plan, Including Design Features  
Instructions: Prepare refined treatment plans and implementation instructions and unit layout guidance, including road work.  


As part of the treatment plan, use the resource tables below to identify those design features that apply, those that do not apply and the rationale for such (i.e., the 
resource is not present in the treatment unit), and those that apply as modified. If there are compelling reasons to modify a design feature, note below and provide 
rationale as to why the modification is equivalent or better protection to the resource.  


If a design feature is relevant to the conditions and/or resources present in the treatment area, the design feature should be applied to avoid or minimize impacts of 
management actions. Application of the appropriate design features ensures consistency with analysis completed in the FEA and demonstrates compliance with 
legal, policy and Forest Plan requirements. Applicable design features identified during this phase of planning will be carried forward into the final design plan 
(timber sale contract, service contract or burn plan). 


Sign-off by the staff specialists and approval by the line officer indicates that the treatment as designed, with appropriate use of design features, fulfills the Plan 
and other legal requirements, including compliance with the Taylor Park Vegetation Treatment EA. 


Table A-2. Air quality 
Objective: comply with Clean Air Act requirements 


Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification (i.e., 
resource not present). If modified, 
identify modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


AQ-1  Prescribed burning operations will comply with the State 
of Colorado air quality regulations.  


Clean Air Act      


(TSHR-7)  Use suitable road surface stabilization practices and dust 
abatement supplements on roads with high or heavy 
traffic use (See FSH 7709.56 and FSH 7709.59).  


FS National BMPs      


Project lead/Fire and Fuels specialist signature______________________________________  







Taylor Park Vegetation Management  Preliminary Environmental Analysis 


Appendix A. Implementation Checklist and Design Features 


Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests 
79 


Table A-3. Cultural resources  


Objective: Compliance with National Historic Preservation Act 


Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). 


If modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


CR-1  Cultural resource surveys will occur prior to treatment implementation. All sites 
within a treatment area will be avoided until State Historic Preservation Office 
consultation may be completed. Archaeologist will consult with timber personnel 
with regards to site locations  


USDA Forest Service, 
2015. - Programmatic 
Agreement for Bark Beetle, 
Hazardous Fuel and Tree 
Reduction Programs with 
Amendments  


    


CR-2  Discoveries: If any new cultural resource sites are discovered during 
implementation, treatment activities would stop and the Forest Service 
archeologist would be contacted immediately. The archaeologist will evaluate the 
significance of the cultural resource. If potentially significant, within 48 hours of the 
discovery, the SHPO will be notified of the discovery and consultation will begin to 
determine an appropriate mitigation measure. The discovery will be protected from 
further disturbance until any required mitigation is completed. Operations may 
resume at the discovery site upon receipt of written instructions and authorization 
by agency officials.  


USDA Forest Service, 
2015. - Programmatic 
Agreement for Bark Beetle, 
Hazardous Fuel and Tree 
Reduction Programs with 
Amendments 


    


CR-3  For all cultural resource sites located during the field inventory or previously 
known, no mechanical treatment or ground disturbing activities will occur within 
the site boundary, including an additional 50-foot buffer around the site. If 
mechanical treatments are necessary, the site and the 50-foot buffer around the 
site will be treated by hand to remove hazard trees and accumulated fuel build-up. 


Stipulation 5.B.b. ii and 
Stipulation 6.a and6 .b, 
Standard Treatments for 
Historic Properties, in the 
2015 Programmatic 
Agreement for Bark Beetle, 
Hazardous Fuel and Tree 
Reduction Programs 


    


CR-4i  In areas slated for prescribed fire treatment, flammable cultural resource sites or 
sites with components or features susceptible to heat damage with the APE will be 
marked on the ground by an archeologist, along with a buffer area of no less than 
50 feet, sufficient to prevent fire or heat from affecting components of the site that 
may contribute to its eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places.  


USDA Forest Service, 2015      


CR-5  If road construction cannot physically be relocated to avoid a site, and there is the 
potential for unidentified buried cultural remains, then SHPO consultation will take 
place and construction activities in the site boundaries would be monitored by an 
archaeologist.  


USDA Forest Service, 2015      


CR-6i Culturally scarred trees will be protected during mechanical treatments. USDA Forest Service, 2015   
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Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). 


If modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


CR-7  Post-Treatment Monitoring: For treatments where field inventories are not feasible 
due to visibility concerns prior to treatment implementation, monitoring in the form 
of a sample inventory for cultural resources will be required post implementation. 
This monitoring will take place within one year of treatment implementation, with 
results provided to SHPO.  


USDA Forest Service, 2015      


CR-8  Post-Treatment Monitoring: Cultural resource sites that were required to be 
avoided during treatment implementation will be monitored for effectiveness of the 
protection measures following treatment completion.  


USDA Forest Service, 2015      


CR-9  Native American human remains: Any operator carrying out treatments must notify 
the Forest Service, by telephone, with written confirmation, immediately upon the 
discovery of human remains or funerary items, discovered on Federal land. The 
Forest Service must then immediately notify appropriate tribes of the find. All 
treatment activities must stop in the vicinity of the discovery that could adversely 
affect it, until tribal consultation can be completed and a Plan of Action can be 
approved and implemented  


NAGRPA regulation 43 
CFR 10.4(g)  


    


District Archeologist signature ________________________________________  
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Table A-4. Forest Service sensitive plants  


Objectives: 


1. For Upland (non-wetland) Sensitive Species: Minimize impacts to individuals or populations that would lead to a loss in viability.  


2. For all Sensitive Species: Minimize impacts to individuals or populations that would contribute to a loss in viability. 


3. For Fen Sensitive Species: (a) Reduce potential for treatment-related resource damage to fens, (b) Maintain fen hydrologic function (soil compaction, water 
diversion, dewatering) that would reduce suitability or sustainability of rare fen habitat, (c) Prevent sedimentation events that would reduce or impair wetland 
functions.  


4. For Astragalus leptaleus: Maintain functions of riparian wet or moist meadows. 


Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). If 


modified, identify 
modification and rationale for 


how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


FSSP-2  All sensitive species 
A – During prescribed fire operations, ignitions and other fuel treatment 


activities would be located away from sensitive plant species occurrences 


and wetlands.  


B – Dust abatement (use of MgCl2 or CaCl2) will avoid sensitive species 


occurrences and wetlands by 500 feet. 


C – Avoid sensitive species occurrences and wetlands with chemical weed 


treatments.  


D – Any Region 2 sensitive plant species new to list or located after contract 


or permit issuance will be appropriately managed by active coordination 


between permittee, contractor or purchaser, Contracting Officer, and Forest 


Service line officer, treatment administrator, and botanist.  


E – Surveys will occur prior to implementation; Botanist will communicate with 


timber staff the location of any sensitive species found. 


Elliott and others 2011, 


treatment-specific design  


    


FSSP-3  Machaeranthera coloradoensis  
Minimize use of roads passing through known sensitive species sites.  


Elliott and others 2011, 


treatment-specific design  


    


FSSP-4  B. paradoxum  
If there is tree canopy covering habitat, maintain pre-treatment tree canopy over 


habitat.  


Elliott and others 2011, 


treatment-specific design  
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Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). If 


modified, identify 
modification and rationale for 


how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


FSSP-6 Fen sensitive species* 
A – Keep roads and trails out of wetlands and their water influence zones 
(WIZ). (1) 
B – Restore existing disturbed areas that are eroding and contributing 
sediment to the wetland. 
(WQSP-2) – No mechanical equipment will be used within 100 feet of the 
edge of a fen. 


(1) USDA Forest Service 
2006. 
(2) USDA Forest Service 
2006, 2012. 


  


FSSP-7 Fen sensitive species* 
A – Treatment activities will avoid wetlands (see WQSP-6A) 
B – Mechanical treatment and vehicle use will occur outside of wetlands or 
their water influence zones. 
C – Prevent mineral sediment deposition from occurring in wetlands. (3) 


(3) USDA Forest Service 


2012, Austin 2008. 


  


FSSP-8 Fen sensitive species* 
A – Develop an erosion and sediment control plan to avoid or minimize 
downstream impacts using measures appropriate to the site and the 
proposed activity. (3) 
B – Conduct prescribed fires to minimize the residence time on the soil while 
meeting the burn objectives. This is usually done when the soil and duff are 
moist. 
C – Limit roads and other disturbed sites to the minimum feasible number, 
width, and total length. Minimize sediment discharge into streams, lakes, and 
wetlands during construction and stabilize and maintain disturbed sites to 
control erosion. (1) 
D – Maintain sufficient upslope ground cover to prevent sediment movement 
downward into wetland. 


1) USDA Forest Service 
2006. 
(3) USDA Forest Service 
2012, Austin 2008. 


  


FSSP-9  Astragalus leptaleus  
A – Avoid treatment activities and equipment use in wet or moist meadows. 


B – Design stream crossings at armored points, or armor them to prevent 


loss of functions in wet or moist meadows. 


Elliott and others 2011, 


treatment-specific design  
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Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). If 


modified, identify 
modification and rationale for 


how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


FSSP-10 Upland (non-wetland) sensitive species 
A – Sensitive plant populations will be flagged and avoided for all 


ground-disturbing activities with a bugger of 20 to 100 feet (as determined 


during treatment surveys. 


B – Proposed road construction, reconstruction, landings, and staging areas in 


potential habitat for sensitive species will be designed and marked on the 


ground only after the areas have been surveyed by a qualified botanist in the 


proper season. 


Professional judgement   


Botanist/ecologist Signature ______________________________   
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Table A-5. Invasive weeds  


Objective: Prevent new introductions of invasive exotic plants (Invasive Weeds) or spread of existing infestations. 


Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 


Applicable 
to Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification (i.e., 
resource not present). If modified, 


identify modification and rationale for 
how the resource is equally/better 


protected 
IW-1  Consider excluding areas from prescribed burning where there are 


infestations of fire-proliferating species (example, cheatgrass).  
      


IW-2  Practices - Prevent the accidental spread of invasive species carried by 
contaminated vehicles, equipment, personnel, or materials. (2) 
A -- Establish and implement standards and requirements for vehicle and 
equipment cleaning to prevent the accidental spread of aquatic and terrestrial 
invasive species on the treatment area. (1) Use standard timber sale contract 
provision BT 6.35 to ensure appropriate equipment cleaning. Equipment 
cleaning should be conducted after working in areas with known infestations, 
and prior to bringing equipment onto the National Forest.  
B -- Locate and use weed- free treatment staging areas. Avoid or minimize all 
types of travel through weed- infested areas. (3)  
C -- All imported materials (erosion control materials, soil, gravel, etc.) should 
be from a “weed-free” source or area. (3)  
D -- Monitoring will occur where imported materials have been placed to 
ensure no new infestations have been established.  


(1) Noxious weeds, 
that appear on the 
State of Colorado’s 
noxious weed list 
(Colorado 2013) 
(2) FSM 2900. 
(3) USDA Forest 
Service 2001. 
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Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 


Applicable 
to Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification (i.e., 
resource not present). If modified, 


identify modification and rationale for 
how the resource is equally/better 


protected 
IW-3  Practices - Retain native vegetation to the extent possible to prevent weed 


germination and establishment, in and around activity area and keep soil 
disturbance to a minimum. (3)  
A -- Contracts will require timber purchasers and contractors will re-seed 
disturbed areas (as designated by the Forest Service) with an appropriate 
certified weed-free native seed mix to avoid introduction of nonnative 
invasive plants and promote re-vegetation of native species.  
B -- Throughout the implementation period of the proposed action, the 
Forest Service should maintain flexibility to defer cut units or stands within 
priority areas from treatment due to the discovery of significant new 
invasive plant populations with potential to disrupt the functioning of native 
plant communities.  
C -- Where fuel reduction, timber harvest and other resource objectives 
necessitate ground disturbance and soil exposure, or substantial ground 
cover and canopy removal, include appropriate re-vegetation or invasive 
plant management strategies in treatment plan. (4) Where necessary, 
rehabilitate/restore or treat disturbed areas after management activities 
and conduct follow up monitoring on these areas susceptible to invasive 
plant spread. (4) 
D -- In areas of high risk for invasive weeds spread, rehabilitate/restore or 
treat disturbed areas after fuel management activities and conduct follow 
up monitoring to minimize invasive plant spread. (4)  
E -- Cover and reduce exposure of bare ground. Use on-site chipping or 
treated fuels from mastication to cover bare soil to prevent seed 
establishment where appropriate. (4) See SV-4 concerning areas where 
mineral soil exposure would be needed to assist with natural 
regeneration.  
F -- Slash and burn piles will be located away from known invasive weed 
populations and will be assessed for restoration and revegetation needs. 


(3) USDA Forest 
Service 2001. 
(4) Cal-IPC Land 
Management 
BMPs. 2012 
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Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 


Applicable 
to Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification (i.e., 
resource not present). If modified, 


identify modification and rationale for 
how the resource is equally/better 


protected 
IW-4  Practices - Control and treat existing infestations to prevent treatment-


associated spread and proliferation.  
A -- Coordinate treatment activities with any nearby herbicide application 


to maximize cost effectiveness of nonnative invasive plant treatments. (3)  
B -- Treatment of invasive weeds will follow Forest Service policy 


regarding certification of applicators and reporting of data to Forest 


Service data bases. 


C-- Treatments of invasive weeds will follow the District Noxious Weed 


Treatment Decision Notice.  


D-- Populations of noxious weeds should be aggressively treated with the 


appropriate management tools. This may include treatment with 


herbicides, grazing, cultural, and biological methods, consistent with the 


GMUG district decision notices.  


USDA Forest 


Service 2001.  


  


IW-6  Practices - Monitor project area for new infestations and to assess efficacy 


of treatments. 


A -- Inspect and document all limited term ground-disturbing operations in 


infested areas for at least three growing seasons following completion of 


the project. For on-going projects, continue to monitor until reasonable 


certainty is obtained that no new infestations have occurred. Provide for 


follow-up treatments based on inspection results.  
B -- Consider modifying design feature implementation for future project 


implementation based on considerations such as efficacy, cost, and other 


unforeseen impacts. 


C -- Consider including other best practices for treatment-specific 


considerations.  


Invasive Plant 
Data: The Rocky 
Mountain Region’s 
Approach to 
Mapping and 
Recording 
Inventory and 
Treatment Data. 
October 2015.  


    


Range Management Specialist Signature ______________________________   
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Table A-6. Lands  


Objectives:  


1. Avoid impacts to existing infrastructure from treatment activities;  


2. Ensure treatments near electric infrastructure are conducted safely 


Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification (i.e., 
resource not present). If modified, 


identify modification and rationale for 
how the resource is equally/better 


protected 
L-1  Mechanical treatments used to remove dead and dying vegetation shall utilize 


equipment or operating techniques to ensure that debris cannot be thrown into 


electrical facilities causing damage or safety hazards.  


Professional 


judgment  
    


L-2  Coordinate prescribed fire treatment activities with utility ROW holders to 


ensure that facilities are not damaged by a fire that burns too hot or generates 


smoke dense enough to disrupt the transmission of electricity.  


Professional 


judgment  
    


L-3  When conducting hand treatments near energized facilities, non-electrical 


workers will observe the minimum approach distance.  
Occupational 


Safety and Health 


Administration 


regulations 


provided in 29 CFR 


§1910.333.  


    


L-4  Public Land Survey System corner preservation should be performed before 


any active or land disturbing management activity. This would include all 


known survey monuments, section corners, and other corner accessories.  


Reference FSM 
7150 and Timber 
Sales Contract 
Division BT BT6.23  


  


Lands Specialist Signature ______________________________   
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Table A-7. Range  


Objectives:  


1. Eliminate conflicts between implementation activities and range activities, or mitigate for them; 


2. Revegetate sites disturbed during implementation. 


Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 


Applicable 
to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, 


As 
Modified) 


If no, provide justification (i.e., 
resource not present). If modified, 


identify modification and rationale for 
how the resource is equally/better 


protected 


RG-1  Coordinate with District Rangeland Management Specialists prior to 
developing sale and/or service contracts and/or burn plans to identify and 
mitigate any potential direct conflicts during implementation.  
Range personnel will be responsible for incorporating mitigation measures into 
grazing permittees’ Annual Operating Instructions (for example, a pasture 
needs to be grazed earlier/later to avoid direct temporal overlap with timber 
sale activities).  


GMUG Forest Plan      


RG-2  Coordinate with District Rangeland Management Specialists prior to treatment 


to determine whether or not grazing deferment or pasture rest is needed, 


when deferment or rest is needed (prior to or following treatment), and for how 


long.  


USDA FS. Rocky 


Mountain Region. 


1996.  


    


(IW-5)  Re-seeding: See IW-3.        


Range Management Specialist Signature ______________________________   
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Table A-8. Recreation  


Objective: Coordinate potential conflicts between timing of treatment implementation and recreation use 


Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). 


If modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


REC-1i  Avoid pile burning in campgrounds (if piles are burned, ensure that impacts to residual 


trees are negligible).  


Professional 


judgment, standard 


operating procedure  


    


REC-2  Developed recreation sites:  


A -- Managed by concessionaire: plans need to consider impact to summer operating 


season and should minimize impacts to operations as much as possible.  


B -- For Forest Service operated sites: coordinate with District to address any District 


concerns regarding impact to the operating season.  


Professional 


judgment, standard 


operating procedure  


    


REC-3  Coordinate with District recreation staff regarding any treatment-related closures for 


developed recreation sites, dispersed recreation sites, trails and roads.  


Professional 


judgment, standard 


operating procedure  


    


REC-4  Special Uses: 


A -- Work with recreation residences, lodges and organization camps to design 


treatments adjacent to these tracts to also treat these tracts to the extent feasible.  


B -- Coordinate with District recreation staff to address treatment-related impacts to 


special use permit holders in the treatment area.  


Professional 


judgment, standard 


operating procedure  


    


REC - 7  For all treatments, for treatments within ¼ mile of Wilderness boundaries, ensure that 


Wilderness boundaries are clearly marked by cadastral grade survey or set treatment 


boundaries at least 300 feet from boundaries located with resource grade GPS using 


standard parameters for assurance of accuracy. Treatments must not enter wilderness.  


Professional 


judgment, standard 


operating procedure  


    


REC-8  For treatments that occur in winter or impact winter recreation access or use routes, 


coordinate with District recreation staff to address treatment-related impacts to winter 


uses, many of which are managed in partnership with clubs or other organizations.  


Professional 


judgment, standard 


operating procedure  


    


REC-9  When timber harvest activities preclude use of a nearby trail: a) notify the public; b) 
consider identifying timeframes for safe travel on the trail; and c) if harvest is expected to 
preclude use for more than one season and a detour is feasible, provide a detour.  


Professional 


judgment, standard 


operating procedure  


    


REC-10 Temporarily close areas to public use, through use of a Forest Order, as determined 
necessary to minimize safety concerns between the public and project implementation.  


Professional 


judgement, standard 


operating procedure 


  







Taylor Park Vegetation Management  Preliminary Environmental Analysis 


Appendix A. Implementation Checklist and Design Features 


Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests 
90 


Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). 


If modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


REC-11 Restrict hauling during holidays/holiday weekends when and where necessary to 
minimize safety concerns between the public and project implementation.  


Professional 


judgement, standard 


operating procedure 


  


Recreation Planner signature ________________________________________   
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Table A-9. Scenic quality and visual resources  


Identifier Design Feature Source / 
Citation 


Applicable to 
Treatment 


(Yes, No, As 
Modified) 


If no, provide justification (i.e., 
resource not present). If modified, 


identify modification and 
rationale for how the resource is 


equally/better protected 
SVR-2  In all treatment areas, follow General Direction and associated standards and guidelines in 


the Visual Resource Management Section of the 1991 Land and Resource Management 
plan. This direction is found on pages III-12 through III-15. 
Consult with the forest visual resource specialist when implementing projects to ensure that 
these standards are being met. The visual resource specialist will adapt this direction to the 
situations where the forest has been heavily impacted with dead or dying trees. The visual 
system was not designed for these situations, however the principles are to be applied.  


LRMP     


SVR-3  In developed recreation sites, including trailheads and administrative sites (typically VQOs of 


Modification or Maximum Modification), cut stumps as low to the ground as feasible. 


Remove or chip slash at developed campgrounds or designated recreation areas, extending 


outwards 200 feet of any constructed feature; at designated dispersed sites; and other 


dispersed sites deemed important at the time of implementation.  
Alternatively, at designated dispersed sites or other dispersed sites deemed important and at 


developed recreation sites (except developed campgrounds or designated recreation areas) 


and at administrative sites, move heavy slash to designated slash piles and burn as soon as 


conditions allow.  
Note: designated recreation areas include but are not limited to: Taylor Canyon.  


LRMP      


SVR-4  In developed recreation and administrative sites (typically VQOs of Modification or Maximum 
Modification), minimize damage from mechanical treatments to young healthy trees and 
understory trees and shrubs.  


LRMP      


SVR-7  For all treatments, revegetate and till disturbed and compacted soils on landings, burned 
slash pile sites, skid trails and temporary roads with native seed mixture after the 
completion of treatments.  
Block access to decommissioned or re-claimed temporary roads with naturalistic 
barriers.  


LRMP     


Recreation Planner Signature ______________________________  
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Table A-10. Silviculture 


Objectives:  


1. For lodgepole pine dwarf mistletoe infested stands: Clear cut stands to remove infestation; Clear cut rings around young stands to reduce spread of 
infestation 


2. For spruce beetle-affected stands: Provide for salvage of dead or dying stands; Maintain green stands where they exist; Regenerate stands where needed.  


Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). If 


modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


SV-1i  All regeneration cutting will meet stocking standards as defined in the Forest Plan 


within 5 years of harvest.  
GMUG Forest Plan      


SV-2  All vegetation treatments will be prescribed by a U.S. Forest Service, Region 2, 


Certified Silviculturist in accordance with applicable guidance from other resource 


specialists.  


FSH 2409.17 Silvicultural 


Practices handbook  
    


SV-3  To the greatest degree practicable given site fuels conditions, jackpot and pile 


burning would be used as acceptable methods to assist with natural regeneration 


strategies and to create mineral soil seedbeds for natural regeneration. Harvested 


areas would be evaluated for stocking.  


R-2 FSH 2409.17 


Silvicultural Practices 


Handbook  


    


SV-4  During site preparation or piling activities, mineral soil exposure will be less than 
40 percent of the treated area. Soil cover should be retained when practicable.  
To assist natural regeneration, conduct vegetation and fuels management activities 
to average 20 to 40 percent mineral soil exposure in post-harvest, as prescribed in 
the stand management prescription. On south slopes, mineral soil exposure would 
be less so that site moisture can better be retained.  
If the area has been identified as being high risk for invasive plants, or is known to 
have existing infestations, reduce soil exposure and consider artificial regeneration 
practices (planting). Also see IW-3.  


Alexander 1987      


SV-5  In order to reduce the risk of spruce beetles being drawn to uninfected trees, in 
stands with a component of live spruce which are not beetle-infected, felled spruce 
shall be removed from the sale area by no later than October 31 of the year 
following felling. Unutilized and un-merchantable spruce material (in excess of the 
10-20 tons/acre required by the Forest Plan) that is cut during operations and 
greater than 6 inches diameter at the small end could be removed from the stand 
and taken to the landing. This will be considered yarding of un-merchantable 
material (YUM). When removal of non-merchantable material (YUM) is 
operationally infeasible, material would be debarked in stands, chipped or otherwise 
treated within the stand to reduce the likelihood of the material being utilized as 
brood material. Treatment of non-merchantable material will be prescribed by a 
certified silviculturists, with the overall goal to reduce brood material.  


Professional judgment of 
GMUG silviculturists and 
Forest Health Protection 
Staff.  
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Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). If 


modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


SV-6  During any types of harvest in spruce-fir, areas of advanced regeneration will be 
avoided to the greatest degree practicable while allowing feasible operations.  


Professional judgment 
and standard operating 
procedure used by 
GMUG silviculturists.  


    


(RG-2)  Coordinate with District Rangeland Management Specialists prior to treatment to 
determine whether or not grazing deferment or pasture rest is needed, when 
deferment or rest is needed (prior to or following treatment), and for how long.  


Professional judgment of 
GMUG silviculturists and 
rangeland management 
specialist.  


    


TMA Signature ___________________________________________   
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Table A-11. Fuels and slash piles 
Objectives:  


1. Use current science and silvicultural, fuels and fire management practices to achieve an optimum balance between positive and negative effects of slash 
treatment on soils, hydrology, wildlife and potential fire risk.  


2. Reduce negative impacts of fires.  


Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable 


to Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification (i.e., 
resource not present). If 


modified, identify modification 
and rationale for how the 
resource is equally/better 


protected 
SP-2  A minimum and maximum fuel loading will be specified in association with 


harvests and fuels treatments. Generate associated Brush and Disposal (BD) 


plan. This minimum and maximum will include any needs to reduce fuels near 


infrastructure and leave material onsite for seedling establishment, wildlife 


benefit and soils health.  


Standard operating 
procedure used by GMUG 
silviculturists and fuel 
managers.  


   


SP-4  To facilitate complete burning, piles shall be compact in size and shape, and 
free of soil. Piles will not be less than 12 feet in height. Piles shall not be 
constructed as windrows, rather the size of each pile’s footprint shall be 
minimized. The size of each pile’s footprint shall not exceed 50 feet in any 
dimension. Piles shall be of a size and location which will not impair road use or 
result in damage to residual timber. Piles shall be located at least 50 feet from 
residual timber.  


Professional judgment and 
standard operating 
procedure used by GMUG 
silviculturists and fuels 
managers.  


   


SP-5  In areas treated for recovery where beetle kill is prominent, piles will be burned 


as soon as burn conditions for pile burning occur (usually after first adequate 


snowfall event). Where possible, piles should be located in proximity to roads 


that prescribed burn personnel can reach the site either by motorized vehicle 


(truck, UTV, ATV, or snowmobile) or by foot without having to hike or ski more 


than ¼-1/2 mile to reach the piles.  


Professional judgment and 
standard operating 
procedure used by GMUG 
silviculturists and fuels 
managers.  


   


SP-6  Activity-generated fuels would be reduced in compliance with the treatment 


Brush and Disposal plan. Fuels, silviculture and timber resources management 


personnel would develop prescriptions considering economical harvest 


methods, activity fuels and residual site conditions.  


FSH 2409.19     







Taylor Park Vegetation Management  Preliminary Environmental Analysis 


Appendix A. Implementation Checklist and Design Features 


Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests 
95 


Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable 


to Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification (i.e., 
resource not present). If 


modified, identify modification 
and rationale for how the 
resource is equally/better 


protected 
SP-8  Monitor a sample of pile burn scars for bare soil and— on scars located on 


slopes and in swales—for the presence of rills, gullying, or soil movement. If 


over 100 square feet of burn scar consists of bare soil; minor rills or gullying is 


present within or adjacent to burn scar; or minor deposition of soil occurs 


downslope of scar, treatment is indicated. Treat bare soil and erosion according 


to District protocols, which may include one or two of the following: addition of 


mulching, scarification, inoculation with adjacent soils, seeding, etc. If 


monitoring reveals more than 200 square feet of burn scar consisting of bare 


soil; multiple rills or gullying; gullying 2 to 3 inches deep within burn scar; or 


significant deposition of soil downslope of scar, elevate treatment application.  


Professional judgment;  
Taylor Park Vegetation 
Treatment-specific 
monitoring component  


   


Fire Specialist signature _______________________________________   
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Table A-12. Transportation System and Haul Routes 


Objective: Manage travel management effectively to provide resource protection and a safe, environmentally sound, and efficient transportation system. 


Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). If 


modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


TSHR-1  Existing roads will be used for equipment access to the extent road location 


and condition permit reasonable access. Implementation of mechanical 


treatments and harvests will attempt to minimize road construction whenever 


possible.  


USDA Forest Service, 


2006. Conservation 


Practices Handbook and 


treatment-specific design 


    


TSHR-2  Temporary roads may be used where a designed road is not needed, as 
determined by the Forest Service. The location and clearing widths of all 
Temporary Roads or facilities shall be agreed to in writing (between the Forest 
Service and the contractor) before construction is started.  
Following use for harvest and treatment implementation, both temporary AND 
designed roads will be decommissioned, which involves re-contouring where 
significant side slope exists, elimination of ditches and other structures, out-
sloping during construction, removal of ruts and berms, effectively blocking the 
road to normal vehicular traffic where feasible, and construction of drainage 
features such as cross ditches and water bars. Invasive species monitoring will 
occur after road decommissioning and will be followed by weed treatments 
where needed. Effectiveness of road closure will also be monitored.  


Treatment-specific design 
Timber Sale Contract 
Standard Provisions 
(Contract FS-2400-6, 
USDA Forest Service 
2006)  


    


TSHR-3  Require commercial haulers to perform maintenance commensurate with their 


use; depositing sufficient funds with the Forest Service may be used in lieu of 


performance. Surface rock replacement deposits will be collected to maintain 


currently surfaced roads that are used for timber hauling. Deposits will be 


collected commensurate with the use. Quarry materials will be collected from a 


site that has been found to be free of invasive plants.  


FSM 7732.03      


TSHR-4  Timber hauling operations will be restricted during wet or thawed conditions, 


when needed to protect the road surface. When logging occurs over snow or 


frozen ground, standard Forest Service practices will be followed.  


USDA Forest Service, 


2012. FS National BMPs; 


Treatment- specific design  


    


TSHR-5  Safety signing will be used to alert the public that logging operations are in 


progress and would meet the requirements of the Manual of Uniform Traffic 


Control Devices  


Timber Sale Contract 


Standard Provisions 


(Contract FS-2400-6, 


USDA Forest Service 


2006); FSM 7160  


  


TSHR-6  Use of private roads, encroachment of public roads and rights-of-way, and 


other access needs outside Forest Service jurisdiction shall have the proper 


approval or authorization in place prior to use.  


16 U.S.C. 572; treatment- 


specific design  
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Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). If 


modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


TSHR-7  Use suitable road surface stabilization practices and dust abatement 


supplements on roads where road surface conditions, traffic use and proximity 


to recreation or public occupancy justify the need. (See FSH 7709.56 and FSH 


7709.59).  


USDA Forest Service, 


2012.  


  


TSHR-8  Move snow in a manner that will avoid or minimize disturbance of or damage to 


road surfaces and drainage structures. Use existing standard contract language 


(C5.316# or similar) for snow removal during winter logging operations to avoid, 


minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to soil, water quality, and riparian 


resources.  


USDA Forest Service, 


2012  


  


TSHR-9  Use the following measures to conserve water when managing roads for Taylor 


Park Vegetation Treatment:  


A -- Locate new roads with consideration of key topographic factors important to 


road maintenance, including steepness of slope, position on slope, aspect and 


drainage pattern. 


B -- When possible, schedule road maintenance activities to coincide with 


higher moisture content for ease of grading and better compaction.  


C -- Minimize new road widths to provide for safe use while limiting 


impermeable surfaces.  


D -- Keep ditches open, but do not remove vegetation that does not impede 


drainage. Vegetation holds the soil in place and reduces sediment loading 


which is the greater problem. 


E -- When installing drainage features, return intercepted runoff to its natural 


path at the first opportunity.  


F -- To avoid clogging, keep the grade of drainage features steeper than the 


roadway.  


In general, avoid stream crossings. Where necessary, align the roadway to fit 


the stream. Avoid road capture of the channel, which can result in the stream 


diverting down the road – causing severe erosion. Do not constrict and 


accelerate flows, which can erode the channel.  


Zeedyk, W. Water 
Harvesting from Low-
Standard Rural Roads. 
2006.  


  


Engineer signature ___________________________________________   
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Table A-13. Water quality and soil productivity 


Objectives:  
1. Manage treatments to maintain ground cover to prevent harmful increases in runoff. 


2. In the Water Influence Zone (WIZ) next to perennial and intermittent streams, lakes, and wetlands, allow only those actions that maintain or improve long-term 
stream health and riparian ecosystem condition  


3. Design and construct all stream crossings and other in-stream structures to provide for passage of flow and sediment, withstand expected flood flows, and to 
allow free movement of resident aquatic life.  


4. Maintain long-term ground cover, soil structure, water budgets, and flow patterns of wetlands to sustain their ecological functions.  


5. Limit roads and other disturbed sites to the minimum feasible number, width, and total length.  


6. Construct roads and other disturbed sites to minimize sediment discharge into streams, lakes, and wetlands.  


7. Stabilize and maintain roads and other disturbed sites during and after construction to control erosion.  


8. Reclaim roads, landings and other disturbed sites when use ends, as needed, to prevent resource damage. 


9. Manage land treatments to limit the sum of severely burned soil and detrimentally compacted, eroded, and displaced soil to no more than 15 percent of any 
activity area.  


The following design features to protect watershed resources are based on, and structured according to the Region 2 Watershed Conservation Practices Handbook. 
They address conditions or circumstances that have occurred on recent GMUG NF timber sales. Additional BMPs in the R2 Handbook or National Handbook may apply 
within future treatment areas as determined during treatment-specific assessments. The various measures may be achieved through avoidance, on-the-ground 
marking, appropriate contract provisions, identification on the sale or service area map, and/or during sale or contract administration.  
Treatment-specific soils, hydrologic, and watershed condition assessments will be performed prior to any on-site work (see Appendix C). Treatment-specific design 
features will be selected based on treatment tasks and the results of treatment-specific assessments. 


Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). If 


modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


WQSP-1  A -- Maintain the organic ground cover of each activity area so that pedestals, rills, 
and surface runoff from the activity area are not increased. The amount of organic 
ground cover needed will vary by different ecological types and should be 
commensurate with the potential of the site.  
B-- Restore the organic ground cover of degraded activity areas within the next plan 
period, using certified local native plants as practicable; avoid persistent or invasive 
weeds. Also see IW-3.  


USDA Forest Service 


2006  
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Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). If 


modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


WQSP-2i A -- The minimum horizontal width of the Water Influence Zone for various water 
related features is as follows: 
 Fens and their associated wetland – Outside of edge of WIZ at least 100 feet from 
edge of fen; No harvest or no mechanical travel zone 100 feet from edge of fen 
Perennial Streams – Outside edge of WIZ 100 feet from streambank; No harvest or 
no mechanical travel zone 50 feet from stream bank 
 Intermittent Steams, Reservoirs, and Ponds – Outside edge of WIZ 50 feet from 
bank or high water mark; No harvest or no mechanical travel zone 25 feet from bank 
or high water mark 
 Wetlands ¼ acre or larger – WIZ 100 feet from edge of wetland; No harvest or no 
mechanical travel zone 50 feet from edge of wetlands 
 Springs, Seeps, Wetlands, or depression recharge areas smaller than ¼ acre – 
Outside edge of WIZ 50 feet from the source or edge of associated wetland, whichever 
is greater; No harvest or no mechanical travel zone 25 feet from the source or edge of 
associated wetlands, whichever is greater 
 Ephemeral Streams and Swales – Outside edge of WIZ 25 feet from the channel or 
topographic low; No restriction of harvest or mechanical travel 
Ditch -- Outside edge of WIZ at edge of Right-of-Way; No restriction of harvest or 
mechanical travel 
B -- Keep heavy equipment out of streams, swales, and lakes, except to cross at 
designated points, build crossings, or do restoration work, or if protected by at least 1 
foot of packed snow or 4 inches of frozen soil. Keep heavy equipment out of streams 
during fish spawning, incubation, and emergence periods.  
C -- Ensure at least one-end log suspension in the WIZ. Fell trees in a way that 
protects vegetation in the WIZ from damage. Keep log landings and skid trails out of 
the WIZ, including swales. 
D -- Locate new concentrated-use sites outside the WIZ if practicable and outside 
riparian areas and wetlands. Armor or reclaim existing sites in the WIZ to prevent 
detrimental soil and bank erosion. 
E -- Do not excavate earth material from, or store excavated earth material in, any 
stream, swale, lake, wetland, or WIZ. 
F -- Maintain at least 80 percent of potential ground cover within the WIZ. 
G -- Burn piles may be located within the outer half of WIZs but must not cover more 
than 15 percent of the ground.  
H -- Avoid direct ignition of prescribed fire within WIZs. Prescribed fire may be allowed 
to back in to these areas.  


USDA Forest Service 
2006, Management 
Prescription 9A in 
1991 Forest Plan, 
and treatment-
specific design  
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Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). If 


modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


WQSP-3A  A -- As required, obtain Corps of Engineers (COE) and State permits when installing 
stream crossings and ensure they meet permit requirements. In most cases, 
installation of stream crossing are exempt from COE or State permits as long as BMPs 
at 33 CFR 323.4 are followed (FSH 2509.25 Section 01.1 – Key Laws). 
B -- Size culverts and bridges to pass debris. Engineers work with hydrologists and 
aquatic biologists on site design.  
C -- Install stream crossings that will be in place for more than one season in a 
manner that to sustains bankfull dimensions of width, depth, and slope and keep 
streambeds and banks resilient. Favor bridges, bottomless arches or buried pipe-
arches for those streams with identifiable flood plains and elevated road prisms, 
instead of pipe. Favor armored fords for those streams where vehicle traffic is either 
seasonal or temporary, or the ford design maintains the channel pattern, profile and 
dimension.  


USDA Forest Service 


2006  


    


WQSP-3B  Where access across the WIZ must be provided by temporary roads, they will be 
completely decommissioned by obliteration within 5-years of sale closure. Obliteration 
at crossings will include the removal of culverts and fill material, the re-contouring of 
stream banks to the original landform shape, and seeding and mulching of the 
disturbed surfaces. The remaining prism within the WIZ shall be de-compacted, 
seeded, and mulched.  


Management 


Prescription 09A, 


1991 Forest Plan, 


and treatment-


specific design- 


    


WQSP-4  A -- Keep ground vehicles out of wetlands. Do not disrupt water supply or drainage 


patterns into wetlands.  


B -- Keep roads and trails out of wetlands. Avoid actions that may dewater or reduce 


water budgets in wetlands.  


C -- Avoid any loss of rare wetlands such as fens and springs. 


USDA Forest Service 


2006, Executive 


Order 11990, and 


treatment-specific 


design  


    


WQSP-5A  Manage land treatments to limit the sum of severely burned soil and detrimentally 
compacted, eroded, and displaced soil to no more than 15 percent of any activity 
area.  


USDA Forest Service 


2006 
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Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). If 


modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


WQSP-5B  A -- With the exception of general road grading, avoid soil-disturbing actions during 
periods of heavy rain or wet soils. Apply travel restrictions to protect soil and water. 
B -- Install cross-drains to disperse runoff into filter strips and minimize connected 
disturbed areas. Make cuts, fills, and road surfaces strongly resistant to erosion 
between each stream crossing and at least the nearest cross drain. Revegetate using 
certified local native plants as practicable; avoid persistent or invasive weeds.  
C -- Use existing roads unless other options will produce less long-term sediment. 
Reconstruct for long-term soil and drainage stability.  
D -- Avoid ground skidding on sustained slopes steeper than 40 percent and on 
moderate to severely burned sustained slopes greater than 30 percent. Conduct 
logging to disperse runoff as practicable. 
E -- Locate and construct log landings in such a way to minimize the amount of 
excavation needed and to reduce the potential for soil erosion. Design landings to 
have proper drainage. After use, treat landings to disperse runoff and prevent surface 
erosion and encourage revegetation.  


USDA Forest Service 


2006 and treatment-


specific design  


    


WQSP-6  A -- Design all roads, trails, and other soil disturbances to the minimum standard for 
their use and to "roll" with the terrain as feasible. 
B -- Use filter strips, and sediment traps if needed, to keep all sand-sized sediment on 
the land and disconnect disturbed soil from streams, lakes, and wetlands. Disperse 
runoff into filter strips.  


USDA Forest Service 


2006 and treatment-


specific design  


    


WQSP-7A  A -- Do not encroach fills or introduce soil into streams, swales, lakes, or wetlands.  


B -- Space cross drains according to road grade and soil type as indicated in WQSP – 


7B. Do not divert water from one stream to another. 


C -- Empty cross drains onto stable slopes that disperse runoff into filter strips. On 


soils that may gully, armor outlets to disperse runoff. Tighten cross-drain spacing so 


gullies are not created.  


D -- Where berms must be used, construct and maintain them to protect the road 


surface, drainage features, and slope integrity while also providing user safety.  


USDA Forest Service 


2006 and treatment-


specific design  


   


WQSP-7Bi A -- Skid trail locations will be agreed to by the Forest Service in advance of 
construction; spacing will be approximately 100 feet apart, allowing for topographic 
variation and skid trail convergence. Space water bars as appropriate on skid trails 
according to slope and soil type, as indicated on Table A-14 below. 
B -- Space cross drains and rolling dips as appropriate on temporary roads according 
to road grade and soil types as described in FSH 2509.25, as indicated on Table A-
15, below 
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Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). If 


modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


WQSP-8A  A -- Site-prepare, drain, de-compact soils, revegetate, and close landings, main skid 
trails, and temporary and intermittent use roads and other disturbed sites within 
5 years of the end of sale closure. Provide stable drainage that disperses runoff into 
filter strips and maintains stable fills. Do this work concurrently. Stockpile topsoil 
where practicable to be used in site restoration. Revegetate using certified local native 
plants as practicable; avoid persistent or invasive exotic plants.  
B -- Remove all temporary stream crossings (including all fill material in the active 
channel), restore the channel geometry, and revegetate the channel banks using 
certified local native plants as practicable.  
C -- Restore cuts and fills to the original slope contours where practicable and as 
opportunities arise to reestablish subsurface pathways. Use certified local native 
plants as practicable; avoid persistent or invasive weeds. Obtain storm water (402) 
discharge permits as required.  


USDA Forest Service 


2006 and treatment-


specific design  
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Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). If 


modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


WQSP-8B  In decommissioning roads,  


A -- Implement suitable measures to close and physically block the road entrance 


so that unauthorized motorized vehicles cannot access the road.  


B -- Establish effective ground cover (i.e. erosion control measures and 


revegetation) on disturbed sites to avoid or minimize accelerated erosion and soil 


loss.  


C -- Evaluate risks to soil, water quality, and riparian resources and use the most 


practicable, cost-effective treatment to achieve long-term desired conditions and 


water quality management goals and objectives.  


D -- Use applicable practices of BMP Fac-2 (Facility Construction and Storm water 


Control) for Storm water management and erosion control when obliterating 


designed roads. 


E -- Implement suitable measures to re-establish stable slope contours and surface 


and subsurface hydrologic pathways where necessary to the extent practicable to 


avoid or minimize adverse effects to soil, water quality, and riparian resources. 


F -- Remove drainage structures.  


G -- Re-contour and stabilize cut slopes and fill material when needed. 


H -- Reshape the channel and streambanks at crossing sites to pass expected 


flows without scouring or ponding, minimize potential for undercutting or slumping 


of streambanks, and maintain continuation of channel dimensions and longitudinal 


profile through the crossing site.  


I -- Restore or replace streambed materials to a particle size distribution suitable for 


the site. 


J -- Restore floodplain function if impaired by treatment operations. 


K -- Implement suitable measures to promote infiltration of runoff and intercepted 


flow and desired vegetation growth on the road prism and other compacted areas. 


L -- Use suitable measures in compliance with local direction to prevent and control 


invasive weeds (also see IW-1 to IW-6)  


USDA Forest Service 


2012  


    


WQSP-9A  A -- Restrict roads, landings, skid trails, concentrated-use sites, and similar soil 
disturbances to designated sites. 
B -- Operate heavy equipment for land treatments only when soil moisture is below 
the plastic limit or protected by at least 1 foot of packed snow or 4 inches of frozen 
soil. 
C -- Conduct prescribed fires to minimize the residence time on the soil while meeting 
the burn objectives. This is usually done when the soil and duff are moist.  


USDA Forest Service 


2006, FSH 2509.18, 


Soil Management 


Handbook, 1992, and 


treatment-specific 


design  
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Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). If 


modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


WQSP-10  To ensure HUC12 disturbance is less than 25 percent, maintain disturbances from 
mechanical harvest treatments and roads to less than 25 percent of the HUC12 area. 
Other natural events (wildfire) could also affect watershed integrity. Weighted acres of 
mechanical harvest, road construction or other anthropogenic or natural disturbances 
within the watershed will be tracked in order to ensure cumulative impacts of project, 
other related actions and wildfire remain below this 25 percent cap. If 20 percent of 
the HUC12 is affected, discontinue or reduce acres of treatment in watershed so 
25 percent threshold not exceeded. If 25 percent of the watershed is affected, 
discontinue treatments in suitable watershed until recovery has occurred.  


LRMP Watershed 


Conservation 


Practices Handbook.  


  


Soil and Water Specialist signature _______________________________  
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Table A-14. Water bar spacing (feet) by slope and ASTM D 24871 Soil Classification 
Slope (%) ML, SM Extremely Erodible Silts and 


sands with little or no binder (i.e., 
decomposed granite) 


MH, SC, CL Highly Erodible Silts 
and sands with moderate binder 


SW, SP, GM, GC Moderately 
Erodible Gravels with fines and 


sands with little or no fines 


GW, GP Slightly Erodible Gravels 
with little or no fines 


1-3 200 300 400 500 


4-6 125 200 300 400 


7-9 100 150 200 250 


10-12 70 100 150 200 


13-25 50 50 75 100 


25+ 30-50 30-50 60-775 80-100 


1American Society for Testing Materials, standard classification of soil for engineering purposes. 


Table A-15. Maximum cross-drain spacing (feet) by slope and ASTM D-24871 Soil Classification 
Slope (%) ML, SM Extremely Erodible Silts and 


sands with little or no binder (i.e., 
decomposed granite) 


MH, SC, CL Highly Erodible Silts 
and sands with moderate binder 


SW, SP, GM, GC Moderately 
Erodible Gravels with fines and 


sands with little or no fines 


GW, GP Slightly Erodible Gravels 
with little or no fines 


1-3 600 1,000 1,000 1,000 


4-6 300 540 680 1,000 


7-9 200 360 450 670 


10-12 150 270 340 510 


13-25 120 220 270 410 


1American Society for Testing Materials, standard classification of soil for engineering purposes.  
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Table A-16. Wildlife, fish, and rare plants 


Objectives:  


1. Design treatments to meet applicable objectives and standards with the Southern Rockies Lynx Amendment (SRLA). Consider guidelines outlined in the SRLA 
in treatment planning. When guidelines cannot be met, provide rationale to Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) in year-end reporting.  


2. Design treatments to meet applicable Forest Plan standards and guidelines related to wildlife.  


3. Complete annual reporting to FWS as required by the SRLA.  


4. Seek opportunities to integrate wildlife habitat management objectives as part of treatment activities.  


Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). 


If modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


WFRP-1  All applicable management Objectives, Standards and Guidelines contained in 
the Southern Rockies Lynx Amendment will be applied during treatment 
planning and implementation.  


USDA Forest Service, Rocky 
Mountain Region, 2008 (SRLA) 


    


WRFP-2i At a minimum, in spruce-fir forest types maintain 90 to 225 snags per 
100 acres, 10 inches DBH or greater (where biologically feasible). In lodgepole 
pine stands, maintain 90 to 180 snags (8 inches DBH or greater) per 
100 acres. Snags would be maintained away from structures, roads and trails 
so that they do not create safety hazards to the public. Where possible, utilize 
natural sinuosity or drainages for linking groups. Protect standing wildlife trees 
from damage during site preparation and post-sale activities. 


GMUG Forest Plan Standards 
and Guidelines 


  


WFRP-3  Where feasible, maintain a minimum of 10 to 20 tons per acre of coarse 
woody debris within harvest units. Where possible in regeneration units, create 
piles of logs, stumps, or other woody debris to minimize the effects of larger 
openings.  


GMUG Forest Plan Standards 
and Guidelines  


    


WFRP-4  Maintain large diameter downed logs in various stages of decomposition within 
harvest units (50 linear feet per acre of 10 inches diameter or larger at the 
large end of lodgepole pine and aspen logs and/or 12 inches diameter or 
larger for Engelmann spruce, subalpine fir and Douglas-fir logs).  


GMUG Forest Plan Standards 
and Guidelines  
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Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). 


If modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


WFRP-5 Strive to maintain forested cover on 60 percent or more of the perimeter of all 
natural and created openings, and along at least 60 percent of each National 
Forest System road (level 5 and below) that has high levels of human use 
during the time deer and elk would be expected to inhabit an area. Roads with 
restricted use could provide for less cover. Except where natural openings or 
parks exist along roads and when applying hazard tree removal activities 
along roads to meet public safety goals, gaps along roads should not exceed 
¼ mile. Cover should be well-distributed across the landscape. Minimum sizes 
for hiding and thermal cover patches are 2 to 5 acres for mule deer, and 30 to 
60 acres for elk. Hiding and thermal cover may be the same in many cases 
The intent is to maintain or improve habitat diversity and make or keep the 
area in a condition where deer and elk can effectively use the area by 
managing the vegetation and human activity. This design feature provides an 
opportunity to implement the proposed commercial and noncommercial 
activities in a way that accomplishes these wildlife habitat objectives while also 
meeting the purpose and need of the project. District wildlife, timber and fire 
programs will coordinate closely during the planning and design phase of 
projects to accomplish these objectives.  


Direction for maintaining habitat 
connectivity at the landscape 
scale, and to retain hiding and 
thermal cover for big game; 
GMUG Forest Plan (Page III-
28, General Direction 01, 
Standard and Guideline a and 
b)  


  


WFRP-6  Provide hiding cover within 1,000 feet of any known elk calving areas. The 
District wildlife biologist will be responsible for coordinating with Colorado 
Parks and Wildlife to identify calving areas and informing timber and fire staff 
on locations. When calving areas are identified, a 1,000 foot buffer will be 
applied and existing vegetation conditions within the buffer will be assessed by 
the District biologist to determine cover needs, identify areas to avoid with 
treatments, or coordinate with timber and fire staff to determine how 
treatments could be designed to maintain or enhance cover.  


GMUG Forest Plan (Page III-
24, General Direction 01, 
Standard and Guideline a)  


    


WFRP-7  Northern goshawk - No activities will be allowed within ½ mile of active nests 
from March 1 to August 31, with the exception that on roads open to other 
traffic, log hauling will be allowed. The timing restriction buffer could be 
reduced to ¼ mile if topographic features and/or adequate screening cover are 
present that would protect the nest site from disturbance. No harvest activities 
will be allowed within a 30-acre buffer of nest sites. Outside of a 30-acre area 
around goshawk nest sites, timing restrictions are not needed for treatment 
layout, marking, and any other activities that are non-disturbing (i.e., activities 
not involving the use of heavy equipment or chainsaws). Timing restrictions 
will only apply to active nests, as confirmed by the GMUG National Forests’ 
wildlife biologist. The District wildlife biologist will keep the timber and fire staff 
informed on nest status and locations. 


Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
Raptor Buffer and Timing 
Restriction Recommendations; 
GMUG Forest Plan Standards 
and Guidelines  
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Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). 


If modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


WFRP-8  Northern goshawk – provide or leave 20 percent of pole or mature tree stands 
adjacent to nesting sites with at least 150 square feet of basal area. Provide or 
leave at least one class 1 log adjacent to nest sites. The District wildlife 
biologist will be responsible for coordinating with timber and fire staff on nest 
locations and assessing vegetation conditions adjacent to nest sites.  


GMUG Forest Plan (Page III-
24, General Direction 01, 
Standard and Guideline e)  


    


WFRP-9  On-going surveys for raptors would be conducted to determine locations of 
individuals or populations of these species and allow for the implementation of 
protection measures using the appropriate buffer or timing restriction.  


Treatment- specific design; 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act  


  


WFRP-10  Retain live trees in salvage units, except for trees that need to be removed for 
operational/safety or silvicultural purposes. Operational/safety or silvicultural 
purposes include the need to remove live trees if necessary to access dead 
trees for salvage or to address safety concerns.  


Treatment-specific design    


WFRP-11  Skid trails and landings will be located to minimize impacts to advanced 
regeneration. Skid trails should be placed at least 100 feet apart, except where 
they converge at landings.  


Treatment-specific design    


WFRP-12 Areas in Lynx Analysis Units supporting live advanced regeneration with over 
35 percent Dense Horizontal Cover in blocks greater than 0.3 acre will be 
avoided to the extent possible during layout [and during harvest operations], 
while allowing feasible operations. 


SRLA – VEG S6 Standard   


WFRP-13 
and 
WQSP-5A. 


Landings and main skid trails should be evaluated to determine if detrimental 
soil compaction has occurred. Based on review by a specialist, when 
detrimental compaction is found, subsoil ripping may be applied to reduce soil 
impacts. When a site prep contract is necessary, this provides the opportunity 
to rip skid trails and landings in the area and potentially in nearby adjacent 
areas. This would provide for a more suitable seedbed for future regeneration, 
thus preventing permanent impacts of skid trails that when left in a compacted 
state, often do not regenerate as well as adjacent un-compacted areas. 
Importantly, all operations will conform to the direction in Chapter 10 of the 
Water Conservation Practices Handbook including managing treatments to 
limit the sum of severely burned soil and detrimentally compacted, eroded, 
and displaced soil to no more than 15 percent of any activity area. 


Treatment-specific design to 
address impacts and recovery 
of snowshoe hare and lynx 
habitat (SRLA); Water 
Conservation Practices 
Handbook, FSH 2509.25, 
Chapter 10 
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Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). 


If modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


WFRP - 14 During treatment planning appropriate Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive 
(TES) species inventories will be completed as determined by the District 
Wildlife Biologist. Once a treatment is in the implementation phase, if TES 
species are confirmed the District wildlife biologist will be consulted and the 
appropriate standards for the Forest Plan will be applied (timing restrictions, 
buffer of nest sites, identify no cut area around nest sites, etc.). For example, if 
a new goshawk nest is found during operations, operations will stop; the 
District biologist will be informed and will evaluate the situation to determine if 
adverse impacts are occurring. This may include establishing an avoidance 
area around the occupied habitat or nest site consistent with Forest Plan 
direction and best available science to avoid impacts that could lead to nest 
abandonment and/or mortality.  


Treatment-specific design; 
Endangered Species Act; 
Forest Service Sensitive 
Species Policy; Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act. 


  


WFRP-15  Winter logging is encouraged to limit direct disturbance to the fewest number 
of wildlife species as possible. When possible, avoid treatment activities in 
areas where big game (elk, deer, pronghorn and moose) are known to occur. 
When big-game winter range is bisected by proposed haul routes and there 
are concentrations of animals along these routes minimize stress to wintering 
animals to the extent practicable by:  
--Re-routing along another acceptable route.  
--From December 1 to April 15, restrict haul times to between 9 am and 4 pm, 
unless otherwise agreed to in writing by the Forest Service. 
--The district biologist will coordinate with Colorado Parks and Wildlife to asses 
big game use and identify areas where animals concentrate during winter, and 
assess if there is a need to implement conservation measures. This would be 
a coordinated effort with the GMUG, Colorado Parks and Wildlife, timber 
purchaser, and contracting officer. When the need arises to protect 
concentrations of wintering big game, the District wildlife biologist will be 
responsible for providing the timber staff with maps of these areas.  


GMUG Forest Plan General 
Direction 04, 05c.and 05f. (page 
III-76 – III-77)  
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Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). 


If modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


WFRP-17 Habitat connectivity will be maintained at the landscape scale (Lynx Analysis 
Unit and Linkage zones for lynx) through various methods depending on 
treatment type, location and overall condition of each Lynx Analysis Unit. 
Methods may include a combination of variable retention regeneration harvest 
methods through resiliency treatment types; tree retention areas of various 
sizes and shapes to retain snag groups and protect live understory trees 
across the landscape, with emphasis on multi-storied forest stands and areas 
typically used by wildlife as travel corridors (ridges, saddles, stream corridors); 
protection of water influence zones and stringers of timber; and maintaining 
areas of high quality snowshoe hare habitat as determined from dense 
horizontal cover field surveys using an established scientific protocol (cover 
board protocol). In terms of habitat connectivity considerations and to meet the 
Southern Rockies Lynx Amendment direction, there will be a lot of focus on 
protecting areas with high quality dense horizontal cover in multi-storied 
stands and managing vegetation at the landscape scale toward Potential 
Natural Vegetation (PNV). On a timber sale by timber sale basis, coordination 
will occur between the District wildlife biologist and the timber staff to 
determine the appropriate method for accomplishing habitat connectivity 
goals, including determining the appropriate size, shape, and location of tree 
retention areas.” 


Treatment-specific design 
intended to support consistency 
with SRLA direction for lynx 
habitat connectivity.  
Interagency Lynx Biology 
Team, 2013. 


  


WFRP - 18  To maintain the amount and distribution of lynx foraging habitat over time 
capable of supporting lynx at the LAU scale, manage so that no more than 30 
percent of the lynx habitat in an LAU is in an early stand initiation structural 
stage or has been silviculturally treated to remove horizontal cover (i.e., does 
not provide winter snowshoe hare habitat). Emphasize sustaining snowshoe 
hare habitat in an LAU. If more than 30 percent of the lynx habitat in an LAU is 
in early stand initiation structural stage or has been silviculturally treated to 
remove horizontal cover (e.g., clear-cuts, seed tree harvest, pre-commercial 
thinning, or understory removal), no further increase as a result of vegetation 
management treatments should occur on Federal lands. As management 
occur in the affected LAU over the life of the treatment, acres affected will be 
tracked by the District wildlife biologist and Forest wildlife program lead to 
ensure consistency with this conservation measure.  


SRLA;  
Interagency Lynx Biology 
Team. 2013  
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Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). 


If modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


WFRP-19  American (Pine) Marten – Research has shown that martens avoid openings 
created from vegetation management activities that completely remove all 
trees (structural stand initiation stage) if the openings are larger than 300 feet 
in width. In areas identified as multi-storied spruce-fir, openings created should 
be less than 300 feet in width unless suitable marten habitat is maintained 
within cutting units through snag, advanced regeneration, and course woody 
debris retention as described in the above design features. Cutting units of this 
size will only occur when salvage prescription are applied and will be subject 
to WFRP-12. 
Exception: areas where public safety is a concern (road corridors, around 
structures, etc.). Commercial treatments will target dead trees larger than eight 
inches in diameter so some residual cover will remain within cutting units. 
Irregular-shaped harvest units are desirable.  


GMUG Forest Plan (Page III-
24, General Direction 01, 
Standard and Guideline b)  


  


WFRP-20 Within secondary habitat for lynx (300 foot buffer from primary habitat) retain 
spruce and fir in aspen-spruce mix stands. Primary habitat is defined as 
having a dominance of spruce-fir cover type. Most of the secondary habitat 
includes either pure aspen or aspen-spruce mixed stands.  


USDA Forest Service, 2008 -
Southern Rockies Lynx 
Amendment  


  


WFRP-23  In LAU with extensive mortality of mid-late and late seral spruce (Habitat 
Structural Stages 4A, 4B and 4C), retain these live stands to the greatest 
extent practicable during treatment design.  


SRLA    


WFRP - 24  To minimize spread of Amphibian Chytrid Fungus, at least one member of the 
Aquatics Team will participate in the planning and implementation of project-
level operations. See also IW-2 for equipment washing requirements.  


Johnson and Spear, 2003; 
Johnson et al. 2003  


  


WFRP - 25  In areas where Boreal Toad is known to exist, the timing of ground-based 
activities may be limited by the season. Boreal Toads forage up to 1.6 miles 
from breeding sites (pond) between July and late October. Ground-based 
operations of commercial or non-commercial equipment may be limited in 
these areas to when there is at least 4 inches of frozen soil or snow to the 
extent practicable.  


Bartelt et al. 2004    
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Identifier Design Feature Source / Citation 
Applicable to 


Treatment 
(Yes, No, As 


Modified) 


If no, provide justification 
(i.e., resource not present). 


If modified, identify 
modification and rationale 


for how the resource is 
equally/better protected 


WFRP - 26  Where non-commercial fuel reduction treatments could overlap with 
occurrence of Boreal Toad, there will be no mechanical operations (i.e. 
mastication, etc.). In these areas pile burning will be used to reduce fuels while 
concurrently minimizing ground disturbance, the possibility of indirect toad 
mortality and reduction or loss of hibernaculum habitat. Under current known 
toad distribution, WFRP-25 would only apply to the Buzzard Creek non-
commercial PTA.  


Bartelt et al. 2004    


 


District Biologist signature ___________________________________________ 


Forest Fish Biologist signature ________________________________________
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5. Public Notice and Comment3 
Instructions: Publish notice of opportunity to comment on updated treatment list, treatment plans, 
refined maps, and schedule. The review and comment period will run for 30 days. Comments will be 
considered by the implementation teams and responsible official and used to adjust treatment plans as 
warranted.  


 Summary of comments received:  


 


 Summary of how comments were incorporated into treatment plan:  


6. Conduct Public Field Trip of Proposed Treatment Area4  
Instructions: Complete public field trip of select sample of treatment areas. We anticipate that we may 
conduct one trip per field season, depending on public interest. Field review will focus on pre-treatment 
areas; however post-treatment and monitoring activities will likely be viewed on the same trip. 


 Summary of comments received:  


 


 Summary of how comments were incorporated into treatment plan:  


7. Identification of Treatment - Specific Monitoring  
Instructions: This section describes treatment-specific monitoring that may be needed. Those already 
listed are considered mandatory. Any additional monitoring is at the discretion of the Line Officer.  


☐ Cultural  
Specified monitoring:  


A.  For treatments where field inventories are not feasible due to visibility concerns prior to 
treatment implementation, monitoring in the form of a sample inventory for cultural resources 
will be required post implementation. This monitoring will take place within one year of 
treatment implementation, with results provided to SHPO (Per 2015 Prescribed Fire 
Programmatic Agreement w/SHPO).  


B.  Cultural resource sites that were required to be avoided during treatment implementation 
will be monitored for effectiveness of the protection measures following treatment 
completion (Per 2015 Prescribed Fire Programmatic Agreement w/SHPO).  


☐ Fire and Fuels 
Specified monitoring:  


                                                      
 
3 This would likely be incorporated in with the annual SBEADMR comment period.  
4 When possible, this would be a joint field trip with the SBEADMR field trip.  
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A.  Post-Treatment Fuel Loading Surveys in WUI and/or around infrastructure values  
B.  Monitor a sample of pile burn scars for bare soil and, on scars located on slopes and in 


swales, for the presence of rills, gullying, or soil movement. If over 100 square feet of burn 
scar consists of bare soil; minor rilling or gullying present within or adjacent to burn scar; 
minor deposition of soil downslope of scar, then treat bare soil and erosion according to 
District protocols, which may include one or two of the following: addition of mulching, 
scarification, inoculation with adjacent soils, seeding, etc. If monitoring reveals more than 
200 square feet of burn scar consisting of bare soil, multiple rills or gullying, gullying 2 to 3 
inches deep within burn scar, or significant deposition of soil downslope of scar, then elevate 
treatment application.  


☐ Range and Invasive Species Specified monitoring:  


A.  Inspect and document all limited term ground-disturbing operations in infested areas for at 
least three (3) growing seasons following completion of the treatment.  


B.  For ongoing treatments, continue to monitor until reasonable certainty is obtained that no 
new infestations have occurred. Provide for follow-up treatments based on inspection results.  


☐ Soil and Water  
Specified monitoring:  


A.  
B.  


☐ Transportation  
Specified monitoring:  
A. ☐ All newly constructed roads in treatment area will be decommissioned within 5-years of 


sale closure (WQSP-8). Complete monitoring to ensure this has been completed and report in 
appropriate database of record.  


☐ Wildlife, Fish and Rare Plants 
Specified monitoring:  


☐ Silviculture  
Specified monitoring:  


A. ☐ In regeneration harvests, complete stocking surveys in order to certify treatment unit fully 
stocked. This includes species composition and age class as required by National Forest 
Management Act (NFMA).  
B.  


☐ Other (specify)   
Specified monitoring:  
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8. Finalize Treatment Plan – Timber Sale Contract, Service Contract  
Instructions: The GMUG implementation team will finalize treatment plan, ensure all aspects of this 
checklist have been completed, and all aspects are approved by the line officer. Ensure contracts, 
agreements, burn plans, or other implementation instruments are reflective of this framework.  


9. District Ranger Approval  
I have reviewed the checklist and confirmed that the treatment has been designed and planned 
accordingly. In particular, I have reviewed the selected design features (See table, Step 4) and I confirm 
they apply to this treatment.  


Signature   
 District Ranger  Date  


10. Contract Review (if applicable)  
The TMA and Contracting Officer will complete a review of the contract package to ensure the applicable 
design features (See table, Step 4) are identified within various contract C provisions.  


Signature  
 Contracting Officer   Date  


Literature Cited  
Rehfeldt, G.E. J.Worrall, S.B. Machetti, and N.L. Crookston. 2015. Adapting forest management to 


climate change using bio-climate models. Forestry 2015: 0, 1-12, doi:10.1093/forestry/cpv019.  


USDA Forest Service. 2015. Hazardous fuels and tree reduction Program and Management of Cultural 
Resource Programs within hazard tree environments.  
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Appendix B. Decision Tree for Silvicultural 
Prescription Application 


1. Stand is near private land in the wildland-urban interface. 


A. Lodgepole pine stand has a Dwarf Mistletoe Rating of 3 or greater. 


 Dwarf Mistletoe Clearcut 


B. Lodgepole pine stand has a Dwarf Mistletoe Rating of 2 or less. 


 Fuel Treatment (Thinning, Group Cutting, Piling) 


C. Stand has bark beetle activity and 40 percent or greater tree mortality is present (all tree 
species). 


 Salvage Clearcut 


2. Stand is dominated by Engelmann spruce and subalpine fir; lodgepole 


pine is either not present or a minor component. 


A. Overstory is mature and overmature with areas of reduced vigor, health, or elevated mortality. 


 Group Selection 


B. Overstory is healthy and in good condition. 


 Group Selection or Defer Treatment 


C. Overstory is immature, with a high stand density, trees are of a size suitable for posts, poles, and 
small diameter sawlogs. 


 Commercial Thinning 


D. Stand is immature, dense, with crown bases elevated above average snow depth, Dense 
Horizontal Cover is less than 35 percent. 


 Precommercial Thinning  
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3. Stand is dominated by lodgepole pine with other tree species either not 


present or a minor component. 


A. Stand has a Dwarf Mistletoe Rating of 3 or greater. 


 Dwarf Mistletoe Clearcut 


B. Stand is mature to overmature, Dwarf Mistletoe Rating is 2 or less, with little advanced 
regeneration is found in the understory. 


 Shelterwood Seed Cut 


C. Stand is mature to overmature, Dwarf Mistletoe Rating is 2 or less, with a minimum of 600 
healthy seedlings or saplings per acre present in the understory. 


 Overstory Removal 


D. Stand is immature to mature, dwarf mistletoe is not present, stand is healthy, stand density is 
not excessive. 


 Defer Treatment 


E. Overstory is immature, with a high stand density, trees are of a size suitable for posts, poles, and 
small-diameter sawlogs, and Dwarf Mistletoe Rating is 2 or less. 


 Commercial Thinning 


F. Stand is immature, dense, with crowns self-pruning and crown bases elevated with Dwarf 
Mistletoe Rating of 2 or less. Site is “Dry” lodgepole pine or Dense Horizontal Cover is less than 
35 percent. 


 Precommercial Thinning 


4. Stand is Engelmann spruce, lodgepole pine, or Douglas-fir, with bark 


beetle activity and tree mortality present. 


 Salvage Clearcut 
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Appendix C. Species List 
Table C-1. Federally listed and Forest Service sensitive species 


Common Name Scientific Name 
Occupied 


or Suitable 
Habitat 
Present 


Rationale if Not Carried Forward 
for Analysis 


Federally Listed Species    
Canada lynx Lynx canadensis Yes  Analyzed in the Biological 


Assessment, located on the project 
website and in the project record. 


North American wolverine Gulo gulo luscus Yes Analyzed in the Biological 
Assessment, located on the project 
website and in the project record. 


Gunnison sage-grouse Centrocercus 
minimus 


No No suitable sage-brush habitat is 
present in the treatment areas. 


Mexican spotted owl Strix occidentalis 
lucida 


No No suitable canyon or dense mix-
conifer habitat is present in the 
treatment areas 


Yellow-billed cuckoo Coccyzus americanus No No suitable old-growth riparian 
(cottonwood/willow) woodlands 
with dense understories is present 
in the treatment areas. 


Uncompahgre Fritillary Butterfly Boloria acrocnema No No suitable alpine habitat is 
present in treatment areas.  


Greenback cutthroat trout  Oncorhynchus clarkii 
stomias 


Yes Potentially suitable habitat present, 
but no conservation populations 
present in or downstream of project 
area. 


Colorado pikeminnow Ptychocheilus lucius No Proposed action would not result in 
water depletions, thus would not 
affect this species habitat in the 
upper Colorado River. 


Humpbacked chub Gila cypha No Proposed action would not result in 
water depletions, thus would not 
affect this species habitat in the 
upper Colorado River. 


Razorback sucker Xyrauchen texanus No Proposed action would not result in 
water depletions, thus would not 
affect this species habitat in the 
upper Colorado River. 


Forest Service Sensitive Species    
Northern goshawk Accipiter gentilis Yes  


Boreal owl Aegolius funereus Yes  


American bittern Botaurus lentiginosus No No suitable grassland habitat is 
present in treatment areas. 


Sagebrush sparrow Artemisiospiza 
nevadensis 


No No suitable sage-brush habitat is 
present in the treatment areas. 


Ferruginous hawk Buteo regalis No No suitable grassland habitat is 
present in treatment areas. 



https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=53662

https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=53662

https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=53662

https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=53662

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5182005.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5182005.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5182060.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5182060.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5182004.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5182004.pdf
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Common Name Scientific Name 
Occupied 


or Suitable 
Habitat 
Present 


Rationale if Not Carried Forward 
for Analysis 


Northern harrier Circus cyaneus No No suitable 
marshes/grassland/shrubland 
habitat is present in treatment 
areas. 


Olive-sided flycatcher Contopus cooperi Yes  


Black swift Cypseloides niger No No suitable roosting habitat is 
present in treatment areas, 
perennial streams will be buffered 
see Project Design Features, 
Appendix A.  


American peregrine falcon Falco peregrinus 
anatum 


No No suitable cliff habitat is present in 
treatment areas. 


Bald eagle Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus 


No No suitable nesting/roosting habitat 
or trees near large lakes or rivers 
are present in treatment areas. 


White-tailed ptarmigan Lagopus leucura No No suitable alpine habitat is 
present in treatment areas. 


Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus No No suitable open woodland habitat 
is present in treatment areas. 


Lewis’s woodpecker Melanerpes lewis No No suitable roosting habitat is 
present in treatment areas, 
perennial streams will be buffered 
see Project Design Features, 
Appendix A. 


Flammulated owl Otus flammeolus Yes  


Purple martin Progne subis No No suitable habitat, including large 
aspen stands are present in the 
treatment areas. 


Brewer’s sparrow Spizella breweri No No suitable sage-brush habitat is 
present in the treatment areas. 


Columbian sharp tailed grouse Tympanuchus 
phasianellus 
columbianus 


No No suitable shrub-grassland habitat 
is present in the treatment areas. 


Boreal Toad Anaxyrus boreas Yes  


Northern leopard frog Lithobates pipiens Yes  


Townsend’s big-eared bat Corynorhinus 
townsendii 


No No suitable mines, caves, and 
large rock cavity habitat is present 
in the treatment areas. 


Spotted bat Euderma maculatum Yes  


Hoary bat Lasiurus cinereus Yes  


River otter Lontra canadensis  No suitable river habitat is present 
in the treatment areas 


American marten Martes americana Yes  


Fringed myotis Myotis thysanodes Yes  


Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep Ovis canadensis No No suitable high mountain habitat 
is present in the treatment areas. 



http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5182007.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5182007.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5182039.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5182039.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5182062.pdf

http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B01H

http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B01H

http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B01H

http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B008

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5182049.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5182049.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5182072.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5182072.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5182038.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5182051.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5182051.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5182078.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5182078.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5181908.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5181908.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5181916.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5210168.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5181913.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5181913.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5181936.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5181936.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5181936.pdf
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Common Name Scientific Name 
Occupied 


or Suitable 
Habitat 
Present 


Rationale if Not Carried Forward 
for Analysis 


Desert bighorn sheep Ovis canadensis 
nelsoni 


No No suitable desert canyon habitat 
is present in the treatment areas. 


Pygmy shrew Sorex hoyi Yes  


Kit fox Vulpes macrotis  No suitable desert shrub-grassland 
habitat is present in the treatment 
areas. 


Gunnison’s prairie dog Cynomys gunnisoni No No suitable shrub-grassland habitat 
is present in the treatment areas. 


White-tailed prairie dog Cynomys leucurus No No suitable grassland habitat is 
present in the treatment areas. 


North American wolverine Gulo Yes Analyzed in the Biological 
Assessment, located on the project 
website and in the project record. 


Western bumblebee Bombus occidentalis No No suitable grassland or mountain 
meadow habitat is present in the 
treatment areas. 


Monarch butterfly Danaus plexippus No No suitable milkweed habitat is 
present in the treatment areas.  



http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5181918.pdf

http://prdp2fs.ess.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5181917.pdf

https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=53662

https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=53662
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Appendix D. Migratory Birds  
Physiographic Area 62: Southern Rocky Mountains  


Aspen  
Broad-tailed Hummingbird  
Red-naped Sapsucker  
Purple Martin  
Violet-green Swallow  


High Elevation Riparian  
Cordilleran Flycatcher  
American Dipper  
MacGillivray’s Warbler  
Wilson’s Warbler  
Lowland Riparian  
Lewis’s Woodpecker  
Lazuli Bunting  


Mixed Conifer  
Blue Grouse  
Williamson’s Sapsucker  
Mountain Shrubland  
Virginia’s Warbler  
Green-tailed Towhee  


Ponderosa Pine  
Band-tailed Pigeon  
Flammulated Owl  
Mexican Spotted Owl  
Lewis’s Woodpecker  
Grace’s Warbler  


Spruce-Fir  
Boreal Owl  
Olive-sided Flycatcher  
Hammond’s Flycatcher  
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BCR 16 (Southern Rockies/Colorado Plateau) BCC 2008 list 
Gunnison Sage Grouse 
American Bittern 
Bald Eagle  
Ferruginous Hawk 
Golden Eagle 
Peregrine Falcon  
Prairie Falcon 
Snowy Plover  
Mountain Plover 
Long-billed Curlew 
Yellow-billed Cuckoo  
Flammulated Owl 
Burrowing Owl 
Lewis's Woodpecker 
Willow Flycatcher  
Gray Vireo 
Pinyon Jay 
Juniper Titmouse 
Veery 
Bendire's Thrasher 
Grace's Warbler 
Brewer's Sparrow 
Grasshopper Sparrow 
Chestnut-collared Longspur  
Black Rosy-Finch 
Brown-capped Rosy-Finch 
Cassin's Finch 


 







ERRATA 
This document reflects revisions made to the scoping documents for Taylor Park Vegetation 


Management Environmental Assessment or Taylor Park EA to correct typographical errors.  New text is 


indicated by grey highlighting (e.g., new text), while deleted test is struck through (e.g., deleted test).  


Legal Notice of Opportunity to Comment 


Additional Information  


For additional questions, please contact John Slown, Project Environmental Coordinator at 406-329-


3749 406-239-3749; email jslown@fs.fed.us.  


 New Release Scoping 


For additional questions, please contact John Slown, Project Environmental Coordinator at 406-329-


3749 406-239-3749; email jslown@fs.fed.us. 


Scoping Letter (page 6) 


For additional questions, please contact John Slown, Project Environmental Coordinator at 406-329-


3749 406-239-3749; email jslown@fs.fed.us.  


 



mailto:jslown@fs.fed.us
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Census Overview


• Why we do a census:


• Article 1, Section 2 of the U.S. 
Constitution


• The actual Enumeration shall be 
made within three Years after the 
first Meeting of the Congress of 
the United States, and within 
every subsequent Term of ten 
Years, in such Manner as they shall 
by Law direct. 







Mandated by the Constitution and: 


• The Census determines apportionment in 
Congress


• The Census provides data for distribution of 
more than 675 Billion Federal Funds, every 
decade


• The census provides data essential for 
redistricting in 2021.







2020 Census 
Why should every person 
be counted in Colorado?


• It’s the law
• It’s safe
• It’s easy
• It’s is the process of our democracy that 


building equity in access to funding and 
representation in Congress


• It only takes a few minutes to answer the 
decennial census


• This is the 1st time we can do the census on a 
computer, smart phone, ipad or any other 
electronic device


• People can still be counted by calling in by 
phone, filling out a paper form or with an 
enumerator at the door







Confidentiality


Census Bureau reputation depends on keeping data 
confidential.  We take it very seriously!


• Federal Law – Title 13 of the US Code protects the 
confidentiality of all information


• Employee Oath – Protect confidentiality for life.   Penalties 
if violated can be 5 years in prison and/or $250,000 fine.


• Statistical Safeguards – Ensure that statistics released do 
not identify individuals.
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Ways to 
Respond


2020 Census Offers More 
Choices
• Internet


• Phone
• Paper
• In-Person


Self Response Available Until 
July 24, 2020
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George Washington University 
Counting For Dollars 2020
• Colorado receives Federal Funds for programs that impact every 


person living here. 


• According to this study, the cost of an undercount is $1,262 per 
person, per year.


• When we undercount by even the smallest margin – we are at risk 
of missing out on the fair share of this distribution.  Which often 
equals billions of dollars.


• Counting for Dollars link:
• https://gwipp.gwu.edu/counting-dollars-role-decennial-census-
geographic-distribution-federal-funds



https://gwipp.gwu.edu/counting-dollars-role-decennial-census-geographic-distribution-federal-funds





How can local governments and community 
partners play a direct role?


Create a 
Complete 
Count 
Committee:


• CCCs are one of the core strategic 
elements of the Partnership 
program for the 2020 Census


• Census Bureau works with tribal, 
state and local governments, and 
community organizations to form 
CCCs around the country


• CCCs exist to plan and implement 
locally-based outreach campaigns 
that raise awareness of the census 
and ultimately drive participation


• CCCs are all inclusive and 
representative of your local 
community







What is a Complete Count Committee







Complete Count Committee Formation


MAYOR
COUNTY


CHAIR







What’s next is we have a CCC?


Photo courtesy of Sue Cutsforth, Omaha-Council Bluffs 
Metropolitan Area Planning Agency


• Partnership Staff provides a comprehensive 2 hour training.
• Partnership Staff provide regular updates and work to address 


questions from the CCC and community.
• Partnership Staff serve as technical advisors for CCCs
• This is ongoing from NOW until end of our operations
• CCCs support the 2020 Census, nationally and locally.
• CCCs encourage self-response. 
• March 23rd 2020– Internet and Phone Self-Response begins
• April 1, 2020 – CENSUS DAY
• CCCs educate, increase awareness, provide trusted 


messenger advocacy, and support of the census in local 
communities (i.e. presence within the community)


• CCCs thank the community for their participation in the 2020 
Census, in tandem with Partnership







What else do Partnership 
Specialists do?


• Form Partnerships
• Community members
• Business Chambers
• Business Owners
• Public Venues
• With Anyone and anywhere the public is likely to see 


messaging on the importance of the 2020 Census


• Speak at events (BCC, Council Meetings, Community 
Gatherings, Panel discussions, Webinars, School Board 
meetings, and many more)







Key Data Collection Dates
• Nov – 2019
• April 2018 
• January-Feb 2019
• Aug – Oct 2019
• Jan-Aug-2019
• Early 2020
• March 23, 2020
• April 1, 2020
• May 2020
• August 2020
• December 31, 2020


• In-Office Address Canvass1414
• Regional Census Center Opens
• Early Area Census Offices Open *
• Address Canvassing – select areas
• Area Census Offices Open *
• Group Quarters Start
• Self Response Starts
• CENSUS DAY
• Non-Response Follow-Up Starts
• Data Collection Complete
• Census data is Delivered to President of 


the United States in statistical format







Field Support and Operations


Colorado will have 4 offices:
• Denver
• Colorado Springs
• Longmont
• Aurora


• We are hiring for these offices and 
all field staff NOW.


• We need your help in sharing job 
postings and filling these critical 
roles.







We increase our capacity for 
outreach through collaborative and 
supportive efforts







CENSUS JOBS NOW LIVE!
https://2020census.gov/jobs - NOW (Office positions, Field staff, apply NOW for all positions)
www.usajobs.gov – Partnership (one must apply to each position as they are posted within the time allotted)



https://2020census.gov/jobs

http://www.usajobs.gov/





Join the 2020 Census Team
Apply Online!


www.2020census.gov/jobs
1-855-JOB-2020







 
Complete Count  
Committees 


 2018
•	Tribal leader, governor, or highest  


elected local official or community 
leader determines Complete Count 
Committees (CCCs) structure.


•	CCCs receive 2020 Census training. 


 2019
•	Continue establishing CCCs. 


•	Open Area Census Offices.


•	CCCs develop strategy and  
work plan. 


 2020
•	CCCs begin community organization 


mobilization.


•	2020 Census advertising campaign 
begins in early 2020.


•	CCCs support the 2020 Census.


•	CCCs encourage self-response. 


 April 1, 2020 – CENSUS DAY
•	CCCs urge households who do  


not respond to cooperate with  
census takers.


Contact Information
For additional information about the  
Complete Count Committees program,  
please contact your regional census office. 


If you reside in:       
Alabama, Florida,  
Georgia, Louisiana,  
Mississippi, 
North Carolina,  
and South Carolina


Arkansas, Illinois,  
Indiana, Iowa,  
Michigan, Minnesota,  
Missouri, and  
Wisconsin


Arizona, Colorado,  
Kansas, Montana,  
Nebraska, New  
Mexico, North  
Dakota, South  
Dakota, Oklahoma, Texas, 
Utah, and Wyoming


Alaska, California,  
Hawaii, Idaho,  
Nevada, Oregon,  
and Washington


Connecticut, Maine,  
Massachusetts, New 
Hampshire, New Jersey, 
New York, Rhode Island, 
Vermont, and Puerto Rico


Delaware, District of  
Columbia, Kentucky, 
Maryland, Ohio,  
Pennsylvania, Tennessee, 
Virginia, and West Virginia


Please contact:
ATLANTA
Atlanta.rcc 
.partnership 
@2020census.gov


CHICAGO
Chicago.rcc 
.partnership 
@2020census.gov


DALLAS
Dallas.rcc 
.partnership 
@2020census.gov


LOS ANGELES
Los.Angeles.rcc 
.partnership 
@2020census.gov


NEW YORK
New.York.rcc 
.partnership 
@2020census.gov


PHILADELPHIA
Philadelphia.rcc 
.partnership 
@2020census.gov


2020 Census Timeline


July 2018
D-1256 CCC







 


Community influencers create localized 
messaging that resonates with the 
population in their area. They are trusted 
voices and are best suited to mobilize 
community resources in an efficient 
manner.


HOW?
It’s up to all of us! CCCs know the best 
way to reach the community and raise 
awareness. Some activities could include:


•	Holding CCC kickoff meetings with  
media briefings.


•	Participating in Census rallies or 
parades.


•	Coordinating Census unity youth 
forums. 


•	Hosting Interfaith breakfasts and 
weekend events.


•	Encouraging the use of Statistics in 
Schools classroom resources.


•	 Incorporating census information in 
newsletters, social media posts,  
podcasts, mailings, and websites.


•	Helping recruit census workers when 
jobs become available.


The 2020 Census  
is almost here! 
The 2020 Census provides an opportunity 
for everyone to be counted. Tribal, state, 
and local governments; community-
based organizations; faith-based groups; 
schools; businesses; the media; and others 
play a key role in developing partners 
to educate and motivate residents to 
participate in the 2020 Census.
  
When community members are informed, 
they are more likely to respond to 
the census. Through collaborative 
partnerships, the U.S. Census Bureau and 
community leaders can reach the shared 
goal of counting EVERYONE in 2020. 


The Complete Count Committees (CCC) 
program is key to creating awareness in 
communities all across the country.  


•	CCCs utilize local knowledge, influence, 
and resources to educate communities 
and promote the census through locally 
based, targeted outreach efforts. 


•	CCCs provide a vehicle for  
coordinating and nurturing cooperative 
efforts between tribal, state, and local 
governments; communities; and the 
Census Bureau.  


•	CCCs help the Census Bureau get 
a complete count in 2020 through 
partnerships with local governments 
and community organizations.


WHO?
Tribal, state, and local governments work 
together with partners to form CCCs 
to promote and encourage response to 
the 2020 Census in their communities. 
Community-based organizations also 
establish CCCs that reach out to their 
constituents. 


WHAT?
A CCC is comprised of a broad spectrum 
of government and community leaders 
from education, business, healthcare, and 
other community organizations. These 
trusted voices develop and implement 
a 2020 Census awareness campaign 
based upon their knowledge of the local 
community to encourage a response.


WHEN?
The formation of CCCs is happening 
NOW! Leaders are identifying budget 
resources and establishing local work 
plans. In 2020, they will implement the 
plans and lead their communities to a 
successful census count.


WHY?
The primary goal of the 2020 Census is
to count everyone once, only once, and in 
the right place.
 


Get Started
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Summary
Decennial Census results are essential to the equitable 
and prudent distribution of federal program dollars 
to states and local areas. Preliminary analysis indicates 
that about 300 federal programs geographically allocate 
over $800 billion a year based on census-derived statistics. 
While we cannot draw a straight line between the number 
of people counted in the census and the dollars a state 
receives for all census-guided programs, we can calculate 
the direct impact of a census undercount on federal 
allocations for several large programs that help states 
improve their residents’ well-being.


Five grant programs administered by the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) use 
the Federal Medical Assistance Percentage (FMAP), 
based on the 2010 Decennial Census population count, 
to determine reimbursements to and payments from 
each state government (totaling $286.1 billion in Fiscal 
Year 2015). The five FMAP-guided programs are Medicaid, 
the Children’s Health Insurance Program, Title IV-E Foster 
Care, Title IV-E Adoption Assistance, and the Child Care and 
Development Fund.


In Fiscal Year (FY) 2015, reimbursements to and 
payments from state governments under these five 
programs totaled $286.1 billion (48.1% of all federal 
grants to states and 13.0% of all state budgets).


In FY2015, 37 states forfeited a measurable amount of 
funds for each person missed in the 2010 Census.


•	 A state’s FMAP indicates the relative federal and state 
spending shares under each program. By law, the FMAP can 
be between 50 and 83 (that is, the federal-state split can 
range between 50-50 and 83-17). 


•	 Each state’s FMAP moves in the opposite direction from its 
per capita income (PCI). In other words, the lower a state’s 
PCI, the higher its FMAP. 


•	 PCI is determined by dividing state residents’ total income by 
total state population. A state’s total income does not change 
if the Decennial Census misses people. With the same income 
and fewer people, a state’s PCI goes up and its FMAP falls.


•	 In FY2015, the FMAP for 37 states was above the minimum 
of 50, which means their FMAP had room to fall with an 
undercount. Thirteen states had a FMAP of 50.


Among these 37 states, the median FY2015 loss per 
person missed in the 2010 Census was $1,091. FY2015 
loss per person missed ranged from $533 for Utah to $2,309 
for Vermont. The median state is Tennessee. 


COUNTING 
FOR DOLLARS 
2020
The Role of the Decennial 
Census in the Geographic 
Distribution of Federal Funds
Report #2: Estimating Fiscal Costs 
of a Census Undercount to States


Andrew Reamer, Research Professor 
March 19, 2018
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Introduction
About 300 financial assistance programs created 
by Congress rely on data derived from the 
Decennial Census to guide the fair distribution of 
hundreds of billions in funds to states and local 
areas. 


To ascertain the prospective role of the 2020 Census in 
the equitable geographic distribution of federal funds, 
George Washington University’s Counting for Dollars 
Project is: 


•	 identifying all federal programs that distribute financial 
assistance based, in whole or part, on data derived 
from the Decennial Census; and 


•	 understanding the connection between the accuracy of 
the Decennial Census and the geographic distribution 
of funds. 


The Counting for Dollars Project issued its first report, 
an analysis of 16 large census-guided financial 
assistance programs such as Medicaid and Medicare 
Part B, in August 2017.1  The study found these 16 
programs used census-derived data to allocate $589.7 
billion to the 50 states and the District of Columbia 
in Fiscal Year (FY) 2015. The more accurate a state’s 
census count, the more equitable is its share of federal 
funds. A substantial undercount in any one state could 
lead to the diversion of funds away from that state to 
other states and uses.


The Counting for Dollars Project is reviewing the 
Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance to identify 
each federal financial assistance program that relies 
on census-derived data to allocate funds. To date, 
we have identified about 300 financial assistance 
programs, with total FY2016 funding of over $800 
billion, that appear to rely on census-derived data. 
After we review each program to affirm it qualifies, we 
will publish a list of all census-guided programs.


Most census-guided federal grant programs rely on 
population characteristics such as age and income, 
not headcount.2  As a result, we cannot quantify the 
fiscal impact of a state undercount in the Decennial 
Census on its revenues from 300 census-guided 
programs.3  


At the same time, we can measure the direct fiscal 
impact of a state’s Decennial Census undercount 
on the funds it receives from five programs 
administered by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS). Each of these five programs 
relies on the Federal Medical Assistance Percentage 
(FMAP), which is calculated annually for each state 
and based in part on its Decennial Census count. 
This report measures, by state, the fiscal impact of an 
undercount in the 2010 Census on the funds flow for 
these five HHS programs.


Findings
In FY2015, the FMAP guided the allocation of 
$286.1 billion among the 50 states and the District 
of Columbia across five programs:


•	 Medical Assistance Program (Medicaid) 


o	Federal reimbursement to states for traditional 
Medicaid – $259,913,762,900 


o	State payments to federal government for 
prescription coverage through Medicare Part D – 
$8,934,827,262  


•	 State Children's Health Insurance Program (CHIP) – 
$11,089,152,000 in reimbursements


•	 Title IV-E Foster Care – $2,856,783,359 in 
reimbursements


•	 Title IV-E Adoption Assistance – $2,017,706,607 in 
reimbursements


•	 Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) Matching 
Funds – $1,298,677,787 in required state spending


The four smaller programs solely focus on children. For 
Medicaid, 45% of beneficiaries were children in 2013 
(latest year for which data are available).4  


Funds provided through these five HHS programs 
accounted for 48.1% of all federal grants to states 
and 13.0% of all state budgets in 2015, primarily 
due to the large size of Medicaid.5


The FMAP formula determines federal 
reimbursement for each state dollar spent. Each 
state’s FMAP is calculated annually by the HHS Office 
of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation 
(ASPE).6 The higher the FMAP, the more dollars a state 
retains.
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Each state’s FMAP moves in the opposite direction 
from its per capita income (PCI). In other words, the 
lower a state’s PCI, the higher its FMAP. The maximum 
FMAP is 83 (that is, HHS reimburses 83 cents for 
each state dollar spent); the minimum FMAP is 50. In 
FY2015, Mississippi had the highest FMAP (73.58) and 
13 states were at the minimum of 50.7  


Appendix 1 provides more detailed information on the 
construction of FMAPs. Appendix 2 describes each of 
the five FMAP-guided HHS programs.


The more people missed in the Decennial Census 
in a state, the higher the state’s PCI. The U.S. Bureau 
of Economic Analysis (BEA) calculates each state’s PCI 
by dividing state residents’ total income by total state 
population. BEA measures income and population 
independently of each other. A state’s total income 
does not change if the Decennial Census misses 
people. With the same income and fewer people, state 
PCI goes up.


For a state with an FMAP above 50, a higher PCI 
means a lower FMAP and fewer dollars in the state 
treasury. When state PCI rises, the state FMAP and 
federal reimbursements go down and state payments 
to the federal government go up.


For a state with an FMAP of 50—the minimum set 
by Congress to ensure that each state gets or keeps 
at least 50 cents on the dollar—a net undercount 
does not have a fiscal impact on FMAP-guided 
programs. Regardless of any Decennial Census 
undercount and higher PCI, a state’s FMAP cannot fall 
below 50.


Among the 37 states with an FMAP over 50, the 
median FY2015 loss per person missed in the 2010 
Census was $1,091. FY2015 loss per person missed 
ranged from $533 for Utah to $2,309 for Vermont. 
Tennessee was the median state.


Table 1: FY2015 Fiscal Loss in FMAP-Guided 
Programs Per Person Missed in 2010 Census, 


by State


Vermont $2,309 Montana $941


Pennsylvania $1,746 Indiana $929


Maine $1,642 Arkansas $909


Delaware $1,567 Arizona $887


Louisiana $1,372 South Carolina $809


Wisconsin $1,338 Alabama $755


Missouri $1,272 Idaho $721


Iowa $1,268 Georgia $708


Colorado $1,262 Nevada $628


Ohio $1,206 Utah $533


Hawaii $1,189 Washington* $39


South Dakota $1,179 Alaska $0


Oregon $1,169 California $0


Texas $1,161 Connecticut $0


Oklahoma $1,123
District of 
Columbia


$0


New Mexico $1,121 Maryland $0


Nebraska $1,109 Massachusetts $0


Tennessee $1,091 Minnesota $0


Kansas $1,020 New Hampshire $0


West Virginia $1,017 New Jersey $0


Mississippi $1,014 New York $0


North 
Carolina


$988 North Dakota $0


Kentucky $972 Rhode Island $0


Michigan $954 Virginia $0


Illinois* $953 Wyoming $0


Florida $946
*States that would reach FMAP floor of 
50 with undercount


Note: Based on the state experiencing an additional 1% undercount in the 
2010 Census. An undercount of a different magnitude would result in a 
slightly different loss per person missed, on the order of +/- 1-2%.
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Differences between states are due to two factors. The 
first is the differences among state Medicaid program 
benefits. The second is the FMAP formula’s nature, 
which leads to a larger loss per missed person for 
wealthier and smaller states, all else being equal.


For any state with an FMAP above 50, a sizable 
number of uncounted persons would lead to 
a substantial annual dollar loss across the five 
programs. An undercount of one percent would 
decrease a state’s FMAP by 0.6-1.0 points. This would 
mean, for example, that for each $100 spent by a 
state’s Medicaid Program, federal reimbursement 
would drop by somewhere between 60 cents and $1.


In the table below, the states are ranked by the 
projected size of the FY2015 fiscal loss due to an 
additional 1% undercount in the 2010 Census. 


Table 2: Projected FY2015 Loss in FMAP-Based 
Program Funds Due to Additional 1% Undercount in 


2010 Census, by State


Texas $291,908,615 Nebraska $20,261,535


Pennsylvania $221,762,564 West Virginia $18,850,833


Florida $177,848,466 Nevada $16,972,279


Ohio $139,097,423 Hawaii $16,177,304


Illinois* $122,231,690 Utah $14,735,190


Michigan $94,277,076 Vermont $14,448,155


North 
Carolina


$94,218,427 Delaware $14,067,257


Missouri $76,194,260 Idaho $11,301,745


Wisconsin $76,101,387 South Dakota $9,602,728


Tennessee $69,205,364 Montana $9,311,515


Georgia $68,593,179 Washington* $2,614,278


Colorado $63,454,867 Alaska $0


Louisiana $62,200,953 California $0


Indiana $60,223,617 Connecticut $0


Arizona $56,672,252
District of 
Columbia


$0


Oregon $44,779,594 Maryland $0


Kentucky $42,191,368 Massachusetts $0


Oklahoma $42,118,984 Minnesota $0


Iowa $38,633,118 New Hampshire $0


South 
Carolina


$37,398,883 New Jersey $0


Alabama $36,094,132 New York $0


Mississippi $30,101,250 North Dakota $0


Kansas $29,110,082 Rhode Island $0


Arkansas $26,503,735 Virginia $0


New Mexico $23,079,495 Wyoming $0


Maine $21,809,261
*States that would reach FMAP floor of 
50 with undercount


Note: This table indicates the projected impact of a 1% greater-than-actual 
undercount in the 2010 Census in one state, with no change in other states.
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Appendix 3 provides detailed tables by state and 
program. The box below illustrates the fiscal impact 
of an additional 1% census undercount on one state—
Texas.


THE FISCAL IMPACT ON TEXAS OF 
AN ADDITIONAL 1% 2010 CENSUS 
UNDERCOUNT FOR FIVE FMAP-GUIDED 
PROGRAMS, FY2015


Actual:


•	 The 2010 Census counted 25,145,561 
persons in Texas. 


•	 Based on this count, the annual average PCI 
for Texas in 2010-12 was $37,104, compared 
to the U.S. average of $42,065. 


•	 By formula, Texas FMAP for FY2015 was 
58.05. So for each $100 that Texas spent on 
Medicaid benefits, it was reimbursed $58.05 
by the federal government.


•	 This FMAP resulted in Texas reimbursements 
and spending of $22,406,609,789 
($21,912,453,825 in federal reimbursements, 
$374,084,489 as Medicare Part D clawback, 
and $120,071,475 in required state spending).


If the 2010 Census undercount in Texas had 
been one percent higher (that is, missed an 
additional 251,456 people):8 


•	 The state’s count would have been 
24,894,105. 


•	 The lower population count would have led to 
an annual average PCI for Texas in 2010-12 of 
$37,475 ($371 more than the actual PCI) and a 
U.S. average of $42,074 (a $9 increase due to 
fewer Texans).


•	 With the higher PCI, the Texas FMAP would 
have been 57.28, a drop of 0.77 (that is, 
77 cents on every $100 Texas spent on 
Medicaid).


•	 The lower FMAP would have resulted in 
Texas forfeiting $291,908,615 in FY2015 
($281,264,017 less in federal reimbursement 
and $10,644,597 more in state expenditures).


•	 The cost per person missed would have been 
$1,161 (that is, $291,908,615 divided by 
251,456).


To ensure receiving its fair share of FMAP-driven 
financing throughout the 2020s, each state 
should promote an accurate 2020 Census through 
supporting sufficient Census Bureau financing and 
full participation by its residents. A high undercount 
could lead a state to forfeit a substantial amount of 
FMAP-related funds over ten years.


To get a very rough sense of the decade-long 
fiscal impact on a state of a 1% net 2010 Census 
undercount, that state’s number in Table 2 could 
be multiplied by ten. An undercount greater than 
1% would result in proportionally more financial 
damage. (Actual funds forfeited differ from this rough 
approximation because no one year is the same as 
any other. Changes may occur in federal and state 
appropriations, reimbursement and payment formulas, 
eligibility criteria, and economic conditions. Projecting 
fiscal losses for the next decade would be that much 
more difficult.)


The FMAPs for FY2010 through FY2019 indicate 
that most states are fiscally vulnerable to a census 
undercount. Thirty-four states had an FMAP above 50 
every year; two states were over 50 almost every year; 
four more states were above 50 for at least one year; 
and only 10 states were at 50 every year.9  


The fiscal impact on a state due to a 2020 Census 
undercount would be far greater than that caused 
by the five HHS programs covered in this report. 
This spring, the Counting for Dollars Project will 
publish a list of all census-guided financial assistance 
programs, not just those reliant on the FMAP. The 
current candidate list includes about 300 programs 
annually distributing over $800 billion. In combination, 
this project’s reports will show that it is in each state’s 
fiscal self-interest to ensure an accurate 2020 Census 
count.
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Appendix 1: Federal Medical Assistance Percentages (FMAPs)


HHS annually determines state FMAPs according to 
a formula in the Social Security Act. 


A description and discussion of the FMAP formula is 
provided in the box below.


FMAP FORMULA


Section 1905(b) of the Social Security Act 
specifies the formula for calculating FMAPs: 


“Federal medical assistance percentage” for any State 
shall be 100 per centum less the State percentage; and 


the State percentage shall be that percentage which 
bears the same ratio to 45 per centum as the square of 
the per capita income of such State bears to the square 


of the per capita income of the continental United 
States (including Alaska) and Hawaii; except that (1) 


the Federal medical assistance percentage shall in no 
case be less than 50 per centum or more than 83 per 


centum . . .”


Shown symbolically, the formula is: 


FMAPstate = 1 - ((Per capita incomestate)² / 
(Per capita incomeU.S.)² * 0.45)


HHS decided that the PCI figure should be the 
average for the three most recently available 
years, to smooth out year-to-year variations. The 
FY2015 FMAPs were published on January 21, 
2014 and based on the average annual state PCI 
from 2010 to 2012. 


According to the Congressional Research 
Service:


The use of the 0.45 factor in the formula is designed 
to ensure that a state with per capita income equal to 
the U.S. average receives an FMAP rate of 55% (i.e., 


state share of 45%). In addition, the formula’s squaring 
of income provides higher FMAP rates to states with 


below-average incomes (and vice versa, subject to the 
50% minimum).10 


Congress has set the FMAP for the District 
of Columbia at 70 and for Puerto Rico and 
territories at 55.


The map below shows each state’s FMAP for FY2015.11  
Thirteen of the 50 states had an FMAP of the minimum 
of 50—Alaska, California, Connecticut, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, Minnesota, New Hampshire, New 
Jersey, New York, North Dakota, Rhode Island, Virginia, 
and Wyoming. (In FY2019, 14 states had an FMAP of 
50—each of the above states minus Rhode Island and 
plus Colorado and Washington State.)


FMAP by State, FY2015


In pre-ACA expansion states, larger “transition 
FMAPs” are calculated for Medicaid-eligible 
under-65 adults without children.


Through 2016, the ACA provided 100 percent 
federal financing to post-ACA expansion states for 
persons newly eligible for Medicaid. For states that 
had Medicaid expansion in place at the time of ACA 
passage in 2010, a “transition FMAP” is available for 
under-65 adults without children eligible under that 
pre-ACA expansion. The formula changes each year 
between 2014 and 2018. For FY2015, the transition 
FMAP formula was FMAP plus 60% of the state’s share 
(that is, 100 – FMAP). For instance, the transition FMAP 
for a state with an FMAP of 60 would be 84 (that is, 60 
+ (0.6*40)). The transition FMAP minimum is 80. By 
2019, the reimbursement rate in all expansion states, 
pre- and post-ACA, will be a flat 93%.
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Reimbursements for state CHIPs are determined by 
enhanced FMAPs.


Federal reimbursement of a state’s CHIP expenditures 
is determined by an enhanced FMAP (E-FMAP) equal 
to the state FMAP plus 30% of the state share (100 – 
FMAP). For instance, the E-FMAP for a state with an 


FMAP of 60 would be 72 (that is, 60 + (0.3*40)). The 
E-FMAP minimum is 65 and the maximum is 85.12 


For FY2016-19, each state’s E-FMAP is increased 
by 23 percentage points (up to 100%). For FY2020, 
the E-FMAP is increased by 11.5%. For FY2021 and 
beyond, the E-FMAP reverts to the legislated formula.
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FMAP-Guided Financial Assistance Programs, FY2015


Program
FMAP-guided Portion 


of Program
FMAP-determined: Formula for: 


Reimbursements to States Federal Reimbursement


Medicaid Traditional Medicaid only13 $259,913,762,900 FMAP x state expenditures


CHIP Up to state allocation $11,089,152,000 E-FMAP x state expenditures


Foster Care
Maintenance expenditures by state 


Title IV-E agencies
$2,856,783,359 FMAP x state expenditures


Adoption Assistance
Maintenance expenditures by state 


Title IV-E agencies
$2,017,706,607 FMAP x state expenditures


Spending by States Required State Spending


Medicaid
Repayment of Medicare Part D 


coverage for dual eligibles 
$8,934,827,262


(100 - FMAP) x 0.75 x # dual 
eligibles with full Medicaid 


benefits x State per capita Part D 
contribution rate14 


CCDF Matching Funds $1,708,159,673
Federal allotment x 


((100 -FMAP)/FMAP) 


Appendix 2: FMAP-Guided Programs


The FMAP-guided federal financial assistance 
programs administered by HHS are summarized in the 
table below. In four programs, HHS applies the FMAP 
to determine how much to reimburse each state for 
program funds expended. Each state reimburses HHS 


for a proportion of its share (100 – FMAP) of Medicare 
Part D prescription coverage for dual Medicare-
Medicaid eligibles. In addition, each state must spend 
the state match (100-FMAP) to its allotment of CCDF 
matching funds.
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FMAP-Guided Program Overviews


Medical Assistance Program (Medicaid) 


TRADITIONAL


•	 Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance (CFDA) #: 
93.778


•	 Program objective: Provide financial assistance to States 
for payments of medical assistance on behalf of cash 
assistance recipients, children, pregnant women, and the 
aged who meet income and resource requirements, and 
other category-eligible groups. 


•	 Applicant eligibility: States 


•	 Beneficiary eligibility: 


o	Traditional: Low-income persons who are over age 65, 
blind or disabled, members of families with dependent 
children, low- income children and pregnant women, 
certain Medicare beneficiaries and, in many states, 
medically-needy individuals. 


o	Expansion: At a state's option, eligibility can be 
extended to non-elderly individuals with family 
incomes up to 133 percent of the federal poverty level. 


•	 Reimbursement formula: 


o	States are reimbursed for expenditures by a formula 
based on the Federal Medical Assistance Percentage 
(FMAP), as defined at 42 USC 1396(d).


o	A transition FMAP is used for reimbursement of 
expenditures for eligible under-65 adults without 
children in pre-ACA expansion states, per 42 USC 
1396(z)(2). (See Appendix I for discussion.)


o	States with expansions post-ACA are reimbursed 
at 100% for newly eligible recipients. Expansion 
reimbursements are excluded from this analysis as they 
are independent of the FMAP.


MEDICARE PART D CLAWBACK 


•	 CFDA #: 93.770


•	 Program objective: Provide prescription drugs to 
Medicare beneficiaries through their voluntary 
participation in prescription drug plans, with an 
additional subsidy provided to lower-income 
beneficiaries.


•	 Beneficiary eligibility: Eligible beneficiaries include 
individuals who are entitled to Medicare benefits under 
Part A or enrolled in Part B and who reside in the plan's 
service area.


•	 Clawback objective: “defray a portion of the Medicare 
drug expenditures for individuals whose projected 
Medicaid drug coverage is assumed by Medicare Part 
D.” 


•	 Clawback formula: Per 42 CFR 423.910, each state pays 
the federal government an amount equal to: (# dual 
eligibles receiving full Medicaid benefits) x (per capita 
state contribution rate) x (100 – FMAP) x 0.75. Essentially, 
each state pays three-quarters of its normal FMAP share.


State Children's Health Insurance Program (CHIP)


•	 CFDA #: 93.767


•	 Program objective: Provide funds to enable states to 
maintain and expand health assistance to uninsured, 
low-income children. 


•	 Applicant eligibility: States 


•	 Beneficiary eligibility: Low-income children as defined by 
each state and not covered under a group health plan or 
under other health insurance coverage.


•	 Reimbursement formula: Per 42 USC 1397ee(2), the 
formula (Enhanced FMAP) is based the FMAP plus 
30% of the state share (100 – FMAP). The E-FMAPs for 
FY2016-2019 have been increased by 23 percentage 
points (up to 100%) and for FY2020 by 11.5 percentage 
points. 


Foster Care (Title IV-E)


•	 CFDA #: 93.658


•	 Objective: Provide safe and stable out-of-home care 
for children under the jurisdiction of the child welfare 
agency until the children are returned home safely, 
placed with adoptive families, or placed in other planned 
arrangements for permanency.


•	 Applicant eligibility: States and tribes


•	 Beneficiary eligibility: Children meeting eligibility criteria 
for the former Aid to Families with Dependent Children 
program whose removal and placement in foster care 
are in accordance with a voluntary placement agreement 
or judicial determinations to the effect that continuation 
in the home would be contrary to the child's welfare 
and that reasonable efforts were made to prevent the 
removal.
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•	 Reimbursement formula: According to 45 CFR 
1356.60(a)(2), for maintenance payments “federal 
financial participation is available at the rate of 
the” FMAP. (Administrative and training costs are 
reimbursed at the same percentage for each state.)


Adoption Assistance (Title IV-E)


•	 CFDA #: 93.659


•	 Objective: Support adoption of children with special 
needs who cannot be reunited with their families 
and who meet certain eligibility tests; prevent 
inappropriately long stays in foster care and promote 
the healthy development of children through increased 
safety, permanency and well-being. 


•	 Applicant eligibility: States and tribes


•	 Beneficiary eligibility: Eligible beneficiaries include 
certain children who are legally freed for adoption 
where an adoption assistance agreement has been 
entered into prior to the finalization of an adoption. 
These children must: (1) have been determined by the 
state or tribe to be special needs, e.g., a special factor 
or condition which makes it reasonable to conclude 
that they cannot be adopted without adoption 
assistance; a state or tribe determination that the 


child cannot or should not be returned home; and a 
reasonable effort has been made to place the child 
without providing financial or medical assistance and 
(2) meet one of the relevant statutory eligibility criteria.  


•	 Reimbursement formula: According to 45 CFR 
1356.60(a)(2), for adoption assistance payments 
“federal financial participation is available at the rate 
of the” FMAP. Administration and training costs are 
reimbursed at the same percentage for each state.


Child Care and Development Fund – Entitlement


•	 CFDA #: 93.596


•	 Objective: Provide child care assistance to low-income 
families so they can work, attend school, or enroll in 
training to improve the well-being of their families.


•	 Applicant eligibility: States 


•	 Beneficiary eligibility: Child must reside in a family with 
income that does not exceed 85 percent of the state 
median income for a family of the same size.


•	 Reimbursement formula: Per 45 CFR 98.55, states are 
reimbursed for CCDF-Entitlement expenditures based 
on FMAPs.
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Appendix 3: FMAP-Guided Programs by State–Measuring  
the Fiscal Impacts of a Decennial Census Undercount


The following three tables are provided in this section:


•	 FY2015 funds for each of the five FMAP-guided 
programs, by state


•	 The amount of lost FY2015 funding for each person 
missed in 2010 Census, by FMAP-guided program, by 
state


•	 Projected loss of funds in FY2015 for the five FMAP-
guided programs with an additional 1% census 
undercount in 2010, by state (holding all else equal


Appendix Table 3.1: FMAP-Based Funds by Program and State, FY2015
FMAP-based Programs 


State Total Medicaid CHIP* Title IV-E CCDF


Traditional*
Medicare Part D 


Clawback^
Foster Care*


Adoption 
Assistance*


Matching 
Funds#


Alabama $3,993,073,711 $3,727,766,000 $63,557,758 $172,891,000 $8,356,772 $8,945,750 $11,556,431


Alaska $986,859,756 $916,877,400 $25,963,016 $23,911,000 $4,363,037 $11,364,361 $4,380,942


Arizona $6,129,210,926 $5,771,357,000 $83,838,951 $80,667,000 $73,595,799 $102,331,137 $17,421,039


Arkansas $3,170,782,857 $2,974,318,700 $42,109,236 $93,980,000 $36,009,492 $17,546,094 $6,819,335


California $34,944,843,219 $30,187,018,400 $1,584,581,880 $1,744,125,000 $822,967,394 $392,659,953 $213,490,592


Colorado $3,409,276,956 $3,052,671,000 $108,714,386 $157,512,000 $47,584,413 $15,204,568 $27,590,589


Connecticut $3,467,934,978 $3,209,975,900 $140,254,241 $48,065,000 $26,862,664 $25,126,325 $17,650,848


Delaware $815,628,063 $771,851,900 $16,904,275 $20,261,000 $1,035,285 $1,444,798 $4,130,805


District of 
Columbia


$1,588,075,225 $1,504,228,400 $14,970,545 $20,711,000 $36,191,353 $10,797,329 $1,176,598


Florida $13,893,393,741 $12,543,630,800 $473,758,528 $566,046,000 $168,380,172 $78,937,774 $62,640,467


Georgia $7,189,113,088 $6,551,323,800 $122,446,727 $410,564,000 $40,780,518 $35,232,304 $28,765,739


Hawaii $893,347,694 $780,388,300 $33,900,347 $46,316,000 $11,368,434 $14,653,262 $6,721,351


Idaho $1,406,020,047 $1,298,620,800 $24,162,336 $66,216,000 $7,283,476 $5,853,744 $3,883,691


Illinois $8,243,653,459 $7,196,342,900 $463,057,998 $361,410,000 $91,912,837 $63,094,080 $67,835,644


Indiana $5,971,699,673 $5,451,840,900 $129,499,506 $162,871,000 $157,846,829 $51,133,813 $18,507,625


Iowa $2,416,527,856 $2,142,345,900 $93,461,224 $126,012,000 $9,387,935 $31,787,923 $13,532,874


Kansas $1,917,917,372 $1,740,969,600 $55,009,947 $85,146,000 $8,594,778 $15,374,777 $12,822,270


Kentucky $4,895,466,369 $4,554,147,000 $86,439,291 $171,914,000 $27,234,751 $45,558,649 $10,172,678


Louisiana $5,070,246,187 $4,728,883,500 $117,469,168 $180,137,000 $13,587,302 $14,169,029 $16,000,188


Maine $1,726,766,485 $1,624,850,200 $52,335,561 $27,361,000 $5,323,982 $13,325,069 $3,570,673


Maryland $4,379,489,757 $3,931,039,300 $129,507,475 $234,274,000 $30,832,505 $22,572,499 $31,263,978


Massachusetts $8,066,337,795 $7,226,545,700 $344,953,284 $413,777,000 $30,636,495 $18,535,343 $31,889,973


Michigan $8,924,514,189 $8,437,966,300 $196,366,114 $118,575,000 $44,542,875 $100,721,478 $26,342,422


Minnesota $4,936,118,955 $4,647,584,700 $180,709,418 $41,135,000 $19,547,769 $17,140,941 $30,001,127


Mississippi $4,156,260,196 $3,860,362,100 $47,667,623 $226,177,000 $8,320,916 $7,542,992 $6,189,565


Missouri $6,601,681,368 $6,183,598,400 $184,436,417 $163,187,000 $21,344,168 $30,717,148 $18,398,235


Montana $907,595,773 $782,360,200 $16,592,104 $91,735,000 $6,549,559 $7,643,856 $2,715,054


Nebraska $1,165,639,695 $1,007,517,200 $52,015,480 $69,689,000 $13,158,261 $13,747,227 $9,512,527


Nevada $1,515,951,924 $1,396,275,100 $25,038,252 $43,105,000 $19,048,841 $23,918,083 $8,566,648


Continued on next page 
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Appendix Table 3.1: FMAP-Based Funds by Program and State, FY2015 (continued)
FMAP-based Programs 


State Total Medicaid CHIP* Title IV-E CCDF


Traditional*
Medicare Part D 


Clawback^
Foster Care*


Adoption 
Assistance*


Matching 
Funds#


New 
Hampshire


$794,540,178 $728,415,100 $34,638,772 $20,002,000 $2,777,380 $2,651,609 $6,055,317


New Jersey $6,707,688,627 $5,890,857,400 $350,498,435 $344,793,000 $30,168,852 $44,866,058 $46,504,882


New Mexico $2,630,538,615 $2,494,317,400 $32,899,807 $73,635,000 $7,488,426 $16,992,512 $5,205,470


New York $27,456,380,996 $24,953,872,700 $960,642,529 $972,787,000 $319,000,376 $151,949,961 $98,128,430


North Carolina $9,180,170,820 $8,432,788,300 $250,194,708 $395,016,000 $27,620,986 $46,869,982 $27,680,844


North Dakota $486,019,879 $436,471,400 $14,158,518 $20,997,000 $6,034,184 $4,453,556 $3,905,221


Ohio $11,788,578,011 $10,918,448,200 $295,424,348 $342,771,000 $127,197,849 $68,411,334 $36,325,280


Oklahoma $3,505,438,031 $3,170,115,100 $80,041,643 $173,065,000 $29,855,070 $38,808,775 $13,552,443


Oregon $4,013,445,730 $3,641,333,000 $83,443,381 $193,533,000 $37,277,671 $46,694,302 $11,164,376


Pennsylvania $12,381,547,847 $11,226,998,100 $554,245,375 $371,121,000 $109,626,756 $61,624,382 $57,932,234


Rhode Island $1,189,457,105 $1,078,441,600 $50,307,547 $45,987,000 $3,994,578 $5,852,787 $4,873,593


South Carolina $4,497,504,221 $4,233,188,500 $79,799,856 $142,878,000 $17,464,252 $13,862,235 $10,311,378


South Dakota $516,552,477 $468,266,700 $18,315,715 $18,868,000 $2,997,750 $3,462,759 $4,641,553


Tennessee $6,403,353,502 $5,925,396,600 $176,406,319 $198,088,000 $42,084,776 $42,681,163 $18,696,644


Texas $22,284,420,776 $20,511,500,500 $374,084,489 $1,068,727,000 $101,139,863 $108,897,449 $120,071,475


Utah $1,741,520,264 $1,612,573,600 $31,296,966 $59,109,000 $22,317,505 $7,234,090 $8,989,103


Vermont $833,988,280 $774,757,600 $27,058,101 $15,584,000 $5,881,646 $8,357,057 $2,349,876


Virginia $4,608,562,125 $4,061,853,100 $191,869,272 $247,586,000 $24,195,880 $40,153,814 $42,904,059


Washington $4,384,885,929 $3,924,855,400 $189,979,379 $128,952,000 $65,014,768 $38,741,148 $37,343,234


West Virginia $2,270,623,080 $2,122,670,400 $36,727,838 $55,249,000 $27,980,599 $24,447,486 $3,547,757


Wisconsin $5,345,185,360 $4,824,538,000 $181,915,465 $221,241,000 $52,886,523 $42,928,214 $21,676,158


Wyoming $307,080,749 $279,446,800 $11,157,712 $11,393,000 $1,129,057 $685,628 $3,268,552


Total $286,110,909,915 $259,913,762,900 $8,934,827,262 $11,089,152,000 $2,856,783,359 $2,017,706,607 $1,298,677,787


* Reimbursements to states from HHS


^ State reimbursements to HHS for prescription coverage for Medicaid-eligibles.


# Required state match to federal allotment


Data Sources: Traditional Medicaid, Kaiser Family Foundation (sourced from HHS); Medicare Part D Clawback, Federal Funds Information for States 
(sourced from HHS, for calendar 2015); remaining programs, HHS
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Appendix Table 3.2: Decline in FY2015 FMAP-Based Funds Per Person Missed in 2010 Census, by State


FMAP-based Program Funds Lost Per Person Missed in Census


State Total Medicaid CHIP Title IV-E CCDF


Traditional 
Medicare Part D 


Clawback
Foster Care


Adoption 
Assistance


Matching Funds


Alabama $755 $699 $26 $20 $2 $2 $7


Alaska $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


Arizona $887 $821 $26 $7 $10 $15 $8


Arkansas $909 $841 $29 $17 $10 $5 $7


California $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


Colorado $1,262 $1,142 $42 $32 $18 $6 $21


Connecticut $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


Delaware $1,567 $1,485 $38 $22 $2 $3 $17


District of 
Columbia


$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


Florida $946 $849 $48 $22 $11 $5 $11


Georgia $708 $643 $24 $25 $4 $3 $9


Hawaii $1,189 $1,051 $50 $34 $15 $20 $19


Idaho $721 $655 $31 $21 $4 $3 $7


Illinois* $953 $840 $56 $23 $11 $7 $16


Indiana $929 $834 $39 $15 $24 $8 $9


Iowa $1,268 $1,131 $62 $38 $5 $17 $16


Kansas $1,020 $927 $38 $26 $5 $8 $16


Kentucky $972 $891 $39 $21 $5 $9 $7


Louisiana $1,372 $1,272 $52 $29 $4 $4 $11


Maine $1,642 $1,521 $80 $15 $5 $12 $9


Maryland $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


Massachusetts $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


Michigan $954 $884 $39 $8 $5 $11 $8


Minnesota $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


Mississippi $1,014 $938 $32 $35 $2 $2 $6


Missouri $1,272 $1,173 $61 $19 $4 $6 $10


Montana $941 $825 $34 $59 $7 $8 $8


Nebraska $1,109 $969 $57 $37 $13 $13 $20


Nevada $628 $572 $19 $11 $8 $10 $10


New Hampshire $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


New Jersey $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


New Mexico $1,121 $1,052 $32 $19 $3 $7 $7


New York $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


North Carolina $988 $895 $51 $26 $3 $5 $9


North Dakota $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


Ohio $1,206 $1,105 $50 $21 $13 $7 $10


Oklahoma $1,123 $1,014 $42 $33 $10 $12 $12


Oregon $1,169 $1,059 $43 $34 $11 $14 $9


Pennsylvania $1,746 $1,591 $84 $29 $16 $9 $17


Rhode Island $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


Continued on next page 
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Appendix Table 3.2: Decline in FY2015 FMAP-Based Funds 
Per Person Missed in 2010 Census, by State (continued)


FMAP-based Program Funds Lost Per Person Missed in Census


State Total Medicaid CHIP Title IV-E CCDF


Traditional 
Medicare Part D 


Clawback
Foster Care


Adoption 
Assistance


Matching Funds


South Carolina $809 $747 $34 $16 $3 $2 $6


South Dakota $1,179 $1,074 $45 $24 $7 $8 $22


Tennessee $1,091 $993 $55 $20 $7 $7 $9


Texas $1,161 $1,075 $27 $33 $5 $6 $15


Utah $533 $482 $22 $11 $7 $2 $9


Vermont $2,309 $2,143 $88 $24 $16 $23 $14


Virginia $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


Washington* $39 $35 $2 $1 $1 $0 $1


West Virginia $1,017 $933 $40 $15 $12 $11 $5


Wisconsin $1,338 $1,206 $63 $32 $13 $11 $13


Wyoming $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


Median for States 
w/ FMAP > 50


$1,091 $969 $40 $22 $7 $8 $9


*States that would hit FMAP minimum of 50 with undercount


Note: Based on the state experiencing an additional 1% undercount in the 2010 Census. An undercount of a different magnitude would result in a 
slightly different loss per person missed, on the order of +/- 1-2%.
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Appendix Table 3.3: Decline in FY2015 FMAP-Based Funds Due to 1% Larger Undercount in 2010 Census, by State


Reduction in Funds by FMAP-based Program 


State
1% Undercount 


of 2010 
Population


FMAP Total Medicaid CHIP Title IV-E CCDF


Official
w/ +1% 


Under-count
Shift Traditional


Medicare 
Part D 


Clawback
Foster Care


Adoption 
Assistance


Matching 
Funds


Texas  251,456 58.05 57.28 -0.77 $291,908,615 $270,318,279 $6,822,098 $8,177,685 $1,332,909 $1,435,145 $3,822,500


Pennsylvania  127,024 51.82 50.89 -0.93 $221,762,564 $202,109,491 $10,731,384 $3,634,533 $1,973,511 $1,109,368 $2,204,276


Florida  188,013 59.72 58.96 -0.76 $177,848,466 $159,598,792 $8,937,040 $4,161,722 $2,142,384 $1,004,364 $2,004,163


Ohio  115,365 62.64 61.91 -0.73 $139,097,423 $127,494,823 $5,783,927 $2,385,767 $1,485,290 $798,840 $1,148,775


Illinois*  128,306 50.76 50.00 -0.76 $122,231,690 $107,746,663 $7,147,118 $2,923,047 $1,376,158 $944,671 $2,094,033


Michigan  98,836 65.54 64.86 -0.68 $94,277,076 $87,361,310 $3,866,687 $745,378 $461,168 $1,042,806 $799,727


North Carolina  95,355 65.88 65.21 -0.67 $94,218,427 $85,307,155 $4,886,939 $2,441,685 $279,417 $474,143 $829,087


Missouri  59,889 63.45 62.73 -0.72 $76,194,260 $70,268,002 $3,638,373 $1,117,694 $242,547 $349,058 $578,587


Wisconsin  56,870 58.27 57.44 -0.83 $76,101,387 $68,565,881 $3,610,095 $1,814,837 $751,618 $610,092 $748,864


Tennessee  63,461 64.99 64.30 -0.69 $69,205,364 $62,988,321 $3,481,057 $1,261,111 $447,371 $453,711 $573,793


Georgia  96,877 66.94 66.30 -0.64 $68,593,179 $62,287,576 $2,357,232 $2,390,462 $387,726 $334,976 $835,206


Colorado  50,292 51.01 50.05 -0.96 $63,454,867 $57,445,159 $2,130,141 $1,617,870 $895,443 $286,120 $1,080,133


Louisiana  45,334 62.05 61.29 -0.76 $62,200,953 $57,686,775 $2,342,996 $1,311,918 $165,749 $172,845 $520,669


Indiana  64,838 66.52 65.86 -0.66 $60,223,617 $54,071,364 $2,551,873 $973,954 $1,565,525 $507,145 $553,756


Arizona  63,920 68.46 67.84 -0.62 $56,672,252 $52,463,177 $1,654,237 $448,911 $669,005 $930,217 $506,705


Oregon  38,311 64.06 63.35 -0.71 $44,779,594 $40,552,018 $1,656,353 $1,286,221 $415,146 $520,015 $349,842


Kentucky  43,394 69.94 69.35 -0.59 $42,191,368 $38,666,600 $1,707,563 $909,371 $231,234 $386,812 $289,787


Oklahoma  37,514 62.30 61.55 -0.75 $42,118,984 $38,040,833 $1,587,222 $1,230,364 $358,256 $465,699 $436,611


Iowa  30,464 55.54 54.65 -0.89 $38,633,118 $34,448,837 $1,877,383 $1,147,347 $150,958 $511,149 $497,446


South Carolina  46,254 70.64 70.06 -0.58 $37,398,883 $34,557,212 $1,567,357 $729,521 $142,568 $113,163 $289,063


Alabama  47,797 68.99 68.37 -0.62 $36,094,132 $33,387,373 $1,266,446 $948,552 $74,847 $80,122 $336,793


Mississippi  29,673 73.58 73.05 -0.53 $30,101,250 $27,819,159 $956,679 $1,041,038 $59,964 $54,358 $170,053


Kansas  28,531 56.63 55.77 -0.86 $29,110,082 $26,462,198 $1,091,775 $735,467 $130,638 $233,692 $456,313


Arkansas  29,159 70.88 70.30 -0.58 $26,503,735 $24,533,954 $845,454 $487,797 $297,028 $144,731 $194,772


New Mexico  20,592 69.65 69.05 -0.60 $23,079,495 $21,660,497 $655,651 $400,510 $65,029 $147,562 $150,247


Maine  13,284 61.88 61.11 -0.77 $21,809,261 $20,200,824 $1,056,209 $202,455 $66,190 $165,663 $117,920


Nebraska  18,263 53.27 52.33 -0.94 $20,261,535 $17,703,207 $1,041,883 $679,604 $231,205 $241,554 $364,081


West Virginia  18,530 71.35 70.77 -0.58 $18,850,833 $17,292,265 $745,133 $284,624 $227,943 $199,161 $101,707


Nevada  27,006 64.36 63.65 -0.71 $16,972,279 $15,443,103 $500,087 $285,041 $210,684 $264,539 $268,824


Hawaii  13,603 52.23 51.27 -0.96 $16,177,304 $14,293,950 $678,907 $465,295 $208,229 $268,396 $262,526


Utah  27,639 70.56 69.98 -0.58 $14,735,190 $13,315,407 $619,381 $302,165 $184,281 $59,734 $254,223


Vermont  6,257 54.01 53.08 -0.93 $14,448,155 $13,410,571 $550,034 $151,086 $101,808 $144,655 $90,001


Delaware  8,979 53.63 52.70 -0.93 $14,067,257 $13,335,719 $337,792 $194,275 $17,887 $24,963 $156,621


Idaho  15,676 71.75 71.18 -0.57 $11,301,745 $10,270,904 $485,365 $331,975 $57,606 $46,298 $109,598


South Dakota  8,142 51.64 50.68 -0.96 $9,602,728 $8,741,405 $365,100 $193,043 $55,961 $64,641 $182,578


Montana  9,894 65.90 65.21 -0.69 $9,311,515 $8,164,703 $334,631 $580,091 $68,351 $79,771 $83,968


Washington*  67,245 50.03 50.00 -0.03 $2,614,278 $2,353,501 $114,056 $39,665 $38,985 $23,231 $44,839


Alaska  7,102 50.00 50.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


Continued on next page 
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Appendix Table 3.3: Decline in FY2015 FMAP-Based Funds 
Due to 1% Larger Undercount in 2010 Census, by State (continued)


Reduction in Funds by FMAP-based Program 


State
1% Undercount 


of 2010 
Population


FMAP Total Medicaid CHIP Title IV-E CCDF


Official
w/ +1% 


Under-count
Shift Traditional


Medicare 
Part D 


Clawback
Foster Care


Adoption 
Assistance


Matching 
Funds


California  372,540 50.00 50.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


Connecticut  35,741 50.00 50.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


District of 
Columbia


 6,017 70.00 70.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


Maryland  57,736 50.00 50.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


Massachusetts  65,476 50.00 50.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


Minnesota  53,039 50.00 50.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


New 
Hampshire


 13,165 50.00 50.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


New Jersey  87,919 50.00 50.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


New York  193,781 50.00 50.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


North Dakota  6,726 50.00 50.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


Rhode Island  10,526 50.00 50.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


Virginia  80,010 50.00 50.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


Wyoming  5,636 50.00 50.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0


*States that would hit FMAP minimum of 50 with undercount


Note: Projected impact of a 1% greater-than-actual undercount in the 2010 Census in one state, with no change in other states.
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Endnotes
1	 Andrew Reamer, “Counting for Dollars 2020: The Role of the 


Decennial Census in the Geographic Distribution of Federal Funds, 
Initial Analysis: 16 Large Census-guided Financial Assistance 
Programs,” August 22, 2017.


2	 For the purposes of this paper, the term “undercount” means “net 
undercount.” A state’s net undercount equals the number people 
missed in the enumeration minus the number of people counted 
twice or inappropriately counted (for example, a college student 
or a vacation homeowner counted in two locations). For the 2010 
Census, the Census Bureau estimated that the nation’s White 
population was overcounted by 0.84%, the Hispanic population 
undercounted by 1.54%, and the non-Hispanic Black population 
undercounted by 2.07%. See Table 7 of Census Bureau, “2010 
Census Coverage Measurement Estimation Report: Summary of 
Estimates of Coverage for Persons in the United States,” DSSD 2010 
Census Coverage Measurement Memorandum Series #2010-G-01, 
May 22, 2012, p. 15.


3	 While a few federal programs allot dollars to the states based on 
the number of people counted in the census, many more allocate 
them based on certain household characteristics, such as average or 
median income levels, that are derived from the census. An accurate 
census will guide prudent decisions on the type, scope and level of 
assistance needed in all communities, to ensure that tax dollars are 
spent wisely.


4	 Medicaid and CHIP Payment and Access Commission, MACStats: 
Medicaid and CHIP Data Book, December 2017, Exhibit 7, p. 24.


5	 Census Bureau, "2015 Annual Survey of State Government 
Finances," 2017.


6	 See “Federal Medical Assistance Percentages or Federal Financial 
Participation in State Assistance Expenditures” on ASPE website. For 
the FY2019 FMAP , see Department of Health and Human Services, 
“Federal Matching Shares for Medicaid, the Children’s Health 
Insurance Program, and Aid to Needy Aged, Blind, or Disabled 
Persons for October 1, 2018 Through September 30, 2019,” Federal 
Register, November 21, 2017, pp. 55383-55386.


7	 The law fixes the District of Columbia’s FMAP at 70.


8	 The Census Bureau estimates the net 2010 Census undercount for 
Texas at 0.97%. At the same time, Census says, “For each state and 
the District of Columbia, the estimated percent net undercount 
is not significantly different from zero.” As a consequence, the 
analysis in this table uses the actual Texas count in 2010 as the 
base for estimating the impact of an additional one percent 
undercount, rather than measure the fiscal impact of an estimated 
0.97% undercount. See Table 14 of Census Bureau, “2010 Census 
Coverage Measurement Estimation Report: Summary of Estimates 
of Coverage for Persons in the United States,” DSSD 2010 Census 
Coverage Measurement Memorandum Series #2010-G-01, May 22, 
2012, p. 22.


9	 The 10 states with an FMAP of 50 every year from FY2010-FY2019 
are California, Connecticut, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, 
New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Virginia, and Wyoming. In 
most, but not all, years, Alaska, Colorado, and Washington also have 
an FMAP of 50. North Dakota’s FMAP was above 50 in the first part 
of the decade and at 50 for the remainder.


10	 Alison Mitchell, “Medicaid’s Federal Medical Assistance Percentage 
(FMAP),” Congressional Research Service, February 9, 2016, p. 2.


11	 Robin Rudowitz, Laura Snyder, and Vernon K. Smith, “Medicaid 
Enrollment & Spending Growth: FY 2015 & 2016,” Henry J. Kaiser 
Family Foundation, October 2015.


12	 §2105(b) of the Social Security Act.


13	 This portion excludes the newly eligible in post-ACA expansion 
states, which received 100% reimbursement in FY2015. It includes 
adults in pre-ACA expansion states eligible for the transition FMAP.


14	 Office of the Actuary, “Calendar Year (CY) 2015 Jan – Sep Phased-
down State Contribution Final Per-Capita Rates,” Centers for 
Medicare and Medicaid Services, October 15, 2014.
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