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Dear Mr. Warren:
This letter is in response to your objection, dated March 16, 2016, to the Final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS) and draft Record of Decision (draft ROD) for the Spruce Beetle
Epidemic and Aspen Decline Management Response (SBEADMR) on the Grand Mesa,
Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests (GMUG NFs). Your objection was timely and
met the requirements of36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 218.8(d).
I have read your objection, reviewed the FEIS and its supporting documentation, and have
considered public comments relative to this project. My response, which is based on these
considerations, was prepared in accordance with 36 CFR 218, Subparts A and B.

Project SUbject to Objection:
The GMUG NFs are proposing the SBEADMR Project to reduce the safety threats of falling,
dead trees and of managing wildfires on the landscape; to improve the resiliency of stands at-risk
of insect and disease; and to treat affected stands via recovery of salvageable timber and
subsequent re-establishment of desired forest conditions. The project is informed by the 2011
Westem Bark Beetle Strategy (USDA Forest Service 2011 i) and furthers goals identified within
the National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy (USDA & USDI 2014).
The FEIS documents the effects of three alternatives, including:
•
•
•

Altemative 1: No Action
Altemative 2: Agency Preferred Action
Altemative 3: Wildland Urban Interface Focus

Altemative 2 was identified as the preferred alternative to meet the purpose and need of the
project.

OBJECTION RESPONSES
OBJECTION ISSUE 1: FAILURE TO IMPLEMENT THE NATIONAL TRAILS
SYSTEM ACT
Objection Issue lA - Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: The FEIS does not address the
negative effects of road construction and other management actions on the Recreation
~
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Opportunity Setting (ROS) along the Continental Divide National Scenic Trails (CDNST)
corridor. The effects of road construction and other management actions would contradict the
nature and purposes ofthe CDNST. This degradation is not in compliance with the National
Trails System Act.
Objection Response: While the SBEADMR FEIS does not discuss impacts to the ROS along
the CDNST per se, my review of the project record demonstrates that the GMUG NFs
developed mechanisms to protect the nature and purposes ofthe CDNST, and to ensure
compliance with the National Trails System Act. Design criterion SVR-6, for example,
requires a visual quality objective (VQO) of retention in the foreground, and a VQO of partial
retention in the middleground, of the CDNST and other designated trails (FElS p. 737). In
essence, this means that all SBEADMR activities proposed within 300 feet to Y2 mile
(foreground) of the CDNST will be designed so that they blend with features in the
characteristic landscape and are not visually evident. Activities that can be viewed between 12
mile to 4 miles (middleground) of the CDNST will also be designed to blend with features in
the characteristic landscape; however, some activities may be noticeable from vantage points
(FEIS p. 733). While some level of management activity will be evident along the CDNST in
the short-term, the FEIS asserts that proposed treatments are expected to improve the long-term
appearance of areas adjacent to the trail and to improve public safety (FEIS p. 729).
It should be noted that design criterion SVR-6 was expanded between Draft and Final EISs, in
response to public comments, to protect scenic quality and visual resources within the
foreground and middleground of proposed reroutes on the CDNST (FEIS p. 76). It should
also be noted that between Draft and Final EISs, and in response to public comments, the
GMUG NFs further: delineated a proposed road system to facilitate a more quantitative,
thorough effects analysis; added a requirement to decommission roads within five years of the
close of the associated timber sale (draft ROD p. 11) to further mitigate adverse effects to the
trail in the long term (FEIS p. 730); and, added a section to the Recreation Use portion of the
FEIS to document the potential impacts to existing and proposed re-routes of the CDNST from
SBEADMR action alternatives (FEIS p. 76). All of these factors were adopted in the FElS to
ensure protection of the nature and purposes of the CDNST; and, they also demonstrate that the
GMUG NFs took a hard look at the impacts to the CDNST from the SBEADMR project, as
required by the NEP A.

As documented in the FEIS, the work completed under Alternative 2 will be implemented and
documented via a Pre-treatment Checklist (FElS Appendix C). As each new treatment area is
identified, the site would be surveyed and specific VQOs for each area, valued scenic
resources, and sensitivity levels for scenery would be identitled p. (FEIS p. 732). Design
features for scenic resources would then be selected based on on-the-ground conditions (see
FEIS Appendix B - Design Features and FEIS Table 326 pp. 736 -738). Adherence to the
Pre-treatment Checklist, as required by draft ROD page 6, will further ensure that treatments
are implemented consistent with the FEIS and the revised Forest Plan.
Management direction for the CDNST, as outlined on pages 111-82 to 111-83 of the revised 1991
GMUG NFs Plan (revised Plan), requires that management actions meet the highest visual
quality objective available within the existing visual condition class constraints, as well as the
VQO for the affected Management Area (MA). For the SBEADMR project, much of the
CDNST traverses MA 7A (even-aged saw timber) which has an adopted VQO of Modification
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or Maximum Modification. As stated above, however, design criterion SVR-6 requires
retention in the foreground and partial retention in the middleground of the CDNST, thereby
necessitating stricter protection of scenic resources than prescribed by the revised Plan and
complying with scenery direction contained in the 2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan.
Despite the above assurances relative to protection of the nature and purposes ofthe CDNST,
however, I find that you have raised a valid point relative to disclosure of effects to ROS
settings along the CDNST. Consequently, I am instructing the Responsible Official to modify
the FEIS to document the effects of proposed activities on ROS settings along the CDNST.
This analysis will be documented in the Recreation Use section ofthe FEIS.
Objection Issue IB - Need for Plan Amendment/CDNST Unit Plan: The existing Forest Plan
direction, as amended, fails to establish ROS class settings that provide for the nature and
purposes of the CDNST as described in the 2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan. Project
proposals, such as SBEADMR, may substantially interfere with the nature and purposes ofthe
CDNST (40 CFR 1508.25(c)) which, in tum, would trigger the need for a land and resource
management plan amendment and the development of a CDNST unit plan.
Objection Response: The 2009 Comprehensive Plan for the CDNST, and direction prescribed
in Forest Service Manual (FSM) 23S3.4, state "The nature and purposes of the CDNST are to
provide for high-quality scenic, primitive hiking and horseback riding opportunities and to
conserve natural, historic, and cultural resources along the CDNST corridor." The GMUG
NFs revised 1991 Forest Plan contains direction addressing visual quality/scenery and specific
types of recreation experience along the CDNST (revised 1991 Plan pp. 1II-82 to 1II-83).
Although more contemporary policy exists (e.g. , 2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan and FSM
23S0), which explicitly identifies objectives for ROS settings, neither the Comprehensive Plan,
nor the Manual direction, contain requirements or triggers that would suggest an immediate
need to amend a plan or develop a CDNST unit plan. Rather, the current direction is that
Forests would incorporate such policy when they undergo Plan Revision. The GMUG NFs
will incorporate this direction when they initiate Plan Revision, currently scheduled for spring
of2016.
Based on the 1991 amended Plan Standard and Guidelines for Visual Management (III-12 thru
III-IS); Standards and Guidelines for Trail System Management (III-82 and III-83); Design
Features for Scenic Quality and Visual Resources outlined in the SBEADMR FEIS (pp.736);
and direction contained in FSM 2353.4, I find that the SBEADMR project is consistent with
the 2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan and that neither a Forest Plan amendment nor the
development of a CDNST unit plan are necessary at this time. Please also see the response and
instructions provided under Objection Issue lA above.
Objection Issue Ie - Impact to potential reroutes: The Forest Service must not undertake
any major Federal action which (1) may adversely impact potential CDNST rights-of-way and
corridor locations, (2) limit the choice of reasonable alternatives, and (3) prejudice ultimate
rights-of-way and locations decisions (40 CFR IS06.1).
Objection Response: Please see the response to Objection Issue lA above.
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OBJECTION ISSUE 2: FAILURE TO DISCLOSE SITE-SPECIFIC EFFECTS
Issue 2A - Project Design Features: Design features presented in Appendix B represent
programmatic direction. To be compliant with NEP A, site-specific planning processes would
need to be completed. The SBEADMR project does not disclose the site-specific effects of all
actions, adjustments, or use of acceptable tools in the analysis along with the monitoring
methods to be used to determine the effectiveness of each.
Objection Response: The GMUG NFs acknowledge that it relied on the GMUG NFs GIS
library, to a large degree, to conduct analyses to determine existing conditions and relative
risks to forest resources (FEIS pp. 86,95,200, and 401). However, in an attempt to use the
most current data available when conducting the SBEADMR analysis, the Forest also relied on
outside agency information and datasets to inform several of its own GIS layers (e.g., 2014
aerial health survey in conjunction with Colorado State University to determine beetle
mortality (FEIS p. 7); 2014 National Wetland Inventory mapping completed by the US Fish
and Wildlife Service (FEIS p. 95); Natural Resource Conservation Service soil surveys (FEIS
p. 97); and 2009-2011 remote sensing data for aspen (FEIS p. 15». In certain instances, the
Forest was also able to use information collected during on-the-ground surveys to augment the
GIS analyses (e.g., 2007 - 2008 surveys of Sudden Aspen Death (FEIS p. 15); riparian areas
and floodplains (FEIS p. 94); and statistically valid field surveys for fens (FEIS p. 95».
In an effort to better inform the public and the decision maker as to the conduct of the effects
analyses, the FEIS also states analysis assumptions and methodologies in each resource section
(FEIS pp. 88-89, 199-200, 221-222, 274, 338-339,374-375,399-400, and 475-477). In doing
so, the GMUG NFs described specific criteria that were considered during the analyses,
assumptions about existing conditions, and where the Forest was relying on qualitative versus
quantitative data.
Between Draft and Final EISs, the GMUG NFs further engaged in a multi-month process with
Colorado State University's Science Team to refine 'opportunity areas' to facilitate a more
quantitative and thorough effects analysis for the FEIS (FEIS p. 38). This effort, which used a
comprehensive spatial modeling process to optimize for a variety of resource and operational
variables, substantially reduced the number of potential opportunity areas identified in the
DEIS tothe final subset that were identified as Priority Treatment Areas (PTAs) in the FEIS
(FEIS p. 35). Each PTA was then validated by GMUG NFs specialists with professional
knowledge of on-the-ground conditions to further inform the analysis (FEIS p. 38; FEIS
Appendix F - Process to Identify Priority Treatment Areas p. 1).
Between Draft and Final EISs, the GMUG NFs also developed a proposed road system in
response to public comments to delineate specific locations of the maximum proposed road
system. This action reduced the number of roads proposed under Alternative 2 from 320 miles
in the DEIS, to 178 miles in the FEIS, and was completed to facilitate a more quantitative and
thorough effects analysis (FEIS p. 35). Analysis assumptions relevant to the transportation
system are outlined on FEIS pages 199 - 200, and FEIS pages 210 - 212 present the effects of
the proposed road system on Alternative 2.
The proposed road system as well as the PTAs are mapped by the six Forest Plan Geographic
Areas affected by the SBEADMR Project (FEIS Appendix G). Future treatments and their
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ancillary road system would be bound by the PTA boundaries, thereby narrowing the area
within which treatments may occur and where effects analyses were conducted. Future
treatments would also be subject to an Adaptive Implementation process due to the recognition
of rapidly changing conditions in spruce and aspen stands across the landscape (FEIS p. 39).
This 13-step process outlines a rigorous framework requiring completion offield surveys prior
to treatments, opportunities for public comment and field trips, monitoring, and post-treatment
reviews (FEIS p. 40). This process is further defined in FEIS Appendix C (Pre-treatment
Checklist) which requires surveys and compliance checks for individual treatments. As
documented in Appendix C (p. 23), no treatments would move forward until all aspects ofthe
checklist have been approved by a District Ranger, thereby providing assurances that necessary
surveys are completed before ground disturbing activities occur.
The GMUG NFs acknowledge that, in some cases, changed conditions may bring into question
whether the scope and range of effects disclosed in the FEIS are exceeded (FEIS p. 42).
Therefore, they developed specific decision-making triggers for adaptive implementation to
ensure that project effects remain within established legal andlor project limits (FEIS Table 6,
pp.44-47). Table 6 outlines a comprehensive process that details desired conditions,
indicators, methods, significance of trigger, and adaptive actions that would be taken if
implementation is not proceeding as planned.
In recognition that the SBEADMR project will take several years to implement, the GMUG
NFs also developed a public engagement process for vegetation treatments during the course of
implementation (FEIS p. 36). The purpose of this process (see FEIS Appendix E) is to
continue public participation and collaborative learning and to support the continuation of
collaborative workgroup efforts through project implementation (Appendix E p. 2). It is also
intended to provide opportunities for stakeholders to influence SBEADMR implementation
(Appendix E p. 2). The GMUG NFs engaged in an extensive public involvement effort
thro1 lghout the SBEADMR planning process (FEIS pp. 26-30). The Forest hosted numerous
public meetings, field trips, and workshops; collaborated with the Rocky Mountain Research
Station and Colorado State University; and, hosted a science workshop to help refine the
project purpose and need and define the range of alternatives that would be analyzed in the
EIS. These efforts, as well as those described above, demonstrate that the Forest took a 'hard
look' as required by NEP A, to ensure that the planning process, including the effects analysis,
was founded on a reasoned evaluation of relevant factors.
Due to the scale of the project and the nature of the challenges addressed by the purpose and
need, less site-specific data is available for the SBEADMR project than some stakeholders may
be used to. However, my review found that the available data were sufficient to take a hard
look at the likely environmental impacts on the significant issues so that the public could
engage in the process and the Forest Supervisor could be adequately informed. Since the data
were sufficient, engaging in multiple rounds of decision making would needlessly delay and
complicate meeting the purpose and need and could make the project much less effective.
Collecting more data is not always a solution to understanding the environmental effects of the
proposed action and evaluating the alternatives; the data must be useful for addressing the
identified issues. After reviewing the record, I found that the GMUG NFs engaged in a robust
process that addressed the issues at a level of detail that is sufficient to inform the Forest
Supervisor and engage the public. As more site-specific data emerges and as adaptive
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management strategies are implemented, the GMUG NFs will evaluate whether the picture of
environmental impacts forecasted in the EIS has changed significantly based on new
infonnation or changed circumstances. This will be a continual process but will be fonnalized
under our Forest Service Handbook during the annual review (FSH 1909.15, Chapter 18). If
new infonnation or changed circumstances reveal a substantially different picture of the
environmental effects forecasted in the EIS, the Forest will complete a supplemental EIS and
issue a new decision. This process is documented on FEIS pages 42 - 43.

OBJECTION ISSUE 3: SUBSTANTIAL CHANGES BETWEEN DEIS AND FEIS
Objection Issue 3A - Insufficient Analysis and Disclosure: The Forest Service violated
NEP A by failing to conduct a supplemental DEIS to address site-specific road construction. The
locations and effects of approximately 188 miles (sic) of new roads were not analyzed in the
DEIS.
Objection Response: NEPA's implementing regulations specify the ways that an agency can
respond to comments while preparing a final environmental impact statement. Two of the
possible responses are: 1) Modify alternatives including the proposed action; and 2) Develop
and evaluate alternatives not previously given serious consideration by the agency (40 CFR
1503.4). In the case ofthe SBEADMR project, the GMUG NFs responded according to the
direction in the regulations by modifying the action alternatives.
Pages 35 - 36 of the FEIS outline changes between Draft and Final EIS including, but not
limited to: Refining original "opportunity areas" to define more specific spatial extent for
potential treatments (Potential Treatment Areas); developing a proposed road system to
delineate specific locations of the maximum proposed road construction to facilitate a more
quantitative, thorough effects analysis; and, depicting the proposed road construction on maps
(FEIS Appendix G). The identification of the locations of the proposed road system in the
Final EIS resulted in a reduction of the total anticipated temporary road construction miles in
the Draft EIS by approximately 50% (agency preferred action/Alternative 2). This change is
within the scope of effects analyzed in the Draft EIS, and resulted in fewer anticipated effects
from roads in Alternative 2. For Alternative 3, the total miles of potential temporary road
construction remained the same. The GMUG NFs further modified all action alternatives in the
Final EIS to include construction of temporary roads only and a requirement that all roads
constructed for the project will be decommissioned within five years of the close ofthe
associated timber sale (draft ROD p. 11). This change further reduced the environmental
effects between the Draft and the Final EIS by reducing the duration of road impacts.
Based on my review of the project record, the GMUG NFs acted in accordance with 40 C.F.R.
1503.4 and a Supplemental DEIS was not warranted.

OBJECTION ISSUE 4: INADEQUATE RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS
It should be noted that 36 CFR 218.25(b) requires consideration of comments only, and not a

response. However, because the SBEADMR analysis addressed your concerns and disclosed
relevant infonnation, I am providing a response to your objection issues (Issues 4A - 4D).
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Objection Issue 4A - [SEQ#284] -1993 EIS: Forest Service Response H-l, page 210
introduces the 1993 EIS for the first time without describing the nature of this NEP A document.
A principle concern is that the 1993 decisions are inconsistent with new information that is found
in the 2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan and that it did not recognize the nature and purposes of
the CDNST. As such, the 1993 ElS failed to determine if timber harvest actions would
substantially interfere with CDNST values.
Objection Response: Although the GMUG NFs inadvertently omitted identifYing the
referenced 1993 FElS in the Response to Comments as the FElS for the Continental Divide
National Scenic Trail in Colorado and Wyoming, I do not find that the omission has a bearing
on the SBEADMR decision. As stated in the SBEADMR FEIS and Appendix HI - Response
to Comments, the 1993 CDNST decision:
• Recognized that the trail passes through areas designated for timber harvest;
• That the decision would not change land management plans or activities; and
• Acknowledged that user experience may be impacted by those activities, but that such
impacts were not considered detrimental to the nature and purposes of the CDNST.
The GMUG NFs acknowledge there is more contemporary agency policy (i.e., 2009
Comprehensive Plan) to guide management of the CDNST. However, as noted under my
response to Objection Issue lB, agency policy does not require a Plan Amendment to
incorporate the Comprehensive Plan nor does it identify triggers that would require such
amendments. Please see response to Objection Response lB.

Objection Issue 4B - Design Features (HI, p. 210): Design features do not address mitigating
the displacement of hikers and equestrians during activity timber harvest activities.
Objection Response: Although Issue 4B was not identified in previous timely comments, as
required by 36 CFR 2IS.S(a), I have determined that it is reasonable to provide additional
accommodations for hikers and equestrians along the CDNST during SBEADMR timber
harvest activities. Therefore, I am instructing the Responsible Official to modify the
SBEADMR FEIS to incorporate the following design criterion to PElS Appendix B - Design
Features:
"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. For the
CDNST, actions that allow continued use of the trail (or a detour) should be given higher
consideration due to the national prominence of the trail."

Objection Issue 4C - Removal of Dead Trees (H-l, p. 210): The response relating to the
removal of dead trees is not supported by DElS and FElS analyses.
Objection Response: The SBEADMR Draft EIS presented the effects of taking no action
(Alternative 1) on Scenic Quality and Visual Resources, documenting that high levels of dead
and downed trees would negatively affect scenic values in recreation areas and travel corridors
(Draft EIS, p. 443). The Draft EIS also presented the effects on scenery from removal of dead
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trees, finding that removal would be an improvement in scenic quality (Draft EIS pp. 445-446).
This section also highlighted the long-term positive effect on scenic values from replanting in
areas without seed sources to prevent a transition to shrubs and grasses (id). The analysis
documented in the Draft EIS was carried forward into the Final EIS. Both the Draft and Final
EISs acknowledge that mechanical treatments would be more apparent to visitors in active
work areas, but that regeneration would be greatly improved and ultimately result in improved
scenic resources (FEIS p. 738).
As required by the draft ROD (p . 6), the work completed under the FEIS will be implemented
and documented via a Pre-Treatment Checklist (FElS Appendix C). As each new treatment
area is identified, the site would he surveyed and the specific visual quality objectives for each
area, valued scenic resources, and sensitivity level for scenery will be identified. Design
features for scenic resources would then be selected accordingly (See FE IS Appendix Band
FEIS Table 326 pp. 736-738). Adherence to the Pre-treatment Checklist, as required by draft
ROD page 6, will ensure that treatments are implemented consistent with the FEIS and the
revised Forest Plan.
Based on the information presented above, I find that the response provided in FEIS Appendix
H-I, p. 201 is supported by the analyses presented in both the Draft and Final SBEADMR
EISs.
Objection Issue 4D - Timber Stand Improvement (H-l, p. 211): Any implementation
strategy involving "Timber Stand Improvement" guidance in 36 CFR 220.6(e) needs to
recognize that the CDNST corridor is a congressionally designated area that would be negatively
affected by road construction or reconstruction.
Objection Response: After reviewing the project record, I find that you communicated a
similar comment to the GMUG NFs on June 14, 2014, one year after the formal scoping period
for the SBEADMR project ended. At that time, you cited 36 C.F.R. 222.6, which is range
permittee compensation for permanent improvements; consequently, the Forest was unclear as
to the intent of the comment. At present, you are referring to the Code of Federal Regulation
pertinent to Categorical Exclusions (36 CFR 220.6(6)(i)(ii)(iii)(iv)). This regulation is not
pertinent to the SBEADMR EIS or SBEADMR project in general, and is beyond the scope of
this analysis.
Suggested Remedies

You requested the following remedies in your objection:
•

Revise the 1983 Forest Plan (as amended) in compliance with the CDNST
Comprehensive Plan, FSH 1909.1224.43, FSM 2353.42, FSM 2353.44, and E.O. 13195
direction. In the interim, address forest health issues as allowed through 36 CFR 220.6
part e, while recognizing that the effects of road reconstruction and construction within
the CDNST corridor (depicted on the following map), may substantially interfere with
the nature and purposes ofthe CDNST.
Response: An amendment to the 1983 Forest Plan (as amended) is not warranted at this
time. Please see my response to Objection Issue lB.
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Require that site-specific NEP A processes be completed prior to implementing actions,
especially road reconstruction and construction activities, as required by FSH 1909.10
14.1.
Response: As identified in my response to Objection Issue 2A, I find that the GMUG
NFs have conducted a sufficient NEP A analysis for the SBEADMR project, and that
additional analysis is not warranted.

•

Prepare a Supplemental DEIS with site-specific road information requesting public
comment or accept that the SMEADMR project NEPA compliance is only consistent
with programmatic planning NEP A processes.
Response: Please see my response to Objection Issue 3A. I do not find that a
Supplemental Draft EIS is warranted.

•

Prepare a Supplemental DEIS that appropriately addresses substantive comments, as
required by CEQ regulations.
Response: As stated above, regulations at 36 C.F.R. 2l8.25(b) require consideration of
comments only, and not a response. I did provide responses to your objection points,
because I found that the SBEADMR analysis considered your concerns and disclosed
relevant information. I did not find, however, that a Supplemental DEIS was warranted
based on your comments. Please see my responses to Objection Issues 4A - 4D.

Instructions to the Responsible Official

Based on my review of your objection, the FEIS, and its supporting documentation, I find no
violation oflaw, regulation or policy associated with the SBEADMR project. However, you
have raised some compelling points in your objection that would help to clarify certain aspects of
the proposal. Therefore, by copy ofthis letter, I am instructing the Responsible Official, Forest
Supervisor Scott Armentrout, to do the following, ifhe chooses to continue with this proposal:
•

In accordance with my response to Objection Issue lA - Recreation Opportunity Spectrum,
I am instructing the Responsible Official to modify the FEIS to document the effects of
proposed activities on ROS settings along the CDNST. This analysis will be documented
in the Recreation Use section of the PElS.

•

In accordance with my response to Objection Issue 4B - Design Features for hikers and
equestrians along the CDNST, I am instructing the Responsible Official to modify the
SBEADMR FEIS to incorporate the following design criterion to FEIS Appendix B Design Features:
"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. For the CDNST, actions that allow continued use of
the trail (or a detour) should be given higher consideration due to the national
prominence of the trail."
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Conclusion

As required by 36 CFR 218.12(a), Forest Supervisor Scott Annentrout may not sign a final
decision for the SBEADMR project until all instructions have been addressed. This includes
instructions contained in this letter, as well as other instructions that have been provided to
Forest Supervisor Armentrout based on issues raised by other objectors. Written responses to all
objections received on the SBEADMR Project, including instructions, will be posted on the
GMUG NFs' website after May 5,2016 at: http://www.fs.usda.gov/projectl?project=42387.
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this response, please contact Melissa Martin,
Acting Regional Administrative Review Coordinator, at 303-275-5257 or mmmartin@fs.fed.us.
This response is not subject to further administrative review by the Forest Service or the
Department of Agriculture, pursuant to 36 C.F.R. 218.1 1(b)(2).
Sincerely,
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JACQUELINE A. BUCHANAN
Deputy Regional Forester
Reviewing Officer
cc: Samantha Staley, Scott Armentrout, Melissa Martin, Jim Bedwell

