THE PRIMARY DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 1: No Action

(Continuation of Existing Conditions)

Alternative 2:
The Proposed Action

PERTAINING TO RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES:

Land within Curecanti National Recreation Area (NRA)

would continue to be the minimum acquired by the Bureau of
Reclamation for the Curecanti Project, and it would be less likely
that access easements or additional land would be acquired,
thus limiting recreational opportunities to the current land base.
Hunting, fishing, and other existing recreational activities would
continue, consistent with NPS policies and regulations.

Land within Curecanti National Recreation Area (NRA) would
be expanded, as 10,040 acres of other agency lands would be
added to NRA via transfers and exchanges, and there would be
potential to acquire access easements and/or additional land from
willing landowners, thus providing an expanded land base for
recreational opportunities. Hunting, fishing, and other existing
recreational activities would continue; however, there would be
additional potential for expanded recreational activities in some
areas, consistent with NPS policies and regulations.

PERTAINING TO CONSERVATION OF NATURAL, CULTURAL, AND SCENIC RESOURCES:

The natural rural character of the land, intrinsic scenic values, and
other related resource values, are less likely to be conserved, as the
National Park Service (NPS) would have limited resources to work
in partnership with neighbors to acquire land interests or provide
technical assistance on private land surrounding the NRA.

Efforts to conserve the natural rural character of the land, intrinsic
scenic values, and other resource values, would be enhanced
through the cooperation of local governments and adjacent
landowners, and the availability of tools, including acquisition of
interests in land from willing landowners, that could be utilized
within the proposed Conservation Opportunity Area (COA).

Conservation benefits, including acquisition of conservation
easements and other conservation projects, are less likely to be
achieved, and NPS would lack authority to expend funds on
private lands surrounding the NRA.

There would be more opportunity to meet conservation goals,
even if funding was not immediately available for federal
acquisition of interests in land, as NPS would be authorized to use
an expanded assortment of other cooperative conservation tools
within the COA.

PERTAINING TO NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE:

National significance of the NRA would not be assured. Continued
development of adjacent private property would likely change

the scenic and rural character of the land and related resources,
adversely affecting the visitor experience.

National significance of the NRA would be more assured through
cooperative conservation efforts within the COA.

PERTAINING TO MANAGEMENT EFFICIENCIES AND ECONOMIC BENEFITS:

Confusion of jurisdictional responsibilities would continue;
management efficiencies would less likely be achieved; NPS
would be cautious about investing its energy and resources in the
NRA, since NPS serves the area per agreement with a different
agency, and its long-term presence is not assured; and the
potential loss of a NPS presence could adversely affect tourism,
and consequentially, local economies.

Jurisdictional responsibilities would be clarified, providing enhanced
management efficiencies for all agencies involved; NPS would

be more inclined to invest energy and resources in the NRA; a
permanent NPS presence would be assured; and the needs of local
governments related to the economic benefits of tourism in the
Curecanti area would more likely be met.

PERTAINING TO ADVERSE AND BENEFICIAL IMPACTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT:

Due to the lack of conservation tools available to NPS for working
cooperatively with landowners, more adverse impacts to the natural,
cultural, recreational, and scenic resources would be expected on
lands within and surrounding the NRA.

Due to the availability of additional conservation tools within the
COA, fewer adverse impacts and more benefits to the natural,
cultural, recreational, and scenic resources would be expected,
making this the environmentally preferred alternative.

PERTAINING TO IMPL

EMENTATION COSTS:

With a determination that the administrative boundary is unlikely
to change, one-time costs include completion of surveys, boundary
posting and fencing. That cost is expected to be $500,000. There
would be no additional recurring annual costs.

One-time costs include acquiring interests in land, including
conservation easements and fee simple ownership from willing
landowners; associated plans and administrative costs related to
lands and partnership programs; surveys, boundary posting and
fencing. Due to various factors (explained in the Draft RPS/EIS),
a range of costs is estimated to be from $3,690,000 to $14,973,000.
Recurring costs for two staff positions and related expenditures

are estimated to be $160,000 per year.




