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Executive Summary  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This Resource Management Plan (RMP) is a non-binding document, prepared and adopted by the Board 
of County Commissioners (BOCC) for Mesa County, Colorado, that Federal agencies are required to review 
and consider when making decisions that may affect Mesa County. The Board of County Commissioners 
are locally elected officials that have far ranging and important responsibilities to their constituents, 
described by state statutes as protecting their άƘŜŀƭǘƘΣ safety, and ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜΦέ That responsibility includes 
specifically interacting with Federal agencies on all federal issues impacting the local community and 
counties. Rural ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎΩ socioeconomic well-being, health, safety, and culture can be strongly impacted 
by the management of the surrounding federally managed and public lands. To give Mesa County the 
strongest voice it can have during interaction with the federal agencies, Mesa County has adopted this 
local RMP.  

The RMP establishes local policy regarding Mesa /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ desired use and administration of federally 
managed lands in their jurisdiction over which they exercise no direct authority, but can influence the 
development and implementation of federal policies, programs, and other types of federal decision-
making regarding federal lands and natural resources that affect local communities within Mesa County 
or the entirety of Mesa County. This RMP is intended to help evaluate, articulate, and protect the local 
ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ interest in, and access to, federal and public lands and resources and to ensure the history, as 
well as the economic and socioeconomic well-being of Mesa County are adequately considered in federal 
decisions.  

This RMP was developed by a steering committee from constituents across Mesa County and through 
public process which involved four public meetings across the County (Collbran, Gateway, Glade Park, and 
Grand Junction) and a 45-day public comment period.  

Within this plan, each of the natural resources within the County are discussed. There are four 
components to the plan: the history, economics, and socioeconomics discusses the history and economic 
impact of the natural resource within the County; the resource assessment and legal framework describes 
the current status of the resource within the County and any federal legal background on the resource; 
the resource objectives are the overarching objectives or state how the County wishes to see a resource 
utilized and/or managed; and the policy statements are the instructions the County has for how to reach 
the resource objectives.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction  

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION  

1.1 FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLES 
A Resource Management Plan (RMP) is a non-binding document prepared and adopted by a local 
government that Federal agencies are required to review and consider when making decisions that may 
affect the local area. Locally elected officials have far ranging and important responsibilities to their 
constituents, described by state statutes as protecting their άƘŜŀƭǘƘΣ safety, and ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜΦέ That 
responsibility includes specifically interacting with Federal agencies on all federal issues impacting the 
local communities and counties. Rural ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎΩ socioeconomic well-being, health, safety, and culture can 
be strongly impacted by the management of the surrounding federally managed  public lands. To give the 
locally elected government the strongest voice it can have during άƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ-to-ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘέ 
interaction, local governments can formally adopt local land use plans (LUPs) or RMPs. These plans 
establish local policy regarding the CountȅΩǎ desired use and management of federally managed lands in 
their jurisdiction over which they exercise no direct authority, but can influence the development and 
implementation of federal policies, programs, and other types of federal decision-making regarding 
federally managed lands and natural resources that affect a local community or the county. RMPs are 
intended to help elevate, articulate, and protect the local ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ interest in, and access to, federally 
managed public lands and resources and to ensure the history, as well as the economic and socioeconomic 
well-being of the County are adequately considered in federal decisions (Budd-Falen, 2018). 

These local LUPs or RMPs are not zoning and do not regulate the use of private or public lands. When 
people think of LUPs, they typically think of the general planning document that counties use to determine 
future land use and zoning on private lands. A RMP is a separate type of land use plan prepared by 
counties, containing the CƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ policies and recommendations relating to the management of federal 
and public land within the county. (Budd-Falen, 2018). 

RMPs are different from federal resource management plans like Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
Resource Management Plans (RMPs) or U.S. Forest Service (USFS) Land and Resource Management Plans 
(LRMPs) and are not binding documents that control future management documents for the Federal 
agencies or Mesa County. Local governments do not have jurisdiction over federal lands. County RMPs 
cannot require Federal agencies to take specific actions. However, Federal agencies can be mandated by 
various federal statutes to engage local governments during the decision-making process on federal plans, 
policies, and programs that will impact the management of land and natural resources within a 
community and ultimately affect the local tax base and lives of local citizens and RMPs are a way to allow 
for a local government to better utilize those statutes. Having a concise plan of the CountyΩǎ positions 
helps to make the County more effective as a cooperator and coordinator with federal and state agencies 
and helps position the County to best represent its interests and the interests of its citizens. Federal 
agencies are required to coordinate and consult with local governments and to give meaningful 
consideration to policies asserted in written plans prepared and adopted by local governments concerning 
federally managed lands in their area. Thus, the purpose and goal of a RMP is to clearly purvey the local 
ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ objectives and policies for the federally managed lands within its jurisdiction to the local 
agencies in order to allow the agencies to meaningfully conduct consistency review and coordination and 
encourage greater cooperation between the parties in the future (Budd-Falen, 2018)
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1.2 aŜǎŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ Plan Overview  

1.2 a9{! /h¦b¢¸Ω{ PLAN OVERVIEW 

1.2.A Organization 
This plan considers the current conditions of federal resources, Mesa CountyΩǎ (the County) objectives for 
each resource, and how Mesa County would recommend those objectives be cooperatively achieved. For 
all federal resources in the County, this plan addresses the following:  

Resource Assessment. Includes background and detailed information on the resource, including 
qualitative and quantitative information. The assessment includes an evaluation of the importance of the 
resource to the County, location, quality, and size, as well as a map of the resource, where appropriate. 
The Resource Assessment relies on the best data available at the time of publication, though new data 
collection or research is not required. The Resource Assessment addresses the quŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ ά²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ 
state of tƘŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƴƻǿΚέ 

Resource Management Objective. Describes general goals in the form of broad policy statements 
regarding the use, development, and protection for each resource. The Resource Management Objective 
address the qǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ ά²Ƙŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ Mesa County ǿŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŀƴŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜΚέ  

Policy Statements. Describes specific policy statements on how to achieve the CƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ 
Management Objective for each resource. Policy statements tier to the Resource Management Objective 
for each ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ άIƻǿ ǿƻǳƭŘ Mesa Cƻǳƴǘȅ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ƛǘǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘΚέ  

1.2.B Process 
By state statute, Colorado county governments like Mesa County have the authority to (Colo. Rev. Stat. § 
30-11-101(k)): 
 

CoordƛƴŀǘŜΣ ǇǳǊǎǳŀƴǘ ǘƻ по ¦Φ{Φ/Φ ǎŜŎΦ мтмнΣ ǘƘŜ άbŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ tƻƭƛŎȅ !Ŏǘ ƻŦ мфсфέΣ пн 
U.S.C. sec. 4321 et seq., 40 U.S.C. sec. 3312, 16 U.S.C. sec. 530, 16 U.S.C. sec. 1604, and 40 C.F.R. 
parts 1500 to 1508, with the United States Secretary of the Interior and the United States 
Secretary of Agriculture to develop land management plans that address hazardous fuel removal 
and other forest management practices, water development and conservation measures, 
watershed protection, the protection of air quality, public utilities protection, and private 
property protection on federal lands within such county's jurisdiction. 

 
Thus, based on this statutory authority the policies and powers of Mesa County encompass the obligation 
to protect the best interests of the local citizens, to provide for community stability, and to protect the 
natural environment and resources. The purpose of this RMP is to be a guide to efficiently and effectively 
manage and sustainably utilize the resources while protecting the environment. 

Mesa County developed this plan with the assistance of a consultant, steering committee, and in public 
meetings that allowed for participation and contribution from all interested parties. The steering 
committee consisted of twelve citizens with a range of expertise and interests and six federal and state 
agencies.
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1.3 Land Use Planning Process and Legal Framework  

The RMP was developed through consolidation of existing resolutions, policies, land use plans and codes,  
by recommendations from the steering committee, and from comment letters developed during past 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) processes. The draft RMP was vetted through the steering 
committee. The County hosted a series of public meetings in Gateway, Glade Park, Collbran, and Grand 
Junction. The public was invited to review the plan, speak with steering committee members and County 
employees, and submit comments for incorporation into the final draft. A summary of public comments 
received can be found in Appendix D.  

The RMP was then taken through public hearings by the Planning Commission and the Board of County 
Commissioners, who ultimately adopted the plan. 

1.2.C Amending the Plan 
This plan can be amended following the same process for public involvement and adoption as described 
in the previous section. It is recommended to review the plan at least every five years or when a new 
majority of County Commissioners are seated to ensure the Plan represents the current policies of the 
Board of County Commissioners. 

1.3 LAND USE PLANNING PROCESS AND LEGAL FRAMEWORK 

1.3.A Statutory Requirements for Local Government to Federal 
Interaction and Influence 
Federal agencies are required to identify and analyze the impacts to local economies and communities 
when making decisions. RMPs outline the present economic and cultural conditions and desired future 
conditions of a local community and demonstrate how those conditions can be enhanced, or sometimes 
harmed by, activities on adjoining federally managed lands. The plan establishes the local ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ 
preferred policies for the planned use, management, protection, and preservation of the natural 
resources on the federally managed lands within its jurisdiction. An adopted RMP is a critical tool that 
allows a local government to advocate on behalf of its citizens and have a substantive impact on federal 
decisions, plans, policies, and programs. A written plan can play a key role in the success of a local 
government engaging the federal government (Budd-Falen, 2018). 

Required engagement between Federal agencies and local governments takes the form of άŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ 
ǊŜǾƛŜǿέ under NEPA and the Federal Lands Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), the requirement for 
άŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴέ under both FLPMA and the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), and engaging local 
governments acting as a άŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƎŜƴŎȅέ under NEPA, and a State GovernƻǊΩǎ consistency review 
process. Mesa County has a long and successful track record as a άcooperating agencyέ in many federal 
public lands planning processes and other NEPA decisions. The County wishes to build on the collaborative 
spirit and long-developed relationships between the County, stakeholders, and land managers to develop 
άwin-winέ decisions for natural resources. 

Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) with local offices of Federal agencies may require, among other 
things, that both entities cooperate in land use projects and planning decisions, which may impact the 
other. Under the following federal enabling legislation, Mesa County has numerous MOUs for cooperative 
planning with local offices of BLM, USFS, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), National Park Service 
(NPS) and Department of Energy (DOE). This RMP provides an efficient central document as a holding 
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1.3 Land Use Planning Process and Legal Framework  

place for the various policies Mesa County has adopted or suggested over time as well as new policies 
addressing issues related to Federal actions impacting Mesa County.  

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) applies to άŜǾŜǊȅ major Federal action significantly affecting 
the quality of the human ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘέ (42 U.S.C. § 4332(1)(C)). The courts have interpreted this to mean 
that every time the federal government makes a decision for almost any action that may have an 
environmental impact, NEPA compliance is required. Some courts have even required agencies to follow 
NEPA when the agency spends a small amount of money on a project or program that they are not the 
lead agency (See e.g. Citizens Alert Regarding the Environment v. United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, 259 F. Supp.2d 9, 20 (D.D.C. 2003)).  

NEPA requires that agencies undertake an environmental analysis to determine whether a federal action 
has the potential to cause significant environmental effects. If a proposed major federal action is 
determined to significantly affect the quality of the human environment, Federal agencies are required to 
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The regulatory requirements for an EIS are more 
detailed and rigorous than the requirements for an Environmental Assessment (EA). There are several 
ways local governments can participate in the NEPA process depending on the type of federal decision, 
the level of commitment of the local government, and the goals of the local government. 

First, local government can use RMPs as part of the federal ŀƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ άŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ ǊŜǾƛŜǿέ process. Under 
this provision, if the federal agency receives a local plan in the course of the environmental analysis, NEPA 
regulations direct the federal agency to discuss any inconsistency of a proposed action with any approved 
state or local plan and laws (whether or not federally sanctioned). άWhere an inconsistency exists, the 
[environmental impact] statement should describe the extent to which the [federal] agency would 
reconcile its proposed action with the [local government] plan or ƭŀǿΦέ (40 C.F.R. § 1506.2(d)). For the 
local government to effectively engage with the consistency review requirements, a written and adopted 
local plan is necessary. With a written plan, this analysis happens even when the local government does 
not know about the pending decision or action if the RMP was provided in advance to the reviewing 
federal agency with decision-making authority under NEPA. 

NEPA requires that copies of comments from state or local governments accompany the EIS or EA 
throughout the review process (42 U.S.C. § 4332(c)(v)). Typically, all comments from cooperating agencies 
and the public are published as well. However, due to the fact that there would be no actual document 
to conduct consistency review and coordination with, as specified under the applicable laws under FLPMA, 
NEPA, and NFMA, written comments submitted by a local government not tied to a formally adopted RMP 
require less consideration than those tied to an adopted RMP. (See e.g. 40 C.F.R. § 1506.2(d) (requiring 
consistency review when an agency receives a local plan in the course of its NEPA analysis); 43 U.S.C. § 
1712(c)(9) (land use ǇƭŀƴǎΧǳƴŘŜǊ this section shall be consistent with State and local plans)) 

Local governments can separately participate in the NEPA process as a άŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƎŜƴŎȅέ (40 C.F.R. § 
1508.5). ά/ƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ agency ǎǘŀǘǳǎέ directs Federal agencies to work with cooperators such as local 
governments early in the process and to utilize analysis and proposals of cooperating agencies to the 
maximum extent possible. Should a local government request cooperating agency status for a particular 
agency proposed action (for example, the designation of critical habitat for a listed threatened or 
endangered species), the local government can participate, at the request of the lead agency, in drafting 
portions of the relevant NEPA document (40 C.F.R. § 1501.6 (b)(3)). This can involve identifying 
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appropriate scientific data, assisting with alternative development for the proposed federal action, and 
ensuring that the discussion of impacts to the local economy or the local citizens is accurate. A RMP, while 
not required, can aide this process and analysis. Cooperating agency status can be reserved for more 
significant federal decision likely to have a larger impact on a community and is not required for every 
federal action. 

Pursuant to NEPA, an applicant for cooperating agency status must be a locally elected body such as a 
conservation district, board of supervisors, or a county commission and possess άǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΦέ A 
local ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ special expertise is defined as the authority granted to a local governing body by state 
statute. See Section 2.5 for county authority under state law. 

Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) 
The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), which governs the BLM, provides detailed 
requirements for άŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴέ and άŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅέ with local land use plans. With regard to the 
requirements for άŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴέΣ FLPMA states that the BLM must: 

To the extent consistent with laws governing the administration of the public lands, coordinate 

the land use inventory, planning, and management activities of or for such lands with the land 

use planning and management programs of other Federal departments and agencies and of the 

State and local governments within which the lands are located ώΧϐ by considering the policies 

of approved State and tribal land resource management programs (43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(9)). 

To the extent the Secretary of Interior finds practicable: 

¶ The BLM must stay apprised of local land use plans. 

¶ The BLM must assure that local land use plans germane to the development of BLM land use plans 
are given consideration. 

¶ The BLM must assist in resolving inconsistencies between local and BLM land use plans. 

¶ The BLM must provide for the meaningful involvement of local governments in the development 
of BLM land use programs, regulations, and decisions. This includes early notification of proposed 
decisions that may have a significant impact on non-federal lands. (43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(9)) 

FLPMA directs the BLM to coordinate land use plans with other federal plans and resource plans of state 
and local governments. FLPMA states: ά[ŀƴŘ use plans of the Secretary [of the Interior], under this section 
shall be consistent with state and local plans to the maximum extent he finds consistent with Federal law 
and the purposes of this !ŎǘΦέ (43 U.S.C. §1712(c)(9)). FLPMA requires both άŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴέ and 
άŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ revieǿΦέ Coordination should include both regularly scheduled meetings between the 
various local governments and BLM managers, as well as inviting local BLM staff to local government 
meetings. Pursuant to C[ta!Ωǎ consistency review requirement, if a BLM land use plan is inconsistent 
with a local land use plan, the BLM should provide an explanation of how achieving consistency would 
result in a violation of federal law or be inconsistent with FLPMA.  

Mesa /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ experience as an active cooperating agency for nearly eight years as the Grand Junction 
Field Office Resource Management Plan (RMP) was drafted and adopted ensured coordination, 
cooperation, and consistency with local land use plans and policies. 
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U.S. Forest Service (USFS)  

The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) 
The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) governs the USFS and requires the agency to άŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜέΦ 
The NFMA requirements are as follows: 

[T]he Secretary of Agriculture shall develop, maintain, and, as appropriate, revise land and 
resource management plans for units of the National Forest System, coordinated with the land 
and resource management planning processes of State and local governments and other Federal 
agencies (16 U.S.C. § 1604(a)). 

The coordination required under NFMA creates an engaging process between the USFS and the local 
governments and ensures USFS plans and local plans and policies are considered, and the ¦{C{Ωǎ Land and 
Resource Management Plans are compatible with the /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ whenever possible. Additionally, all USFS 
plans, including Forest Management Plans, are required to go through a NEPA process and thus as 
required by law, offer cooperating agency status for local governments.  

Other  

National Park Service (NPS) 
In accordance with Executive Order 13352, the NPS is required to carry out its natural resource 
management responsibilities in a cooperative manner that considers the interests of individuals άǿƛǘƘ 
ownership or other legally recognized interests in land and other natural ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎέ (Executive Order 
13352, 2017). NPS is also expected to accommodate local participation in Federal decision-making 
(Executive Order 13352, 2017). MOUs exist between Mesa County and the Colorado National Monument 
(CNM) and have ensured cooperative planning and communication for decades. 

1.3.B /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 9ȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ [ŀƴŘ ¦ǎŜ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ tǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ [ŀƴŘ ¦ǎŜ 
Plan 

County Expectations for Resource Management Plan 
While the statutes and regulations outlined above spell out the legal requirements of the Federal agencies 
in their duties in dealing with local governments, Mesa County also recognizes that part of this land use 
planning process is to enhance and maintain a productive, cooperative working relationship with the 
Federal agencies operating within Mesa County. The County also recognizes ǘƘŀǘ άŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΣέ 
άŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ǎǘŀǘǳǎέ, ŀƴŘ άŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ ǊŜǾƛŜǿέ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ Ŧrom both the Federal agencies 
and the local governments.  

To that end, consistent with adopted MOUs with the federal agencies, the County commits to the 
following policies and actions:  

1. Within 30 days of the date of adoption of this plan, the County will transmit a copy of this RMP to 
the local Federal agencies within Mesa County for their consideration as part of any consistency 
review that is required pursuant to federal statute.  

2. Mesa County supports the continuation of a multi-agency stakeholder group hosted by the County 
Commissioners to review and discuss ongoing issues on federally managed and public lands and 
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propose regular meetings on a schedule to be determined, but not less than bi-annually. Any 
agencies that are not currently involved with this group will be invited.  

3. In a timely manner, the County will continue to review NEPA documents to determine if they will 
ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ άŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ǎǘŀǘǳǎέ ŀƴŘ ǿƛƭƭ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ŜƴǘŜǊƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ aŜƳƻǊŀƴŘǳƳǎ ƻŦ 
Understanding (MOU) or Memorandums of Agreement (MOA) as appropriate. The County 
reserves the right to negotiate an MOU or MOA on a case-by-case basis, although an MOU or 
MOA is not appropriate nor necessary in all cases. 

Credible Data 
To the greatest extent possible, credible scientific data should drive all land use planning decisions. 
Credible scientific data is defined as rigorously reviewed, scientifically valid social, demographic, 
economic, chemical, physical and/or biological monitoring data, timely collected under an accepted 
sampling and analysis plan, including quality control and assurance procedures and available historical 
data (Office of Management and Budget, 2004). Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƭŀƴΣ άŘŀǘŀέ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŜŜǘǎΣ ŀǘ ŀ 
minimum, the Federal Data Quality Act (FDQA). The FDQA directs the Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) to issue government-ǿƛŘŜ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŀƭ ƎǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ CŜŘŜǊŀƭ 
agencies for ensuring and maximizing the quality, objectivity, utility, and integrity of information 
(incluŘƛƴƎ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴύ ŘƛǎǎŜƳƛƴŀǘŜŘ ōȅ CŜŘŜǊŀƭ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎέ ό{ŜŎΦ ррнόŀύ tǳōΦ [ŀǿΦ млс-554; HR 
5658; 114 Stat. 2763 (2000)).  

The OMB guidelines apply to all Federal agencies and require that information disseminated by the 
Federal government will meet basic informational quality standards (66 Fed. Reg. 49718, Sept. 28, 2001; 
see also 67 Fed. Reg. 8452, Feb. 22, 2002). 

¢Ƙƛǎ άǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ƻŦ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅέ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ Řŀǘŀ ǳǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ōȅ ŀƭƭ CŜŘŜǊŀƭ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ƳŜŜǘ 
four elements. These elements include (66 Fed. Reg. at 49718):  

a) quality  
b) utility (i.e., referring to the usefulness of the data for its intended purpose)  
c) objectivity (i.e., the data must be accurate, reliable, and unbiased)  
d) integrity  

In addition to following the OMB guidelines, all Federal agencies were also to issue data quality guidelines 
to ensure and maximize the quality, objectivity, utility, and integrity of information for dissemination by 
October 1, 2002. 67 Fed. Reg. 8452. Those guidelines can be found at the following links.  

¶ BLM Data Quality Guidelines   

¶ USFS Data Quality Guidelines  

¶ NPS Data Quality Guidelines  

¶ Reclamation Data Quality Guidelines 

¶ DOE Data Quality Guidelines   

In 2004, the OMB issued a memorandum requiring that, after June 15, 2005, influential scientific 
information representing the views of the department or agency cannot be disseminated by the federal 
ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǳƴǘƛƭ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ άǇŜŜǊ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘέ ōȅ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŜŘ specialists (Office of Management and Budget, 
2004). This requirement does not specifically require outside peer review, but internal review.  

https://www.blm.gov/documents/national-office/public-room/guidebook/blm-information-quality-guidelines
https://www.ocio.usda.gov/policy-directives-records-forms/information-quality-activities
https://www.nps.gov/policy/DOrders/11B-final.htm
https://www.usbr.gov/main/qoi/guidelines.html
https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2019/12/f70/DOE%20Final%20Updated%20IQA%20Guidelines%20Dec%202019.pdf
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Resource Objective 
A. Credible data has a universal meaning for all Federal agencies in the County and is the basis for 

all agency decisions within the County.  

Policy Statements 
1. Quantitative data should be included in federal land use planning decisions that meets credible 

data criteria, even if the data were not produced by a federal agency.  
2. Support the use of credible scientific data.  
3. All Federal agencies should only use data that meets the minimum criteria described in their 

respective handbooks and manuals, as updated: 

a. BLM: BLM H-1283-1 Data Administration and Management (Public) (Bureau of Land 
Management, 2012) 

b. USFS: FS FSH 1909.12, Chapter 40, Land Management Planning Handbook ς Key Processes 
Supporting Land Management Planning (US Forest Service, 2013) 

c. Reclamation: Reclamation RMP, Scientific Integrity (CMP 13) (Bureau of Reclamation 
2016) and Reclamation RMP, Peer Review of Scientific Information and Assessments (CMP 
14) (Bureau of Reclamation 2019) 

d. NPS: NPS PM 07-03 NPS Interim Guidance Document Governing Code of Conduct, Peer 
Review, and Information Quality Correction (National Park Service 2008); unless other 
criteria are agreed upon between the County and agencies. 
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CHAPTER 2: HISTORY, ECONOMICS, AND SOCIOECONOMICS 

2.1 COUNTY OVERVIEW, ECONOMICS, AND 
SOCIOECONOMICS 

2.1.A Overview of Geographical Area 
Mesa County is located along the western border of Colorado (CO) and is bordered by Delta County, CO 
to southeast, Garfield County, CO to the north, Grand County, Utah (UT) to the west, Gunnison County, 
CO to the east, Montrose County, CO to the south, and Pitkin County, CO to the east (Figure 1).  

Mesa County is named for the large mesas within the County, most notably the Grand Mesa, which is the 
largest flat top mountain in the world spanning approximately 500 square miles and rising over 11,000 
feet above sea level (Mesa County, Colorado | Map, History and Towns in Mesa, CO, n.d.). The Book Cliffs 
are a series of desert mountains and cliffs that span nearly 200 miles from east to west beginning where 
the Colorado River descends south through De Beque Canyon into the Grand Valley near Palisade to Price 
Canyon in Utah. The Colorado portion of the Book Cliffs had significant coal resources that were important 
to building the historic economy of Mesa County. (Kiefer, n.d.) 

Mesa County is well known for its fruit orchards, wineries, and vast recreational opportunities, including 
the Colorado National Monument (CNM), the Dominguez- Escalante National Conservation Area (NCA), 
and the McInnis Canyons NCA (Encyclopedia Staff, 2016). Mesa County is bisected by the Colorado River, 
and contains the confluence with its largest Colorado tributary, the Gunnison River, giving rise to the name 
of the city. The Colorado River is relied upon by 30 million people in the American Southwest for water 
resources, and Grand Junction is the largest city along its banks upstream of Yuma, Arizona.

2.1.B Demographics  
Table 1 below shows the population and median age within Mesa County and the incorporated towns and 
unincorporated areas within the county. The total population of Mesa County is 154,933 and median age 
is 39.1 years.  

Table 1. Population and median age within Mesa CountyΩǎ incorporated towns and unincorporated areas.  

Incorporated Town or Unincorporated Area Total Population1 Median Age2 

Collbran 711 21.1 

De Beque 508 36.5 

Fruita 13,567 37.7 

Grand Junction 64,941 36.7 

Palisade 2,787 39.4 

Unincorporated Areas 72,419 39.1 
1Colorado Department of Local Affairs, 2019 
2Data Commons, Timelines, 2018 
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Between 1970 and 2018, the population in Mesa County increased by 181.2% due to the diversity of 
employment opportunities within the county. Mesa County had the largest percent change in population 
in the U.S. during this time period. (Economic Profile System, 2020) 

The county seat is Grand Junction, the largest city between Denver and Salt Lake City, which serves as a 
hub for commerce, health services, higher education, transportation, and recreation for western Colorado 
and eastern Utah. The next largest communities are the city of Fruita and the incorporated towns of 
Palisade, Collbran and De Beque. The most densely populated urban area outside of Grand Junction 
includes unincorporated Clifton, the Redlands, and Orchard Mesa. The rest of unincorporated Mesa 
County is sparsely populated with residents concentrated within the rural communities of Gateway, 
Whitewater, Molina, Glade Park, Mesa, Loma, and Mack.  
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Figure 1. Mesa County vicinity map (USGS, 2020).  
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2.1.C Socioeconomic and Economic Viability 
In January 2020, the unemployment rate in Mesa County was 4.1%. However, due to the novel coronavirus 
(COVID-19), the April 2020 unemployment rate rose to 12.6%. The median household income in Mesa 
County was $51,970, and 16% of the population lives below the poverty line. (US Census Bureau, n.d.); 
90% of the County has a high school degree or higher. Prior to January 2020, Mesa County had seen a 
relatively low unemployment rate.  

The major economic sectors in Mesa County include: Agriculture, Food and Beverage, Aviation and 
Aerospace, Energy and Renewables, Information and Technology, Healthcare, and Outdoor Recreation. 
For several decades, Mesa County relied heavily on the boom and bust cycle of the uranium, oil shale, and 
natural gas industries, which made for a volatile economy. When these resources were in demand and 
prices were up, the increased production boosted income and populations within the County. When prices 
would bust, the populations and incomes would reduce.  

Mesa County has seen significant changes in the economic structure over the past decade. The economy 
has diversified and has decreased reliance on the oil and gas industry and diversified to include outdoor 
recreation, higher education, technology, and manufacturing as components of the economy. The job 
centers in Mesa County are clustered along the Interstate 70 corridor and in the county seat of Grand 
Junction. The largest employers in the County are health care and social services organizations with over 
10,000 employees, accommodation and food services with 5,300 employees, and retail with 
approximately 4,900 employees (Grand Junction Economic Partnership, 2016b). Mesa County has become 
a very attractive location for remote workers who choose to live within Mesa County for the quality of 
life, which is strongly linked to public land access, recreational opportunities, and scenery in addition to 
the availability of healthcare and schools in the area.  

2.2 CULTURAL RESOURCES  

2.2.A History  

History and Archeology  
The region that is now known as Mesa County has a rich Native American history. According to the 
Museum of Western Colorado  

ά¢ǊŀŎŜǎ ƻŦ tŀƭŜƻ LƴŘƛŀƴǎ ƛƴ aŜǎŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ŘŀǘŜ ǘƻ ммΣллл .Φ/ΦΣ ŀƴŘ !ǊŎƘŀƛŎ LƴŘƛŀƴǎ ǘƻ уΣллл .Φ/Φ 
Fremont Indians were here about 700 to 1200 A.D. Additionally, the Ute people occupied territory 
in Colorado and Utah well before Spanish padres, mountain men, and surveyors came to explore 
and record the region. Colorado became the Centennial State in 1876. Three years later, an Indian 
uprising near Meeker led to the removal of Ute Indians from the northern two-thirds of Western 
/ƻƭƻǊŀŘƻ ǘƻ ǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ¦ǘŀƘΦ ²ƘƛǘŜ ǎŜǘǘƭŜǊǎ ŀǊǊƛǾŜŘ ƛƴ aŜǎŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ƛƴ муумΦέ (Museums of 
Western Colorado - History, n.d.) 

During the 1600s, Spanish exploration developed what is now the Old Spanish National Historic Trail from 
Native American hunting trails. In 1776, the Northern Branch of this trail was traveled by the Spanish 
priests Escalante and Dominguez. From Santa Fe, the Northern Branch moved north through Taos, New 
Mexico into southern Colorado, traveling though Grand Junction and reconnecting with the main trail 
near Green River, Utah. While the rugged terrain was not suitable for wagons, the trail became more 
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frequently used through the mid-1800s for packing goods by horse and mule to the rendezvous areas and 
trading posts across northeastern Utah and southern Wyoming.  

In the 1800s, the discovery of gold and silver brought prospectors and miners to the area. Formed by 
combining several neighboring counties, Mesa County was designated a county in 1883 with Grand 
Junction as the county seat. Mesa County began to thrive in 1887 with the construction of the Denver and 
Rio Grande railroads. Soon after irrigation infrastructure expanded, perpetuating the growth of the 
agricultural sector in the Grand Valley. (Mesa County, CO, n.d.-b)  

Natural resources have always shaped Mesa County from agriculture, to energy development, to irrigation 
water development, to outdoor recreation. Boom and bust cycles in the energy and mining industries 
have occurred and shaped Mesa County into what it is today and continue to have an impact on its 
economy and natural resources.  

The history of Mesa County has created a diverse suite of cultural resources that are valuable to Native 
Americans, ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ, and as part of the broader cultural heritage of the state and region. An 
extensive timeline of Mesa County history can be found here.  

Paleontology  
A variety of fossils have been discovered in Mesa County. In prehistoric times, western Colorado was a 
large flood plain which supported a variety of prehistoric life (Mesa County, CO, n.d.-b). Many significant 
discoveries have occurred, specifically from the late Jurassic Morrison formation on Dinosaur Hill and 
Riggs Hill (Chenoweth, 1987). Among the more significant fossil finds are a mostly intact Apatosaurus and 
the earliest Brachiosaurus. Prehistoric mammal fossils have also been found in the county. The 
paleontological resources of Mesa County are important to tourism, recreation, and research. The Grand 
Valley is a hot spot for scientific discovery, and the Dinosaur Journey Museum in Fruita is a major 
attraction for tourists and scientists from around the world. (Museums of Western Colorado - History, n.d.) 

2.2.B Resource Assessment 

Historic and Archeological Resources 
There are two acts that primarily protect historic and archeological resources. The National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) was passed in 1966 and it authorized the Secretary of Interior to maintain and 
expand a National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). This act established policy for the protection and 
preservation of sites (e.g., districts, buildings, structures, and objects) that are placed on the NRHP. Under 
NHPA, FŜŘŜǊŀƭ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ŀƴȅ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ΨƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ 
ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎŜǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ !ŘǾƛǎƻǊȅ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ƻƴ IƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ tǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ό!/Itύ (36 
C.F.R. § 800) (National Preservation Institute, 2020).  

In order for listing in the National Register, a property or site must usually be at least 50 years old and 
have historic significance within one or more of the four criteria for evaluation. The criteria relate to a 
ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅΩǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŜǾŜƴǘǎΣ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ƻǊ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴΣ ƻǊ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭΦ 
The National Register criteria recognize these values embodied in buildings, structures, districts, sites, and 
objects. The four criteria are as follows:  

1. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 
of our history; or  

https://museumofwesternco.com/grand-junction-history/
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2. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or  
3. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 

represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant 
and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or  

4. That have yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 
(Colorado SHPO, n.d.) 

The Secretary of the Interior has the ultimate decision-making authority when deciding whether a site is 
listed in the National Register. However, local governments, including counties, can significantly influence 
the process. Local governments certified by the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) are entitled to 
prepare a report stating whether a site nominated in its jurisdiction is eligible, in its opinion, for listing in 
the National Historic Register (See NHPA Section 101(c)).  

Perhaps most influential on federal actions, Section 106 of the NHPA grants legal status to historic 
preservation in federal planning, decision-making, and project execution. Section 106 applies when two 
thresholds are met: 1) there is a federal or federally licensed action, including grants, licenses, and 
permits; and 2) that action has the potential to affect properties listed in or eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places.  

Section 106 requires all Federal agencies to take into account the effects of their actions on historic 
properties. The responsible federal agency must consult with appropriate state and local officials, Indian 
tribes, applicants for federal assistance, and members of the public and consider their views and concerns 
about historic preservation issues when making final project decisions.  

9ŦŦŜŎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜǎƻƭǾŜŘ ōȅ Ƴǳǘǳŀƭ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘΣ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ {Ith ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ¢Ǌƛōŀƭ IƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ 
Preservation Officer (THPO), the federal agency, and any other involved parties. The ACHP may participate 
in controversial or precedent-setting situations.  

In 2014, the NHPA was amended, and the codified law was moved from Title 16 to Title 54 and retitled 
the Historic Preservation Act. However, the substance of the act remained the same, so the listing criteria 
for placement of sites in the National Historic Register and the requirements under Section 106 still 
remain.  

Currently Mesa County has 35 sites listed in the National Register. A searchable database of National 
Register sites can be found here. 
 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979 provides regulations on the management of 
historic sites on federally managed land and the issuance of permits to excavate archeological discoveries.  

Paleontology  
The Paleontological Resources Preservation Act (PRPA) was enacted in 2009, directing multiple Federal 
agencies to establish comprehensive management plans for paleontological resources. PRPA applies to 
the USFS, BLM, Reclamation, NPS, and the USFWS. CƻǊ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ ŜŀŎƘ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ Ǉƭŀƴ 
regarding paleontological resources refer to their websites below. (Bureau of Land Management, 2016b; 
National Park Service, 2020b) 

¶ USFS ς Fossils and Paleontology  

https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/database-research.htm#table
https://www.fs.usda.gov/science-technology/geology/paleontology
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2.2 Cultural Resources  

¶ Reclamation ς Fossil Resources  

¶ USFWS ς Historic Preservation  

¶ BLM ς Paleontology  

¶ NPS ς Fossils and Paleontology  

2.2.C Resource Management Objective 
A. Cultural, historical, archeological, and paleontological resources are preserved and protected for 

current and future public education and enjoyment.  

2.2.D Policy Statements 
1. Cooperate with state, federal, and tribal authorities in identifying significant cultural resources 

(historical structures, archeological, and/or paleontological resources) in the County, make such 
sites known where allowed appropriately by law, and evaluate the significance of proposed land 
use actions and their impact on cultural resources.  

2. Encourage meaningful consultation between federal agencies and the appropriate tribes to 
evaluate, where appropriate, the economic and cultural impacts associated with cultural resource 
identification and protection and weigh one against the other in a cost/benefit context based on 
the /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ while considering the interests of consulted tribes and federal law.  

3. Support making significant local cultural resources (historical structures, archaeological, and/or 
paleontological resources) available for research and education, and strongly urge the protection 
of those cultural resources. If necessary, the County supports tailored buffer zones determined 
on a case-by-case basis, in consultation with the appropriate tribes, and SHPO and should not 
exceed one-quarter mile in width in most circumstances. 

  

https://www.usbr.gov/cultural/fossil.html
https://www.fws.gov/historicPreservation/crp/index.html
https://www.blm.gov/paleontology
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/fossils/fossil-protection.htm
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Chapter 3: Resource Policies 

CHAPTER 3: RESOURCE POLICIES 

3.1 LAND 

3.1.A Land Use Overview 

Background 
Mesa County is the fourth largest county in Colorado covering 2,138,288 acres, of which, 1,556,246 acres 
or 72.7% of lands are federally owned/ managed, and 3,729 acres are state lands (Economic Profile 
System, 2020). Table 2 below provides the acreages and percentages of land ownership/management 
within Mesa County and Figure 2 depicts the land ownership/management.  

Table 2. Ownership/ management of lands within Mesa County (Economic Profile System, 2020).  

 

¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ форΣллл ŀŎǊŜǎ ƻŦ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ƳƛƴŜǊŀƭ ŜǎǘŀǘŜǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .[aΩǎ Drand Junction 
Field Office (GJFO) RMP open to fluid mineral leasing and geophysical exploration; 790,000 acres are BLM 
surface/federal minerals and 144,900 acres are private and state surface/federal fluid mineral estates 
(Bureau of Land Management, 2015d). 

 

Ownership/ Management Acres Percent (of all county acres) 

BLM 980,382 46% 

Private Lands 577,497 27% 

USFS 551,309 26% 

NPS 20,486 1% 

Reclamation 4,069 <1% 

State 3,729 <1% 

City, County, Other 816 <1% 

Total 2,138,288 100% 
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3.1 Land 

Figure 1. Mesa County land ownership and management (BLM, 2020).  




























































































































































































































































































