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CHAPTER 4
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL

ASSESSMENT RECORD

NUMBER:  CO-RGFO-00-022EA

PROJECT NAME:  Arkansas River Recreation Management Plan Revision 

PLANNING UNIT:  All of Arkansas River #1, portions of Collegiate/Sangre
#2 and Badger Creek #3 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:  Same as the Arkansas River Special Recreation
Management Area involving portions of Lake, Chaffee, Fremont and Pueblo
Counties

APPLICANT:  Arkansas Headwaters Recreation Area (Bureau of Land
Management, Colorado Division of Parks & Outdoor Recreation, Forest Service
and Colorado Division of Wildlife)

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND
ALTERNATIVES:  The Proposed Plan Revision is the same as Chapter II of
this document

PLAN CONFORMANCE REVIEW:  The proposed action is subject to
the following plan:

Name of Plan:  Royal Gorge Resource Management Plan

Date Approved:  May 13, 1996

Page or Decision Number:  Major portions of those decisions under the
EcoRegion # 1 relating to the river corridor

The proposed action has been reviewed for conformance with this plan (43 CFR
1610.5, BLM 1617.3)

Standards for Public Land Health:  The Standards are addressed in the
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appropriate Affected Environment/Environmental Consequences sections. 
The following table is a summary of those two sections.  Project areas
have been assessed for all Standards; however, not all Standards
necessarily apply to all acres in the project area.  "NA" denotes where a
Standard does not apply and does not influence overall land health. 
Depending on the action analyzed, completion of this chart may be
required, optional or not required.  Also, in completing this chart, either
acres or checkmarks are acceptable in the appropriate row-column
depending on the action analyzed.

Current Situation With Proposed Action

Achieving or
Moving
Towards

Achieving

Not
Achieving

Causative
Factors

Achieving or
Moving
Towards

Achieving

Not
Achieving

Standard 1 X X

Standard 2 X X***

Standard 3 X** tree density X**

Standard 4 X X

Standard 5

Total Acres

Total number of acres in project area: approx. 16,820 *

*The river plan covers approximately:  85 acres of water on the surface of the
Arkansas River and 235 acres within the lands leased (under the Recreation and
Public Purposes Act) to CDPOR where intensive recreation management occurs;
around 16,500 acres under the Cooperative Management Agreement; and 125,000
acres within the Arkansas River Special Recreation Management Area where less
intensive recreation management occurs.

**See affected environment for vegetation standards. 

***Riparian conditions will not change quickly; trends or rates of change are
signals of the future riparian health.  Stipulations and mitigations to be
incorporated into management actions.

NEED FOR PROPOSED ACTION:  The Need For The Proposed Action
is described in Chapter One under Item “B. Purpose and Need for Action”.
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
/ MITIGATION MEASURES

The Affected Environment is described in Chapter 3 of this document.  The
descriptions are similar to that described in the original River Plan and
Environmental Assessment (CO-050-RG-89-1), along with the addition of some
new or updated information.  

The following analysis documents the environmental impacts and mitigation
measures for the proposed changes to the river plan and any changes in the
cumulative impacts.

CRITICAL ELEMENTS

AIR QUALITY

Impacts to air quality are expected to be minimal from all the alternatives.  No
short-term, long-term or cumulative impacts are expected.  

Name of specialist:  Mike Gaylord, 09/06/00

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Prior to any specific undertaking, compliance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), including identification, evaluation,
consultation, reporting and any prescribed mitigation and mitigation reporting, is
required.  This applies to both the Proposed Action and the No Action
Alternatives.  Analysis of the impacts of specific undertakings will be presented in
the relevant, project-specific NEPA documents.

Name of specialist:  Monica Weimer, March 21, 2000

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Neither the Proposed Action nor the No Action Alternative will have a
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effect on
minority or low-income populations.  No short-term, long-term or cumulative
impacts are identified.

Name of specialist:  Pete Zwaneveld, 03/02/00
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FLOODPLAINS, WETLANDS AND RIPARIAN ZONES (includes all
information related to Standard 2)

Riparian resources along the Arkansas River corridor need to be viewed as a
continuum whereby numerous actions have resulted in a much altered ecosystem. 
Mining, agriculture, irrigation, road and railroad construction have historically
altered the vegetation, flood plains and soils along riparian areas.  More recently,
growth and development, exotic plant species and recreation activities of several
forms have impacted riparian areas further.  Flow manipulation potentially could
further modify riparian resources along the entire upper Arkansas (see affected
environment section).
  
Generally, the more recent impacts to riparian, wetland and floodplain resources
center around: removal or trampling of vegetation and subsequent bank de-
stabilization, displacement of the native vegetation community by exotic plants,
loss of floodplain area and altering runoff patterns of water and soils from nearby
upland slopes; this holds regardless of the land ownership status.  Constant, or
consistent seasonal human disturbance and vehicular traffic reduces the habitat
values of existing riparian to some obligate species in areas otherwise protected
from resource damage mentioned.  Within the public lands, there is no single
large reach where riparian values are lost, but there is a cumulative reduction in
values, condition and functions from affects within and tributary to the Arkansas
corridor.  Viewing riparian resources through time and along a longitudinal
gradient is necessary to evaluate impacts of the specific proposed action upon
existing riparian resources.  Furthermore, an understanding of future trends is
important to weigh the impacts. 
 
Approximately two-thirds of the land status of the Arkansas corridor is private,
whereby riparian protection would be entirely discretional.  Only federal wetland
fill and drain laws administered by the Army Corps of Engineers serve to partially
protect non-public wetland and riparian.  Housed within this protection are
exemptions for minor disturbance.  Stream bank stabilization and housing
exemptions are examples.  There will be increasing activity along private land
river bottom as more people buy into the private land base.  Growth projection
figures support this notion.  Intensive grazing, building and other activities
resulting in wildlife disturbance and other impacts are known to follow growth. 
Unplanned for, this increase pressure will limit wildlife habitat values and reduce
the corridors ability to function as floodplain.  The trend in the natural resource
values of the private land floodplain will diminish as the value of the floodplain
increases for human resource values.  Impacts to adjacent public lands will appear
in various forms.
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On the public land river bottom, this document outlines the increased angling,
rafting, camping, picnicking and other general visitation that has been ongoing
since the time of the first plan.  Projections are for continued increases in use and
there are also more requests for special use permits.  On the public lands,
permanent changes or impacts from grazing, road building, railroad construction
and commercial mining have largely stabilized. With completion of the original
river plan, overall riparian protection has increased within the public lands as
recreation was managed.  The primary area of resource concern will be for
management to buffer impacts of recreation growth on public lands and work
cooperatively to minimize direct and cumulative impacts from private lands. 
These impacts are likely to be slow, subtle changes (unlike for example, highway
construction) that result from general use.  The development of what is viewed by
the public as a safe, public friendly state park with all the amenities provided will
continue to draw high use.

Flow manipulation impacts resulting from recreating public requests could alter
riparian resources.  Impacts to riparian and aquatic resources are adequately
addressed in the Arkansas River Water Needs Assessment and are not expounded
upon here.  That document needs to be consulted if flow management discussions
develop over the life of this plan to determine environmental impacts.  It is
recommended that the agencies which developed that assessment be included in
any discussion of any proposed flow management scenario.

Recommended Mitigation:  It is well established that general public use along the
river corridor will increase.  Because of this, it is recommended that the following
mitigating or “offsetting” actions be undertaken in an attempt to maintain general
riparian integrity countering the continued regional growth and high use by the
public.  Riparian management is ongoing within BLM, but demands placed upon
the Arkansas dictate accelerated emphasis.  It is wise to recognize use will
increase and address it as part of this planning effort.  In addition, each individual
action in the plan will require a separate NEPA analysis, whereby detailed
cumulative impacts analysis will occur.

Riparian Management
1)  Continue to do site specific improvement projects that control concentrated,
high impact recreation use in or near riparian areas.  Examples include: roads that
parallel the river with high vehicular traffic that could be re-routed but still offer
access, i.e. US Hwy 50; relocate some of the stream side uses to higher elevation
terraces, i.e. fishing and boating.

Funding
1) Establish a riparian improvement fund whereby a portion of the BLM river
management budget, and/or a portion of public use fees collected are spent on: a)
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riparian improvement work, b) public education materials on topics such as
watershed/ riparian area management, etc. or c) encourage private land riparian
improvement work  on a voluntary basis if the project meets established criteria.

Data and information gathering
1) Develop a list of known riparian sites with ongoing degradation.  This list
could be used for future management decisions and planning of improvement
work projects.
2) Complete the analysis of existing spacial riparian resources using existing
information to generate baseline knowledge to assist in future day to day
management.  This information would serve as the data base to assist in the
protection or enhancement of special or unique riparian communities and
resources along the corridor.  This type of effort should be guided by the BLM
riparian program material within the recreation guidance under the Public Land
Health Standards.
3) Cooperate with other BLM programs and county weed/invasive plant
specialists to develop an inventory of nuisance riparian plant species, develop a
control plan and implement control measures at an intensity above that for general
public lands. 
4) Use information provided by the CDOW, CNHP and other credible entities
about the biota and riparian habitats to develop a reliable indexing system to
match specific riparian\wildlife relations.  The development of this data base is
essential for the future wise management of the river corridor to protect unique
areas.

Lastly, in order to maintain BLM riparian health standards, it is recommended that
riparian values are not compromised in order to provide for expanded visitation. 
This should clearly be stated in the decision of record. 
 

Name of specialist:  David Gilbert, 8/30/00  

INVASIVE, NON-NATIVE SPECIES (WEEDS)

Any soil surface disturbing activity can increase noxious weed invasion. 
Therefore, any authorization that involves surface disturbance should include
adequate reclamation stipulations, including weed free seed, mulch and
equipment.  Without this mitigation there could be serious long term and
cumulative impacts. 

Name of specialist:  Thomas Grette, 9/6/00.



4-7

NATIVE AMERICAN RELIGIOUS CONCERNS

Before specific undertakings in the river corridor may occur, identification and
evaluation of any historic properties with potential significance to Native
Americans is mandatory.  If such properties are identified, pursuant to the
NAGPRA and NHPA, consultation with relevant tribes must occur before the
undertaking proceeds.

Name of specialist:  Monica Weimer, 3/21/00

PRIME AND UNIQUE FARMLANDS

There are no short term or long term or cumulative impacts to Prime or Unique
Farmlands from the proposed action or the alternatives because none are present
in the project area.

Name of specialist:  Thomas Grette, 9/06/00 

SOILS (includes all information related to Standard 1)

Soil Standards for Health of the Land Issues:  The plan has mentioned population
growth and increased public land recreational use, yet little consideration has been
given to the fact that the watershed characteristics are rapidly changing.  Each
road, subdivision, federal and private activity which results in non-functioning
soil characteristics (namely the ability of the soils to support vegetation and
absorb water) is having and compounding those soil impacts which are occurring
in the river corridor.  The diverted water energy along with the loss of soil
vegetation cover is resulting in ever increasing sedimentation and erosion cutting
problems in the drainage bottoms which feed the Arkansas River.  This “increased
rate” of run off can be seen in many of the large and small gullies feeding the
Arkansas, along with the accelerated erosion taking place where they enter the
river.

Detailed soil impacts to the Arkansas River corridor can not be determined based
on information available.  Mapping of existing development on both public
administered lands and private lands was not included in this planning document,
and therefore, no analysis or modeling has been completed for determination of
impacts.  The plan also provides little or no projection of the number of acres of
disturbance which may result from increased uses by overflow recreation users,
both on or off the existing and proposed development sites.  It can be expected
that soil impacts will occur from both private land development and higher use of
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the public lands over a period of time.

If such soil information was available, it is possible that a recommendation would
be made to close some of the existing sites and to move proposed new sites to
new locations.  This would have less of an overall impact and economical land
management would also include more direct management cooperation between
governmental agencies and the private land owners.

From a watershed corridor perspective, the soils are considered to be meeting
standards at this time at a minimal level, with movement towards not meeting
those standards.  The majority of the associated problems are related to road
construction and home site developments which are rapidly increasing in the
watershed area.  From the corridor perspective, the river has been segregated with
strips of function soils along non accessible river frontage, to minimal or non
function soils located along areas of accessible river frontage.  The proposed
Arkansas River plan is not likely to improve the overall soils health.  However,  it
will improve soils standards in a few identified areas of proposed rehabilitation,
with most of these gains off-set by the proposed new developed sites and the lack
of a plan to control future increases in recreational use.

Arkansas River Corridor Impacts:  Much of the Arkansas River corridor has been
hardened over the years, removing upwards of  20% or more of soils from the 
“functioning” category.  This hardening is represented by the numerous parking
lots, trails, roads (including Highway 50 and the railroad tracks), camping areas
and boat ramps, as well as the rip-rapping of stream banks.  While this has the
effect of reducing soil movement on the areas of hardening, each hardened
location creates “catchments”, where water energy normally absorbed by
permeable functioning soils are now water energy collection systems with direct
feeds to the river.  The laws of physics apply, and the action of this energy is
transposed from where it is created to downstream locations.  This energy reaction
results in increased scouring of the bed of the river on corridors with re-enforced
stream banks, until its’ impact is released on non-protected banks.

The proposed plan may increase some additional acreage to this existing situation,
increasing soil erosion down stream.  While these impacts can not be quantified
with information currently available, the following impacts can be expected:
potential loss of river water quality and river biotic function, faster sedimentation
loading of the Pueblo Reservoir and loss of land values along the river due to loss
of  bank stabilization.

Proposed location specific planning of each public site development project will
prevent most of the soil erosion impacts on public lands from occurring on the
those lands administered for recreation purposes.  Assuming that the projected
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increase in use does not occur at a faster pace than projected, and that current
available staff resources can prevent “overflow” recreation use from creating new
soil disturbances on areas outside of the developed camping areas and maintained
roads/trails, problems on the public lands are not likely to be evident for several
years.

In all of the alternatives the same impacts will occur at varying rates.  Those that
encourage controlled use, limiting development along the river and returning the
maximum amount of soils to a functioning condition which supports vegetation
growth and water holding capabilities, will have the least overall impacts.  The
alternatives which encourage recreational use or result in additional development
and hardening of the river corridor will increase the impacts exponentially
dependent on how fast use increases and development occurs.

Recommended Mitigation:  The plan should include more than mere statement of
effort, but specific commitment to soil, vegetation and riparian data collection
procedures.  The goal should be aimed at determining the impacts the plan is
creating to all uses and parties along the river.  A  specific schedule of dates
should be set to acquire such data, analyze it and apply it to the other recreational
goals specified in the plan.  One example of such needs would be to complete a
mapping effort of the corridor for all lands (private, state, federal and other).  Such
mapping should include: all roads and trails in the corridor, all streambank
stabilization areas (rocked, cemented or other), all adjacent stream bank hardened
sites (parking lots, boat ramps, buildings, viewing areas, etc) and site specific soils
and vegetation data (Note: this office has been collecting this portion of this data,
and the AHRA should use it).  This information should be interpreted by several
specialists, including a specialist in river dynamics, who would analyze and assess
what changes are occurring to the river banks from Leadville to Pueblo Reservoir.
This  includes where bank stabilization problems are going to occur as a result of
the additional projected development and the probable increased sedimentation
and effects on water quality as well as any impacts that might occur to the Pueblo
Reservoir during its life expectancy.

The plan should adopt a new approach to the remaining locations proposed to be
constructed.  Instead of using selections made on historical methods,  the plan
should adopt an approach based on resource analysis of data to select  “best”
location(s) based on resource values.  This scenario could probably best be
accomplished by placing a moratorium on additional BLM & state land
development until additional review and data collection is completed as proposed
above.

The plan points out that 60% of the lands in the corridor are private, but gives
little consideration to development occurring on these private lands or the
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cumulative impacts of all developments on the resource values.  Occurrences of
private land competition with public lands for revenue dollars generated from the
river use have already occurred, including river rafting launch sites, take outs,
camping and picnic areas.  The plan should explicitly state its commitment to
maintaining the river resource(s) by including the removal and reclamation of
public developed areas when and if other recreational users needs are sufficiently
provided by private enterprise.  This prevents the unnecessary duplicate resource
damages that can and will occur if such governmental and private competition
expands.

The plan should also commit to establishing areas of protection and recovery. 
This approach has been given some consideration along a few short segments of
the river in areas where degradation is already evident.  The plan goal should be
the prevention of further degradation by applying methods (closures & restrictive
use) which protect resources.  This approach needs to incorporate the “resource”
data that was mentioned  in the first paragraph of this informational note.  Based
on the acquired data, one could expect some areas which will basically be
“heavily restricted” to use because of fragile soils and vegetation and other areas
which would be closed on a three to four year rest rotation cycle.  This will allow
for vegetation recovery along streambanks that are predominantly found in
dispersed camping areas located around developed camp sites.

Name of specialist:  Ernie Lee Gillingham, 07/03/00

THREATENED & ENDANGERED SPECIES (includes all information
related to Standard 4)

Since the original river plan was completed in 1988 additional information has
become available and some changes have occurred in both state and federal
threatened and endangered {T&E} and special concern species lists. While the
original impact assessment for the 1988 document is still valid, there are some
changes that are described here.  The changes are related to new actions proposed
in the revised river plan and updated T&E information.

A new peregrine falcon eyrie has been established near Granite below Clear Creek
Reservoir.  The eyrie is located on the east side of the Arkansas river adjacent to
the river.  The falcons have successfully fledged young from the nest site for
several years.  Public lands located in the immediate area (East Clear Creek/Stone
Cabin) are identified for further development.  Increased public use, such as the
type proposed (wildlife viewing, fishing, picnicking, camping, etc.) would likely
impact these birds and may result in abandonment of the eyrie.  No development
of the site is recommended until further information is available that suggests that
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this site can remain viable with nearby disturbances. 

Bald Eagles and Osprey occupy the recreation area during the fall and spring
during migration and during the winter months.  The most important habitat
feature is the large trees, both cottonwood and ponderosa pine, that line the river
banks in certain sections.  These trees are used for perches.  Efforts should be
made to preserve, protect, or replace these trees, especially as they age and
become snags.

Leopard Frogs are fast becoming rare in Colorado.  They can be found along the
river in suitable habitat, which usually consist of ponds and oxbows.  River
recreation development in these areas must maintain these important habitats.

Three plants, Brandegee Wild Buckwheat, Royal Gorge Stickleaf, and Degener
Penstemon are found in the river corridor.  The stickleaf and penstemon are found
along the river and associated side canyons, primarily in the area from Cotopaxi to
Canon City.  Development of facilities to support recreational use will very likely
affect these species.  Surveys must be completed prior to construction activities. 
Information is now available that indicates locations where these plants are found
and attempts should be made to avoid these sites with development. The
buckwheat is found offsite and might be impacted as river associated recreation
overflows onto suitable habitat.  Critical areas for buckwheat include the Droney
Gulch and Cleora areas. 

Name of specialist:  Erik Brekke, 7/5/00  

VEGETATION (includes vegetation information related to Standard 3)  

The proposed action implements actions that foster protection or minimize
disturbance of the existing vegetation.  This is accomplished by barriers,
established trails and public education.  Developing future sites (camping, trails,
etc.) on areas undergoing uncontrolled, intensive recreation mitigates vegetative
disturbance by at least diminishing and localizing the disturbance.  The standards
acknowledge and accept localized locations (developed sites) not meeting the
standards over the landscape scale.  As stated, “Standards are observed on a
landscape scale.  It is not possible for each acre to achieve every standard.”  While
the proposed action acknowledges the need to develop recreation sites undergoing
uncontrolled recreation, the plan does not identify at what level the developed
recreation sites become too large and too numerous that the Arkansas River
corridor, as a whole, no longer meets standards.  This threshold should be
identified in the plan.  
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Currently, the areas not meeting standards fail them because the forest land, piñon
and juniper trees, are too dense.   This prevents a vigorous understory of plants
and thus at times pinon and jumper forests lack plant understory diversity.  In one
area, the grassland fails standards due to past disturbance not related to recreation. 
The proposed action neither diminishes nor increases the status of meeting health
standards for these locations.  There are some areas, very small in scale, that
experience uncontrolled foot traffic and do not meet standards.  The proposed
action develops these areas in a mitigation type effort.

Recreation sites undergoing rehabilitation by reseeding or interseeding should be
inspected for existing plant species.  Native plant species should be strongly
considered and used when possible.  In sites where existing, introduced plant
species are found and deemed to meet objectives better than the natives, these
introduced species may be considered if  they are the type that do not spread. 
Seeding and planting should be done with other resources in mind and
consideration should be given as to how this seeding and planting would affect
these resources.  

Examples: 1) Avoid seeding an early spring green-up species in sites adjacent to
highways that will attract deer and bighorn sheep;  2) Tree species that are planted
should add diversity to the plant community and promote diversity in the animal
community.

Name of specialist:  Tod P. Zechiel, 03/20/00

WASTES, HAZARDOUS OR SOLID  

The site developments present few problems in most locations.  The use of treated
woods should be minimized, but where necessary, should provide for the legal
disposal of waste resulting from construction.  The use of physical methods of
weed control should be encouraged rather than herbicides unless a specific
pesticide use plan (PUP) is in place.  There are concerns about the development of
recreational facilities and increased recreational use in the area of the upper
Arkansas River in Lake County, where extensive fluvial tailings deposits exist. 
These deposits are subject to cleanup by the natural resource damage project
currently underway.  

Recommended Mitigation:  No developments should be constructed in areas with
fluvial tailings until they have been cleaned up.  The Hayden Meadows and Kobe
sites should not be developed prior to evaluation of the sites by the restoration
consulting group.
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Name of specialist:  Mike Gaylord, 09/06/00

WATER QUALITY,  SURFACE & GROUND (includes all information related
to Standard 5) 

The disturbance that may be generated from additional recreation site
developments may lead to additional erosion, thereby impacting water quality. 
Standard construction practices are adequate mitigation in most cases (things like
armoring of surfaces where human traffic is focused, revegetation of disturbed
areas, water barring of slopes, use of geo-fabrics and mulches to reduce
stormwater impacts and settlement basins or traps at the base of slopes, etc.). 
More specific water quality analysis will be done on any subsequent
environmental analyses for these projects.

Recommended Mitigation:  Under Areawide Recreation Goals, number 19, add
the following language:  Protect water quality by limiting recreational use at areas
where fluvial tailings containing toxic metals are known to exist until restoration
efforts are completed.  Improve water quality by minimizing sediment production
adjacent to the river as a result of increased recreational use.

Under Areawide Multiple Use Goals, number 12, add the following language: 
Minimize non-point source pollution from all recreation sites by maintaining
healthy vegetation to the conditions identified in the Standards for Public Land
Health.  Rehabilitate and revegetate, to the degree possible, recreation sites that
currently do not meet the Standards for Public Land Health.  

Avoid or defer development at river locations where increased use levels will
remobilize fluvial tailings and regulated metal laden sediments resulting from
historic mining in the upper Arkansas River.

Name of specialist:  Mike Gaylord, 09/06/00

WILDERNESS, AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN,
WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS

Wilderness
Mcintyre Hills Wilderness Study Area (WSA)

No actions proposed in the river management plan will have negative impacts to
the WSA.  No short term, long term or cumulative impacts will occur.
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Browns Canyon Wilderness Study Area

The Ruby Mountain Recreation Site provides the easiest access into the WSA. 
The majority of recreationists who use this access are participating in
rockhounding and hiking activities.  Loss of free access at this location will
negatively affect a percentage of these visitors.  Continuing to provide free access
at this location would alleviate the impact. However, the difficulty of managing
this access area within the R&PP Lease site will continue to be an impact to
AHRA management staff.

Improved interpretive messages at the Ruby Mountain and Fishermen’s Bridge
recreation sites will have a positive affect on the WSA.

River rafting lunch areas in the WSA are producing a level of impact that is
bordering on not meeting the non-impairment criteria.  Continued monitoring of
the resources should allow management the data necessary to ensure these impacts
do not reach a level that will affect the WSA’s wilderness characteristics. 
Mitigation at these lunch areas should include; the use of natural materials to
control erosion, closing and rehabilitating social trails and recommending some
type of sanitation waste disposal and/or removal.  All such actions will help to
reduce the resource impacts at these sites.

Adjustment of the WSA boundary would be another method to remove the
impacts from the wilderness study area.  This method would not correct the
impacts associated with these lunch areas, but would allow for other types of
reclamation that otherwise would not be allowed under the guidelines of the
Wilderness Act.  Designating lunch areas would address the cumulative impacts
associated with increased use and the creation of new lunch areas.  Implementing
the above mitigation measures will eliminate any short and long term impacts.     
 
Browns Canyon and Mcintyre Hills WSAs will continue to be managed under
BLM  Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness
Review until Congress makes a decision on wilderness designation.  

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
Browns Canyon ACEC

Impacts associated with the ACEC are similar to those discussed under
wilderness.  Monitoring of the natural resources should continue to ensure
those impacts associated with the lunch areas in Browns Canyon are not
increasing.  No activities or actions proposed in Browns Canyon are
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expected to negatively affect the special values found in this ACEC.  

Droney Gulch ACEC

This ACEC is located west of Highway 285 and is not directly related to
the recreation area.  However, activities that occur at the Big Bend
Recreation Site could have an affect on the sensitive plant, Brandegee’s
Buckwheat (Erigonum brandegei)  present at this site.  The greatest impact
that could occur from activities at the Big Bend area is related to off-
highway vehicles.  The Big Bend family off-highway vehicle park will be
constructed in 2001.  Currently, off-highway vehicles (mainly
motorcycles) use the highway culvert to move from one side of the
highway to the other.  The plan for the Big Bend riding area will eliminate
their ability to utilize the culvert.  This could be both a positive impact and
a negative one.  On the positive side, the number of riders who currently
use the culvert will be reduced to zero.  However, on the negative side, a
fee will be required to use the Big Bend riding area.  The addition of a fee
may displace some riders to the Droney Gulch ACEC.  

Mitigation to protect the sensitive plant should include the designation of
roads and trails in the Droney Gulch area.  This should be a high priority to
control the use of off-highway vehicles in the ACEC.  The construction of 
fences to protect the area’s most critical habitat should be accomplished. 
Increased patrols of the area should occur.  Interpretive signing at Big
Bend and Droney Gulch should be utilized to increase the public’s
understanding of the special features of this area.  

With the above mitigation in place, no activities or actions proposed in
this river plan are expected to negatively affect the special values of the
Droney Gulch ACEC.  

Arkansas Canyonlands ACEC

Recreational use along the river, outside developed recreation sites, has the
potential to impact riparian resources.  Monitoring of these undeveloped
access sites should occur to ensure the riparian zone is not adversely
impacted.  Closure of these sites should occur if monitoring determines an
adverse impact.  

The proposed Heart of the Rockies Historic Corridor Trail could have
impacts to the wildlife and other values associated with the ACEC. 
Additional corridor planning and environmental analysis to identify and
mitigate impacts should be done if the rail corridor is abandoned and plans
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for a trail go forward.   

All new development within the ACEC should take into consideration the
special values of the ACEC.  New development should only occur if the
values of the ACEC can be protected or enhanced.  

With the above mitigation in place no activities or actions proposed in the
river plan are expected to negatively affect the special values found in the
ACEC.  In addition, there is good potential that the newly developed river
vision statement and many of the decisions within this revised plan may in
fact enhance those unique natural resource values found along the river.

Wild and Scenic Rivers and National Recreation Area
No activities or actions proposed in this river plan are expected to negatively
affect the wild and scenic river values along the Arkansas River.  In addition,
there is strong potential that the newly developed river vision statement and many
decisions within the revised plan may in fact enhance those “outstandingly
remarkable” recreational values found along the river.

Name of specialist:  John Nahomenuk, 9/06/00

WILDLIFE, AQUATIC (includes wildlife information related to Standard 3)  

Aquatic wildlife and habitat were described in chapter 3.  In summary, the biota
present reflects past management imparted upon the river.  Potential future
impacts to the existing fishery and aquatic environment result from four key areas
which could cumulatively alter the situation from present: a) possible changes to
flows related to augmentation; b) impacts in the riparian area or upland impacts
affecting flows, sediment supply etc. (both public and private lands); c) harvest
changes due to increased angling pressure; and d)disturbance and general
degradation related to increasing recreation.  

a) Flow manipulation impacts resulting from recreating public requests could
greatly alter aquatic resources.  Impacts to aquatic resources are adequately
addressed in the Arkansas River Water Needs Assessment and are not expounded
upon here.  That document needs to be consulted by interagency review if flow
management discussions develop over the life of this plan to determine
environmental impacts under any such proposal.  There are numerous scenarios
where a change in flow would alter the aquatic environment in a certain way.  Any
proposed action needs careful scrutiny.  

b) Impacts to riparian areas are ongoing.  Stipulations outlined in the floodplain
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section need to be completed during the early life of this planning to outline
corrective management action. 

c) Harvest impacts related to angling will be managed by the CDOW, probably by
regulation and does not need to be addressed by BLM in this plan. 

d) Disturbance of aquatic wildlife, as it  is with upland wildlife species, is a
difficult subject to quantify.  In addition, the potential for disturbance is certainly
different between the depths of the river vs around small ponds.  It is
recommended that the BLM River Manager work with CDPOR to develop a
strategy to address species disturbances in accordance with the experiences
CDPOR has had at other locations to deal with disturbance problems. 
Coordination with the CDPOR on this topic over time is recommended and a
strategy should be started to determine impacts and recommended solutions.

Finally, it is recommended that the decision of record clearly state that when
action opportunities arise to manipulate flow, or in some way the physical
environment, the aquatic biota must be maintained at its current status, or favored,
otherwise forgo the action.

Name of specialist:  David Gilbert, 8/31/00  

WILDLIFE, TERRESTRIAL (includes wildlife information related to Standard
3) 

The description of wildlife impacts in this section is limited to those that may
occur as a result of the updated river management plan, or where impacts have
been identified due to new information or research data that has become available
since the 1988 plan.  The majority of the impact assessment described in the
original EA is still appropriate.

Bighorn Sheep: When the AHRA was formed in 1989 a concern was raised by
wildlife biologists with both BLM and the Division of Wildlife that the increased
amount of recreational use would impact bighorn sheep.  In order to investigate
the validity of this concern, a research effort was initiated.  Between 1990 and
1993 BLM funded the CDOW to map and identify important sheep use areas
along the river.  The primary study area was the area from Texas Creek to
Parkdale on the north side of the river.  Observations were also made as to the
reactions of sheep to recreation use.  A GIS mapping effort resulted in maps
produced for sheep use during all times of the year.  It was evident that sheep use
is confined to a narrow corridor along the river and sheep use the entire length of
the river canyon.  Interactions between sheep and boaters and other selected
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stimuli suggested that sheep response was variable and that they probably
habituated to boaters, trains and people separated from them by the river. 
However, when people were north of the river, unusual because of the difficult
access, or when people tried to approach sheep, the response was predictably
greater.  Furthermore, there may have been physiological impacts and energy costs
that occurred in the absence of overt behavioral reactions, such as elevated heart
rate levels.  Other recommendations from the report include developing additional
water sources away from the river.  As a result, two 1150 gallon water collection
tanks and drinkers (guzzlers) were installed in the spring of 2000.  One guzzler
was installed west and north of Five Points and one was installed just east of
Cedar Gulch, both approximately 1000 feet above the river on the north side. 
Two additional guzzlers will be installed as time and funding allow.  The success
of the guzzlers as reliable water sources is yet to be determined.  Therefore,
maintaining unimpeded use of the river by sheep is critical.

Results from the study of 1999, involving heart-rate monitors and activity collars,
serve to further validate the assumption that sheep may respond negatively
(increased heart-rates) from activities along the river despite showing no outward
behavioral reactions.  The study objective was to test the use of heart-rate
monitors on wild sheep and as a result only three sheep received monitors. 
Therefore, the results are limited, but were somewhat predictable.  In addition,
radio tracking sheep for a full year added to the data base existing on habitat use
along the river.  Results show that 72% of the sheep locations recorded were
within 300 meters of the river.  The tendency for this population to exhibit strong
year-round fidelity to habitats along the Arkansas River increases the vulnerability
of sheep to human disturbances.  In addition, it has been shown that the Arkansas
River is the primary water source for this sheep herd.  This sheep herd is small (50
animals) and the potential for an impact to affect the entire population is high.

Recommended Mitigation:  The following mitigation measures will serve to
protect sheep and sheep habitat along the river corridor:

1) In Segment 4, allow no camping on the north side of the river in any location to
prevent disturbances to sheep.
2) Maintain the restriction that does not allow any boats stopping on the north
bank of the river in Segment 4.  Continue to investigate the potential to relocate
the raft portage at Three Rocks.
3) Provide for protection of the sheep herd (Segment 4) by denying any
applications for recreational or commercial activities that utilize the north river
bank and associated upland habitats.  Unimpeded access to the river for water and
forage is critical to sheep in this segment.
4) Maintain launch windows that are currently in place.  
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Riparian habitats along the river are extremely limited, thereby making them a
small but very critical component of the river ecosystem (see wetlands writeup). 
The original EA identified a need to protect and improve these areas in order to
sustain the wildlife species that rely on riparian habitats.  Some areas unsuitable
for recreation development have been set aside and managed for the vegetation
they can provide.  Lower Floodplain has improving riparian habitat that will
continue to provide wildlife values.  No further development of  facilities should
be allowed to preserve these values at this site.  Additional public land
acquisitions should be inventoried for their resource values and additional areas
set aside for riparian restoration.  The LCOSI project in Lake County will provide
numerous opportunities to improve wildlife habitats in the riparian ecosystem and
these opportunities should be fully explored.

If the acquisition of the Blue Heron property near Florence is completed, it will be
managed for wildlife, riparian and aquatic values.  Any recreation development
and access for the public should be secondary to maintaining the natural values.  

Name of specialist:  Erik Brekke, 9/7/00

NON-CRITICAL ELEMENTS

FOREST MANAGEMENT 

The only commercial operable forest stands in the area covered by this EA are on
the east side of Highway 24 at Clear Creek Reservoir, where in “Segment 1,
Specific Actions”, considerable work is recommended to enhance this area with
“primitive camp sites”.  To make sure the visitors being invited into this site are
not being subjected to unsafe camping, strict adherence to guidelines established
by the FS for campground tree management is necessary.  This is especially
relevant as in July 2000 approximately 15 large diameter lodgepole and ponderosa
pines were located on this site with infestations of mountain pine beetles.  Annual
intense inspection of this site for infected trees or “risk” trees and their removal
should be mandatory.

Throughout the plan area, many pinyon and juniper stands are so heavily stocked
that the Standards for Public Land Health are not being met.  Many of these stands
are on sites too rocky or steep or lack size or volume per acre for any timber
management (firewood cutting or logging) option to be viable.  If not meeting the
standards on these sites is negatively affecting the recreation sites adjacent or
downstream, then some form of precommercial thinning (mechanical or
individual) should be considered to reduce the stocking.
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Cottonwood trees along the river corridor during the summer of 2000 were almost
all infected with tent caterpillars that are often defoliating the trees completely. 
Due to the proximity to water, treatment of these “webs” through spraying should
not be considered.  Any spray program will have a “high potential” to contaminate
the nearby river whether through direct spray or due to natural drift.  Although the
defoliated trees are unsightly, they are not being adversely affected by the tent
caterpillars except “some” loss of diameter (i.e. volume) growth.

Name of specialist:  Jim Cunio, 9/8/00

GEOLOGY AND MINERALS 

The major issues related to geology and minerals appear to revolve around four
topics: small scale placer operations, sand and gravel development, mining claims
and rock collecting.

Small scale placer operations have existed along the river for many years.  Over
the past few years, there have been some technological advances which help
maintain the popularity of this activity.  Although the majority of activity is
“recreational” in nature, there are some mining claims along the river and
corresponding periodic serious interest.   This type of activity has been studied
and mitigation has been developed to minimize most environmental impacts.  For
example, suction dredging is not allowed from October to May to minimize
impacts to fish spawning.  

The remaining placer impacts appear to revolve around; “high banking” (placering
above the high water line) and general site use (cleanliness).   In particular,
conflicts have occurred in the Railroad Bridge area.   This area has been under
claim by the Gold Prospectors of America for many years and the claim owners
dropped those claims so the recreational site could be developed for multiple uses. 
In general, the other types of users at this site now generally disapprove of the
placering activities and complaints are not uncommon.  As a result of this type of
conflict, the permitting and enforcement processes for managing this type of
activity will continue to be evaluated and improved.   This discussion will be
included within appropriate environmental analysis and some evaluation is
currently anticipated during FY 2001.  One additional mitigation effort is planned
for the next five years and that is to create some “off river” placering locations for
this type of activity to help take pressure away from the Arkansas River.  One area
currently under consideration for this type of activity is in the recently acquired
Cache Creek area near Granite. 

Based on this discussion and the overall level of activity, there are no significant
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adverse impacts from this type of activity and conversely there are no significant
impacts to this type of activity from the river plan. 

The entire river corridor, as identified within the Royal Gorge RMP Wild and
Scenic Rivers Assessment, is to be protected through mining law withdrawals to
protect those outstanding remarkable river values.  This process of withdrawing
the lands immediately along the river from the mining laws is underway but not
completed. 

Sand and gravel operations along the river are viewed both as a positive impact
and simultaneously as a negative impact.  For example, sand and gravel is needed
for a variety of road/recreation site/river access projects and impacts are increased
without the addition of these resources.  The negative impacts generally revolve
around site location and visibility.  These negative impacts can be mitigated
through careful site selection and a quality reclamation plan.  Therefore, there are
no significant adverse impacts from development of this type of resource.  On the
contrary, the river plan itself acknowledges the need for these type of resources so
there is no adverse impact to this type of development from the river plan.   

Rock and mineral collecting has occurred along the river for many years.  In
particular, the Ruby Mountain area is popular for this type of activity.  The river
plan does not propose any significant changes in how this type of activity is
managed and therefore no significant impacts are expected.   

Name of specialist:  Dan Grenard, 8/22/00

HYDROLOGY AND WATER RIGHTS  

The Proposed Action will not result in any impacts to hydrology and water rights
and no mitigation is necessary.

Name of specialist:  Mike Gaylord, 9/06/00

LAND STATUS/REALTY AUTHORIZATIONS/ACCESS  

The proposed action will result in minor increases in federal land in Lake, Chaffee
and Fremont counties.  Existing realty authorizations will not be affected.  New
proposed realty authorizations will be reviewed for interference with or adverse
impact to the goals and objectives of the AHRA.  This could affect what might
otherwise be authorized or add special stipulations to authorizations.  Access to
federal lands should increase as a result of key acquisitions.



4-22

Name of specialist:  David Hallock, 9/1/00

NOISE

Noise is covered on pages III-49 in the original EA and can be tiered to the data
within the Royal Gorge RMP. 

Name of specialist:  Kevin Andersen, 9/7/00 

PALEONTOLOGY

The affected environment section outlines geologic formations that need
consideration when surface disturbing activities such as construction of a new
campground or road occur.   Based on a review of the formations that crop out at
the surface and the proposals in this plan,  any impacts are expected to be
insignificant.  In those few cases where a site specific proposal indicates some
probability of impacting paleontology resources, mitigation would consist of a
field review of the site by a qualified geologist or paleontologist.  This mitigation
is expected to result in no significant impacts to paleontology resources from
anything proposed in this plan.

Name of specialist:  Dan Grenard, 9/7/00

RANGE MANAGEMENT 

Interaction between grazing and recreation on the Arkansas River corridor is fairly
limited.  Conflict currently exists in areas where camping and picnicking sites
occupy traditional (prior to development) water sources for livestock along the
Arkansas River. Areawide Multiple Use Goals, in Chapter 2 of this document,
state that livestock operations continue in the corridor except at intensively
developed sites.  At these locations, exclosures are called for to mitigate
user/livestock conflicts.  This practice has resulted in one success, two failures
and one potential failure.  The success is Fisherman’s Bridge, located in Segment
#2.  The recreation area was fenced off and cattle are still able to access water on
the Arkansas River with ease.  The two failures are Ruby Mountain and Hecla
Junction located in Segment #2.  These intensive recreation sites were developed
in a manner that no corridor exists for livestock to water at the Arkansas River
without creating a conflict.  In short, to access water from the Arkansas River, the
livestock must travel through the recreation site.  Developing sites with exclosures
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effectively closes water off for livestock because a corridor does not exists. 
Granted, there are other water locations, but grazing distribution is compromised. 
The grazing permittee is displaced from a water source and is adversely affected
by the action.  The last site, Railroad Bridge, located in Segment #2, has been 
developed as an intensive recreation site in the same manner as Ruby Mountain
and Hecla Junction, lacking a water corridor.  The public land involved with this
site is currently vacant and does not affect a permittee.  The area requires costly
range improvements that have deterred application.  

The proposed action develops many recreation sites.  Sites, that if fully developed 
without a water corridor, may result in excluding livestock and adversely affecting
the grazing permittee include:  Kobe, expanding Hecla Junction and Salida East
(north side).

Grazing permittees currently park trucks and horse trailers at Maytag and cross the
river to Devils Hole to administer grazing on allotments north of the Arkansas
River.  If these sites are developed, they should adequately allow for access for
trucks and trailers.    

Name of specialist:  Tod P. Zechiel, 4/10/00

RECREATION 

The final Arkansas River Recreation Management Plan and Environmental
Analysis (1988) identifies environmental consequences to recreation in Chapter 3. 
The impacts identified in the original EA were described in terms of the recreation
opportunity spectrum (explained in Chapter 3 of this document) and categorized
by the recreation resources and visitor use and recreation management objectives. 
Many of the impacts identified in the original EA have been resolved or addressed
by AHRA management over the last 10 years.  The Arkansas River Recreation
Management Plan states objectives and actions on both an areawide and segment
specific basis.  The large majority of these objectives and actions will have
positive benefits for recreation; however, a few may impact recreation activities
and experiences.  The actions listed in Chapter 2 of this plan are grouped under
five management categories: Resource Management, Visitor Management,
Facility Management, Access and Easement Acquisition and Administration. 
Positive and negative impacts resulting from these actions and recommended
mitigation are as follows.    

Resource Management
The protection of resources is the primary consideration when taking recreation
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management actions.  Some of these actions, when taken, may have an impact on
certain types of recreation activities and/or could affect the experience of the
recreationist.  Impacts related to recreation from resource protection actions
include the closure of undeveloped camping, parking, boat launch, fishing access
and picnicking areas.  Many of these areas have been used for a long period of
time, but with the increase in recreational use, many new ones are being created.
Those visitors that use these locations are usually looking for a different type of
experience than can be found in developed recreation sites or to a greater extent,
are unwilling to pay an entrance fee.  
Closure of many of these small pullouts has occurred in a combination of ways. 
New guardrail installation by CDOT, mainly down river from Salida, has blocked
off some of the more popular pullouts.  Factors such as highway safety,
topography and property ownership may preclude management’s ability to keep
these areas open.  Indirect impacts associated with the closure of these
undeveloped sites result in the displacement of recreationists, who it turn, seek out
other locations that may not have been previously used.  This cycle of closure,
relocation by visitors and subsequent establishment of new areas should be
considered by management prior to closure of areas.  While these measures are
necessary to meet the goal of resource protection, they may not always be the best
solution.  The closure of these areas will always be a controversial issue for
AHRA management and mitigation measures may not satisfy many of the visitors
who enjoy these undeveloped areas. 

Projects aimed at improving the water quality will have a positive benefit on
recreation.  Anglers will especially benefit from these actions.  Continuing to
work with the Upper Arkansas Watershed Council, the Lake County Stream
Habitat Restoration Project, CDOW and the EPA to improve water quality will be
a positive benefit for recreation. 

Recommended Mitigation:  Projects completed in partnership with various
partners and volunteers have resulted in some of these undeveloped access sites
remaining open in the past.  The relocation of parking areas out of the riparian
zones and the construction of physical barriers to control vehicles has been
successful.  These types of actions should be considered prior to the closure of
undeveloped sites. 

Visitor Management
Visitation to AHRA has grown 251% since its inception in 1990 {e.g. 311,871
visitors in 1990 to 782,966 visitors in 2000}.  Management controls and actions
identified in the original plan have been successful in reducing many impacts
caused by visitors, but some still exist and some will probably never go away (i.e.
trespass, rules violations, etc.).  The revised management plan has many actions
proposed to address the visitors needs and control their actions to reduce impacts. 
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Actions such as surveying and posting public land boundaries have been
successful in reducing the impacts associated with trespass.  While trespass still
occurs, and unfortunately probably always will, the number of cases reported has
been greatly reduced.  Visitor education through ranger contacts, posted
regulations, interpretive and safety signs, ranger programs and printed literature
continues to increase the visitor’s awareness of their impact on the environment
and others.  Implementing the interpretive and educational actions specified in the
revised plan will have positive benefits for the visitors and the natural resources.   

Boating carrying capacities have been established for each segment and
subsection of the river in the plan.  A rationing program, not a direct part of the
river plan, was developed to provide a method by which the boating agreement
holder’s percentage of total boating use, defined as historic use, is identified.  The
rationing program further identifies methods to ensure compliance with the
rationing plan.  The high-use and off- season carrying capacities established in the
revised plan for commercial and private boats take into consideration the
predominant use of a given subsection.  Adjustments in carrying capacities,
launch windows, season of use and special uses in various segments were done to
“off set” impacts felt by various users.  An example of this adjustment that
benefits private boaters can be seen in the launch window change.  Where in the
previous plan, private rafts had to adhere to specific launch windows in certain
segments, they are no longer subject to any launch window in any segment in the
revised plan.  The majority of river users should see a positive benefit from the
changes made.  However, some individuals that use the river for a particular
activity will always feel impacted by another type of river user.

Direct control actions in Segment 2 propose to limit overnight river use and lunch
stops in certain subsections to designated sites.  This action may impact both
commercial and private boaters, natural resources, AHRA management and staff. 
The amount of overnight use is not actually known and the demand for this
activity has not been studied thoroughly.  Further studies are needed to determine
how many sites may be needed to satisfy the minimum/maximum number of
campers.  Will site occupancy be determined on a first-come basis or can they be
reserved?  These questions should be addressed so the public understands exactly
what is being proposed.  Natural resource impacts may become more pronounced
at the designated sites if all use is channeled to only these sites.  The designated
sites may need to be hardened to an appropriate level to handle the increased use
and pressure they may receive. 

Recommended Mitigation:  Continued coordination and cooperation with local
law enforcement and other public service agencies will help to reduce the impacts
from recreational users related to trespass, wildlife harassment and other
violations.
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Continuing to monitor commercial boating capacities in all sections and adjusting
carrying capacities accordingly may reduce the impact to other recreation user
groups.  
Determining a system or a method to designate sites that will be allocated to users
in the plan.  Continue to monitor these sites and take appropriate actions if
resource damage reaches an unacceptable level.  Prepare site development plans
and complete the construction of the sites prior to site designation.     

Facility Management
Chapter 2 of this plan specifies what actions are to be taken related to the
development of recreation sites and facility improvements along the river.  The
majority of visitors to AHRA are pleased with the level of development and the
quality of the facilities.  New site development in areas where there are currently
no facilities, such as segment 1 and 6, will enhance the experience of the majority
of visitors.  However, a small percentage of visitors who have recreated in these
areas prior to any facility development, will feel impacted by the addition of
facilities.
 
The lack of drinking water at the developed recreation sites, especially the
campgrounds, appears to be one of the biggest impacts to recreationists who use
these sites.  The lack of sufficient restroom facilities at some of the busier sites
also has an impact to certain users.  Restroom crowding is mainly an impact to
commercial boating clients.  Restroom facilities at sites such as Fisherman’s
Bridge, Hecla Junction, Pinnacle Rock and Parkdale reach or near their capacities
only at certain times and days.  The dollar investment to satisfy peak restroom
demand should be considered by management.      

Recommended Mitigation:  The addition of drinking water at various
campgrounds and recreation sites would benefit the visitor’s recreational
experience.  Providing additional restroom facilities at certain sites will enhance
the recreation experience of a specific group of visitors.  Implementation of
facility management actions is viewed as a benefit to the typical recreationist.  The
level of development, related facility amenities and the types of user and their
desired experience should be taken into consideration when planning new sites
and facilities.
  
Access and Easement Acquisitions
The acquisition of properties or easements to reduce the impacts associated with
recreation site capacity, river based camping, safety, river scouting/portage or to
enhance boating and fishing access opportunities will have a positive benefit on
recreation.  The acquisition program has been very successful for recreation since
the start of the recreation area some ten years ago.  Additional acquisitions will
also have positive benefits in the preservation of open space.  This preservation of
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open space and the benefits provided can be seen in the Lake County Open Space
Initiative. 
 
Some people view the government’s acquisition of land for recreation as negative. 
Some feel the government land base is large enough and that lands should remain
in private ownership.  Careful consideration of the objectives for the acquisition
should be made prior to pursuing acquisition of new lands or easements.  

Recommended Mitigation:  Pursuing land acquisitions or easements with only
willing sellers and not exercising eminent domain or right of condemnation
authority may reduce the impact to some who feel the government should not
acquire additional lands.         

Administration
It is the intent of AHRA to manage all river related public lands recreation on a
user-funded basis.  This approach is supported by BLM and CDPOR policy that
recreational users should pay to help support needed facilities and programs
necessary for the management of those activities and the resources.  The CDPOR
Board determines entrance and camping fees for AHRA.  Some people feel that
the current fees are an impact to their use of public lands.  The collection of fees
can probably never be completely mitigated.     

Highway traffic congestion caused by recreationists visiting AHRA impacts other
drivers.  As use at AHRA increases so will these impacts.  Many positive benefits
have been made to alleviate traffic impacts by working closely with CDOT over
the first ten years of AHRA’s existence.  The addition of acceleration and
deceleration lanes in the lower portions of the US Highway 50 corridor, highway
widening projects and installation of informational and directional signs have all
helped to reduce these impacts.  Projects completed by the counties on access
roads leading to recreation sites have also helped to reduce the impact to locals
and visitors from AHRA recreation traffic. 

Water flows have always been a topic of concern between anglers and boaters. 
The Arkansas River Water Flow Program has been in existence for a number of
years.  This year-round program recommends flows to USBOR and SECWCD. 
The flow program recognizes the importance of flows for both the fishery and
boating.  The Arkasnsas River Water Needs Assessment was conducted to provide
managers with the necessary data needed to make informed decisions regarding a
flow program.  This information, if properly used, should help alleviate concerns
between various river recreation groups and be a positive benefit for recreation.    

Recommended Mitigation:  Try to ensure any change to the fee schedule is
communicated to the public before fee schedules are changed.  Continuing to
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provide some free access sites with minimal facilities may further reduce the
impact.  Providing free access sites and facilities should not be to the detriment of
those who are paying fees.  

Continued cooperation with CDOT and the counties on road and bridge projects
will help to reduce the impact from traffic related to AHRA.  Continuing to
support legislation regarding the payment in lieu of taxes for counties and state
and federal road and bridge programs will further reduce traffic impacts.   

Conclusion
Visitors that will be negatively affected by implementing the actions in this plan
include: those who are unwilling to pay a fee, those that feel the river is too
crowded and those that are affected by trepass or other violations.  For the
majority of locals and visitors, no activities or actions in the plan are expected to
negatively affect the recreation values along the river.  There is a strong potential
that the newly developed “Vision Statement” and many decisions in the plan will,
in fact, enhance the recreation values found along the river

Name of Specialist:  John Nahomenuk, 09/08/00

TRANSPORTATION

The description of transportation impacts in this section is limited to those that
may occur as a result of the updated river management plan or where impacts
have been identified due to new information or research data that has become
available since the 1988 plan. The majority of the impact assessment described in
the original EA (EA-CO-050-RG-89-1)  is still appropriate.

After ten years of operation of the AHRA there is little doubt that the general
traffic in the Upper Arkansas River Basin is increasing and with this increase in
traffic, comes an increase in pressure on the transportation systems.  What part of
this growth in the future should be attributable to this “new” plan included in this
EA, or what is from the original EA, or what is residual from the presently
booming economy is important, but pure conjecture herein.  What is important is
that the roads and trails in AHRA are getting more use.

Specific comments: 
In Area Wide Implementing Actions,  Section 1.3.a.   More development of hiking
and biking trails.  When a trail is proposed to be constructed or upgraded,  the new
“proposed route” will still need a route analysis, cultural survey, T&E survey and
NEPA approval before construction. 
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In Segment Specific Actions, Segment 1.3.a. (Clear Creek east and Stone Cabin).  
The closing of the roads in this area, while no doubt environmentally friendly,
must be accompanied by a Federal Register Notice closing to travel that portion of
this location no longer roaded.

In Segment Specific Actions, Segment 4.3.a. (Texas Creek).  The further increase
in traffic across the county bridge can only acerbate an already uncomfortable
situation for Fremont County.   If this facility is to become a reality, then serious
negotiations and funding (grants? US Highway funding?) will need to be directed
at the upgrading of the bridge prior to construction of these facilities.  Further, if
the facility becomes reality, additional engineering and funding will be necessary
to increase the safety at the railroad crossing that separates the Texas Creek site
from the public lands to the north.  The reason for this is if the public arrives at
the new fee station, many will want to travel north to see the public lands.

In Segment Specific Actions, Segment 6.3.a. (Blue Heron).  Planning for the
intense recreation that requires a new road system on four year-old gravel fill, in
an area proposed for acquisition for its recreation and wildlife values may not be
environmentally responsible, even if feasible from an engineering perspective.

Name of specialist:  James R. Cunio,  9/8/00

VISUAL RESOURCES

The cooperative management area and all developed recreation sites are located in
a VRM Class II area.  Development should follow the four basic elements of line,
texture, color and form.  Any new development should blend with the natural
environment they are to be located in.  Management activities may be seen, but
should not attract the attention of the casual observer.  Additional allocation
decisions and impacts to other resources can be found in the Royal Gorge
Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement.  No
activities or actions proposed in this river plan are expected to negatively affect
the visual resources if the above criteria is adhered too.  

Name of specialist:  John Nahomenuk, 09/06/00

PERSONS/AGENCIES CONSULTED

Many individuals, groups, organizations, local governments, special districts, state
agencies and federal agencies have been consulted during the 24 month planning
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process.  Please see APPENDIX C of this plan for the Public Involvement
Process.  The River Plan Process File at the AHRA office in Salida contains all
the records of attendees, persons, groups, agencies, etc. that were contacted or
consulted over the last two years while the plan revision process was underway.

COMPLIANCE PLAN:  Compliance is the responsibility of BLM’s AHRA
staff

NAME OF PREPARER:  Dave Taliaferro

NAME OF ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR:  Pete Zwaneveld
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FONSI

CO-RGFO-00-022 EA

The environmental assessment, analyzing the environmental effects of the
proposed action, has been reviewed.  The approved mitigation measures result in a
finding of no significant impact on the human environment.  Therefore, an
environmental impact statement is not necessary to further analyze the
environmental effects of the proposed action.

CONCURRENCE OF AUTHORIZED OFFICIALS:

_______________________
Levi Deike
Acting Manager
BLM Royal Gorge Field Office

DATE: ____________


