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Chapter 1. Purpose and Need 

1.1 Introduction 
The set of projects analyzed in this document constitutes a federal action, which has the potential to affect 
the quality of the physical, biological, and human environment on public lands administered by the 
United States Forest Service (Forest Service). Therefore, these projects must be analyzed pursuant to the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). Under NEPA, federal agencies must carefully 
consider environmental concerns in their decision-making processes and provide relevant information to 
the public for review and comment. 

The San Juan National Forest (SJNF) has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) in compliance 
with NEPA and other relevant federal and state laws and regulations. This EA contains analyses 
consistent with NEPA, Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, and Forest Service policy. 
It discloses potential direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental effects on the human and biological 
environment anticipated to result from implementation of the Proposed Action. Additionally, it is 
intended to ensure that planning reflects the opportunities and constraints posed by the immediate and 
surrounding area and that it minimizes potential resource conflicts. 

Additional documentation, including more detailed analyses of study area resources, may be found in the 
project file located at the Columbine Ranger District office of the SJNF, available upon request. 

1.2 Background 
Purgatory Resort (Purgatory) is located 27 miles north of Durango, CO (refer to the Vicinity Map), 
operating on more than 2,300 acres of National Forest System (NFS) lands managed by the Columbine 
Ranger District of the SJNF under a Special Use Permit (SUP). The Purgatory base area is located on 
private land. The 2013 SJNF Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) provides general 
standards and guidelines for Purgatory’s activities and operations on NFS lands. The SUP and associated 
summer and winter operating plans, as well as other resource management documents, provide more 
specific guidance for ski area operations and projects. 

In 2003 the Columbine Ranger District received a proposal from Purgatory to initiate a NEPA review of 
projects outlined in the 2003 Durango Mountain Resort Master Development Plan (2003 Master Plan). 
Following issuance of the 2008 Durango Mountain Resort Improvement Plan Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (2008 FEIS), a Record of Decision (2008 ROD) approved numerous projects, including 
construction of the Gelandé chairlift and terrain projects. Though the currently proposed projects were 
analyzed in the 2008 FEIS and the Gelandé chairlift was approved in the 2008 ROD, the Gelandé project 
(chairlift and ski trail widening) has yet to be constructed. When Purgatory’s new ownership reviewed the 
2008 ROD and 2003 Master Plan, it recognized that the Gelandé chairlift would serve a higher utility to 
resort guests if realigned to directly serve skiable terrain, instead of to act primarily as a transport 
chairlift. The Proposed Action consists of construction of the Gelandé chairlift in a new alignment, ski 
trails, and associated utilities. 
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Section 2.2.1 provides a full description of the project. Contingent upon the NEPA process, 
implementation of any approved project could potentially begin as early as summer 2018. 

The project would require an amendment to the 2013 San Juan National Forest Land and Resource 
Management Plan (Forest Plan) to adjust Purgatory’s SUP boundary and Forest Plan management area 
boundaries and acreages to include the proposed chairlift alignment. A Forest Plan Amendment Analysis 
is contained in Appendix B. 

1.3 Relationship to Previous Analyses and Approvals 
The Proposed Action is a variation of projects analyzed in the 2008 FEIS and approved in the 2008 ROD. 
Thus, this EA incorporates by reference previous NEPA documents (including the aforementioned) 
pertaining to activities within the Purgatory SUP area: 

• Forest Plan 

• 2003 Durango Mountain Resort Master Development Plan (2003 Master Plan) 

• 2008 FEIS and 2008 ROD 

1.4 Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action 
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to allow Purgatory to meet the increasing demand for expert-level 
terrain on the front-side of the mountain and to reduce skier traffic in the congested Demon ski trail area 
by constructing a chairlift that provides direct access to separate terrain. There is a need for the Proposed 
Action to improve access to available terrain from a separate base area portal, which would improve skier 
circulation across the mountain. The need for the Forest Plan amendment is to keep the adjusted ski area 
permit boundary within Management Area 8. 

1.5 Public Involvement and Identification of Issues 
In December 2017 a Notice of Proposed Action (NOPA) was mailed to 60 community residents, 
interested individuals, public agencies, tribal governments, and other organizations. This notice was 
specifically designed to elicit comments, concerns, and issues pertaining to the Proposed Action. A legal 
notice was published on December 13, 2017 in the Durango Herald, the newspaper of record for the 
SJNF, announcing the opportunity to comment on the Proposed Action. A public open house was held on 
January 4, 2018, at the SJNF Supervisor’s Office (15 Burnett Court, Durango CO 81301) from 5:00 p.m. 
to 7:00 p.m. Approximately ten members of the public attended the meeting. The comment period closed 
on January 12, 2018. In response to the Forest Service’s solicitations for public comment, seven letters 
were received. 

From these letters, substantive comments were extracted and categorized by resource issue. Substantive 
comments are addressed in Appendix A of this document. The Forest Service considered the information 
gathered through public scoping along with the input of the Forest Service Interdisciplinary Team (ID 
Team) in identifying specific resources that require in-depth analysis in Chapter 3 of this EA. The Forest 
Service identified specific areas of concern and classified them as being either “issues” or “non-issues.” 
Issues may warrant the generation of an alternative, can be addressed by Design Criteria or mitigation, or 

https://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/sanjuan/landmanagement/planning/?cid=stelprdb5432707
https://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/sanjuan/landmanagement/planning/?cid=stelprdb5432707
https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/107847_FSPLT3_4111767.pdf
https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/107847_FSPLT3_4111760.pdf
https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/107847_FSPLT3_4111760.pdf
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generally require in-depth analysis and disclosure. Non-issues are beyond the scope of the project, are 
already decided by law, regulation or policy, or are not relevant to the decision. Preliminary direct and 
indirect environmental consequences for a list of resources in the human and biological environments, 
based on data collected through fieldwork conducted in 2017 and an assessment of changed conditions 
compared analysis included in the 2008 FEIS, were presented in the notice. 

Each issue below includes a list of indicators which were identified as a means of measuring or 
quantifying the anticipated level of impact on a particular resource. While some indicators are necessarily 
qualitative in nature, every effort was made to utilize indicators that are quantitative, measurable, and 
predictable. 

Recreation 

By design, implementation of the proposed projects would affect the winter recreation experience. 

Indicators: 
• Skier distribution by ability level discussion 

• Disclosure of the change in skier experience/dynamics in the Gelandé area (i.e., double diamond 
ski experience) 

• Identification of boundary management and safety measures/controls 

• Identification of avalanche control (especially Columbine Gully and Monkey Gully) and 
anywhere where avalanche control may cause snow to shed onto adjoining private lands 

Scenery 

Additional ground disturbance, vegetation removal, and installation of on-mountain infrastructure 
within the SUP area may negatively affect the scenic values associated with the San Juan Skyway and 
other sensitive viewer locations. 

Indicators: 
• Compliance with a Scenic Integrity Objective (SIO) of “Low” 

• Compliance with the San Juan Skyway Corridor Management Plan Goals and Guidelines 

Wildlife 

Ground disturbing activities may affect threatened and endangered (T&E) wildlife species, sensitive 
wildlife species, management indicator species, and/or general wildlife species through direct impacts 
to habitat and/or increased human activity. 

Indicator: 
• Analysis of baseline condition in Gelandé area and potential impacts to wildlife and fish species 
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Watershed Resources 

Vegetation removal and ground disturbance have the potential to impact stream health. 

Indicator: 
• Determination of project effects on stream health 

Geology and Soils 

Additional ground disturbance and installation of on-mountain infrastructure may incrementally 
affect soil resources. 

Indicator: 
• Discussion of soil conditions and geology within the SUP boundary adjustment area and related 

impacts 

1.6 Consistency with Forest Service Policy 
The enabling authorities for the Forest Service are contained in many laws enacted by Congress and in the 
regulations and administrative directives that implement these laws. These laws include: The Organic 
Administrative Act (1897), the Weeks Act (1911), the Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act (1960), the 
Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act (1974), the National Forest Management Act 
(1976), the National Forest Ski Area Permit Act (1986), and the Ski Area Recreational Opportunity 
Enhancement Act (2011). These authorities allow the Forest Service to provide recreation opportunities to 
facilitate the use, enjoyment, and appreciation of National Forests. The Forest Service is authorized to 
approve certain uses of NFS lands under the terms of SUPs (16 U.S.C. § 497). Generally, SUPs for 
recreational developments are issued and administered for uses that serve the public, promote public 
health and safety, and protect the environment. 

As part of this analysis, the Proposed Action and Purpose and Need were reviewed to determine 
consistency with management goals, objectives, and standards and guidelines that are general 
requirements for the administration of NFS lands as set forth by the Forest Plan, approved in 2013. The 
objectives of the Forest Plan are to provide for multiple use and sustained yield of products, services, and 
goods in a way that maximizes long-term net public benefits in an environmentally sound manner. The 
proposed projects are consistent with these management objectives. 

The Forest Plan classifies NFS lands into management areas and provides the basic framework for the 
management of these lands and resources. The Purgatory SUP area is designated as Management Area 8 – 
Highly Developed Areas, which directs: 

“These areas have been altered with long-term development (including downhill ski 
areas and large dams). In these areas, human activities have created lasting changes in 
the composition, structure, and function (ecological processes and disturbance agents) of 
the associated ecosystems. These areas, which often provide large socioeconomic 
benefits, include DMR and the McPhee Dam. Mineral development, mining, and 
alternative energy infrastructure is generally not compatible within Management Area 8 
areas, e.g., within downhill ski areas and dams.” 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/granule/USCODE-2011-title16/USCODE-2011-title16-chap2-subchapI-sec497
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As part of this analysis, the Proposed Action and Purpose and Need were reviewed to determine 
consistency with the Forest-wide Goals and Objectives as well as the specific Standards and Guidelines 
for Management Area 8. The Proposed Action was weighed against pertinent Forest-wide and 
management area standards and guidelines; no inconsistencies between the proposal and pertinent 
standards and guidelines were identified. 

The Forest Plan amendment is discussed in detail in Section 2.2 and in Appendix B. Areas potentially 
affected by a Forest Plan amendment are designated Management Area 4 and Management Area 5, which 
would be converted to Management Area 8. 

Management Area 4 directs: 

“These areas accommodate relatively high levels of recreation use that is managed to 
provide a wide variety of opportunities and experiences to a broad spectrum of visitors. 
They are associated with, and often provide, access to popular destinations, 
transportation corridors, scenic byways, scenic vistas, lakes, and streams. Developed 
recreation facilities that provide user comfort and resource protection are present.” 

Management Area 5 directs: 

“Active management occurs in these multiple-use areas to meet a variety of social, 
economic, and ecological objectives. They are easily accessible, occurring mostly on 
roaded landscapes and relatively gentle terrain. These are lands where timber 
harvesting, oil and gas activities, and intensive livestock grazing occur and influence the 
composition, structure, and landscape patterns of the vegetation. Natural ecological 
processes and disturbance agents (including succession and fire) are often influenced by 
humans on many of these lands. A mosaic of vegetation conditions is often present, some 
showing the effects (impacts) of past management activities, others appearing 
predominantly natural. These areas and serve as habitat for fauna and flora.” 

1.7 Decision to be Made 
Based on Forest Service and external public scoping, and evaluation of the context and intensity factors 
contained in 40 CFR § 1508.27, the Forest Service determined that an EA would be necessary to review, 
analyze, and document the potential impacts to the human and biological environment anticipated to 
result from the implementation of the proposed projects. This EA is a disclosure rather than a decision 
document and its purpose is to provide sufficient environmental analysis to support a Decision Notice 
(DN)/Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). 

This EA documents the site-specific environmental analysis for the Proposed Action. Based on the 
analysis documented within this EA, the Responsible Official (Kara Chadwick, SJNF Forest Supervisor) 
will decide whether to allow implementation of the Proposed Action in whole or in part. The Responsible 
Official will also decide whether to approve the proposed Forest Plan amendment. The Responsible 
Official is not limited to allowing the Proposed Action or not, but may develop an entirely new alternative 
created from components of the Proposed Action analyzed in this EA. The decision document will 
include a determination of the significance of the effects and assess the decision’s consistency with the 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CFR-2012-title40-vol34/pdf/CFR-2012-title40-vol34-sec1508-27.pdf
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2013 Forest Plan. Should a FONSI determination be reached, a decision by the Responsible Official 
would be documented in a DN. 

In addition to determining whether or not to approve implementation of the Proposed Action and Forest 
Plan amendment analyzed in this document, the Responsible Official will also specify conditions of 
approval to be implemented with the selection of an action alternative. The Responsible Official may also 
require additional Design Criteria and/or best management practices (BMP) not discussed within this 
document. The responsible official may also require monitoring of Design Criteria. 

1.8 Other Necessary Permits, Licenses, and/or Consultation 
This EA is designed to serve as an analysis document for parallel processes at several levels of 
government. The Forest Service decision would apply only to NFS lands analyzed within this EA. 
However, potential effects resulting from implementation of an action alternative on lands and activities 
administered by other federal, state, and local jurisdictions are also disclosed within this EA. The U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has developed protocols for the delineation of wetlands. These 
procedures were followed for the delineation of wetlands within or adjacent to project element areas. 

Decisions by jurisdictions to issue or not issue approvals related to this proposal may be aided by the 
analyses presented in this EA (Per 40 CFR § 1502.25[b]). While the Forest Service assumes no 
responsibility for enforcing laws, regulations, or ordinances under the jurisdiction of other governmental 
agencies, Forest Service regulations require permittees to abide by applicable laws and conditions 
imposed by other jurisdictions. In addition to requisite Forest Service approvals, the following permits or 
approvals may be required to implement an action alternative: 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Endangered Species Act (ESA) Informal Section 7 Consultation 

• State of Colorado, Stormwater Management Plan 

• State of Colorado, Burn Permit 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CFR-1996-title40-vol18/pdf/CFR-1996-title40-vol18-sec1502-25.pdf
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Chapter 2. Description of Alternatives 

2.1 Introduction 
Chapter 2 describes the alternatives considered within this environmental analysis. This chapter also 
provides both the Responsible Official and the public with a clear understanding of the Proposed Action. 
Design Criteria included to lessen or avoid impacts anticipated to occur as a result of implementation of 
the Proposed Action are also outlined. 

2.2 Alternatives Considered in Detail 
The range of alternatives the Forest Service ID Team considered for this analysis was bound by the 
Purpose and Need underlying the Proposed Action, as well as by the issues which arose from internal and 
external scoping (detailed in Chapter 1). NEPA requires that an environmental analysis examine a range 
of alternatives, which are “reasonably related to the purpose of the project.” Furthermore, Forest Service 
Handbook 1909.15 directs the ID Team to “consider a full range of reasonable alternatives to the 
proposed action that address the significant issues and meet the Purpose and Need for the Proposed 
Action” (USDA Forest Service 2008c). Additional alternatives were considered but were determined to 
be unreasonable and were, therefore, eliminated from detailed analysis. A discussion of these alternatives 
considered but eliminated from detailed analysis is found below, including a brief explanation of the 
reasons for their elimination, following the discussion of alternatives considered in detail. 

2.2.1 Proposed Action 

The proposed Gelandé chairlift realignment would result in a chairlift that is approximately 300 feet 
shorter than the previously approved chairlift (4,200 feet in length total) and located 250 feet (bottom 
terminal) to 900 feet (top terminal) south of the previously approved chairlift. The 2008 ROD approved 
approximately 16.9 acres of disturbance total (12.4 acres vegetation clearing only, 4 acres vegetation 
clearing and grading, and 0.5 acre grading only) to widen the Styx ski trail and install the chairlift (refer 
to Figure 1 for the previously approved project). This previously approved clearing acreage would be 
spatially reassigned to create a new return ski trail from top to bottom of the Gelandé chairlift (located 
just north and west of the proposed chairlift) as well as a new connecting ski trail from the lower Styx ski 
trail to the bottom, both terminating at the proposed Gelandé chairlift bottom terminal. Because the 
clearing associated with the widening of the Styx trail would no longer be necessary, the realignment and 
trails would not constitute any additional disturbance from what was previously approved on public lands. 
The bottom terminal would be located on private land, and the top terminal would be located on NFS 
lands, requiring a similar amount of disturbance as previously approved. An access road approximately 
1,000 feet in length would be constructed from the existing top terminal of the Needles chairlift to the top 
terminal of the proposed Gelandé chairlift realignment. The Proposed Action includes 16.1 acres of 
disturbance total (15.4 acres of vegetation clearing only, 0.4 acre of vegetation clearing and grading, and 
0.3 acre of grading only). 

SUP Boundary Adjustment 

The proposed chairlift alignment falls partially outside the existing SUP boundary and would require a 
26-acre adjustment of the SUP boundary into current Forest Plan Management Area 4 and Management 

https://www.fs.fed.us/cgi-bin/Directives/get_dirs/fsh?1909.15!..
https://www.fs.fed.us/cgi-bin/Directives/get_dirs/fsh?1909.15!..


Chapter 2. Description of Alternatives 

 
Gelandé Chairlift, Terrain Project, and Boundary Adjustment | Environmental Assessment 

8 

Area 5. The management areas are allocated for “high-use, recreation emphasis” and “active management 
(commodity production in order to meet multiple-use goals),” respectively. Therefore, the Proposed 
Action includes a Forest-wide Forest Plan amendment to change the current management areas within the 
SUP boundary adjustment area to Management Area 8, to be consistent with ski area operations. 

Detailed analysis regarding the potential Forest Plan Amendment is provided in Appendix B of this EA. 

Tree Removal Methods 

Some components of the Proposed Action would require vegetation clearing in areas that are currently 
forested. To remove cleared overstory vegetation from the proposed Gelandé chairlift line, access road, 
and ski trails, as described in the Proposed Action, Purgatory could implement any of tree-removal 
methods described below. Prior to implementation, consideration would be given to choose the method, 
or combination of methods, that would be both practical and would minimize resource impacts. The 
Forest Service would need to approve specific methods. The potential options allow for flexibility and 
attention to location-specific conditions. Purgatory would provide the Forest Service with adequate time 
to designate, measure, and appraise merchantable timber prior to logging activities. 

Where proposed projects are located near existing roads or otherwise readily accessible in flatter terrain, 
timber removal would likely occur by conventional means using heavy equipment (e.g., log skidder, skid 
steer, buncher-feller, etc.). Heavy equipment would not cross stream channels and/or wetlands within the 
project area. Landings and skid trails will need prior approval by the Forest Service. 

On steep terrain with limited road access, timber could be removed by cable or helicopter. Logs would be 
removed from the project site to a deck in the Gelandé parking area along the highway. Helicopter 
operations would be limited to the hours between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. 

When not feasible to remove felled trees from the project site, a Forest Service Representative would 
work with the operator to develop site specific mitigations to minimize potential bark beetle infestations 
and safety hazards. This may include bucking green trees and/or scattering slash and/or piling and burning 
slash. 

2.2.2 Alternatives and Design Components Considered 
but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis 

The range of alternatives considered by the Responsible Official includes the Proposed Action analyzed 
in this document, as well as other alternatives eliminated from detailed study. Alternatives not considered 
in detail may include, but are not limited to, those that fail to meet the Purpose and Need, are 
technologically infeasible or illegal, or would result in an unreasonable environmental harm (USDA 
Forest Service 2008). One alternative that was considered but eliminated from detailed analysis is 
discussed below. 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative provides a baseline for comparing the effects of the action alternatives. The 
No Action Alternative essentially reflects a continuation of existing management practices without 
changes, additions, or upgrades; in this case, the No Action is not preventing the installation of the 
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Gelandé chairlift altogether but rather it is the approved installation of the chairlift and trail widening on 
the previous alignments. No new facilities or recreational opportunities would be approved under the No 
Action Alternative and there would be no need for the Forest Plan amendment to adjust management 
areas or the SUP boundary. The environmental impacts to various resources under the No Action 
Alternative are disclosed in the 2008 FEIS. In accordance with Forest Service Handbook 1909.15, 
Chapter 40, Section 41.22, and 36 CFR § 220.7(b)(2)(ii) this EA will not include an analysis of the No 
Action Alternative, and it will not be discussed further. The Forest Service Handbook states: 

A stand-alone no-action alternative is not required. However, the effect of taking no 
action should correlate closely with the purpose and need. In other words, the effects of 
not taking action should provide a compelling reason for taking action and, therefore, 
should be consistent with the purpose and need for action. (USDA Forest Service 2008c) 

As articulated in Chapter 1, the Purpose and Need is based on numerous inadequacies of the previously 
approved Gelandé alignment, which would result in more disturbance, potential redundancy in the lift 
network, and recreational impacts to the popular Styx trail, among other environmental impacts. 

The No Action Alternative is not discussed further in this EA. 

Elimination of Forest Plan Amendment 

The Forest Service considered an alternative that would include the Proposed Action chairlift, ski trails 
and SUP boundary adjustment; however, the project would not include the Forest Plan amendment to 
adjust the management areas’ boundaries. According to the Forest Plan, the adjacent management areas 
(Management Area 4 and Management Area 5) could accommodate developed infrastructure for downhill 
skiing, but such infrastructure would not comply with the desired future condition of those management 
areas. It was the decision of the Forest Service that ski area infrastructure is most appropriately contained 
within Management Area 8; therefore, implementation of the Proposed Action would require an 
amendment to the Forest Plan. This alternative was eliminated from further analysis. 

2.3 Design Criteria 
In order to minimize potential resource impacts from construction and implementation of the proposed 
projects, Design Criteria were incorporated into the Proposed Action. Design Criteria were devised by 
Forest Service specialists in the pre-analysis and analysis phases to reduce potential environmental 
impacts associated with project elements and ensure compliance with law and/or regulations. They 
include, but are not limited to, Best Management Practices (BMPs), Forest Plan standards and guidelines, 
and standard operating procedures. The potential effects of implementing the Proposed Action (disclosed 
in Chapter 3) assume these Design Criteria are applied. 

Design Criteria come from federal, state, and local laws; regulations and policies; forest management 
plans; scientific recommendations; or from experience in implementing similar projects. The bulk of the 
Design Criteria are considered common practices that ski area managers have historically used in alpine 
and sub-alpine environments to prevent or decrease potential resource impacts. They are highly effective 
methods that can be planned in advance and adapted to site conditions as needed. 

https://www.fs.fed.us/dirindexhome/fsh/1909.15/wo_1909.15_40.doc
https://www.fs.fed.us/dirindexhome/fsh/1909.15/wo_1909.15_40.doc
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CFR-2011-title36-vol2/pdf/CFR-2011-title36-vol2-sec220-7.pdf
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Table 1. Design Criteria and Best Management Practices 

Scenery 

Choose structure design, scale, and color of materials, location, and orientation to meet the Visual Quality Objective 
of the project area. 

Stumps should be cut as low as possible to the ground to avoid safety hazard and lessen scenery impact. 

All structures, towers, and other above ground features will meet color guidelines. Bright colors are inappropriate for 
the forest setting. The colors should be muted, subdued colors because they blend well with the natural color 
scheme. The FSH No. 617, “National Forest Landscape Management for Ski Areas, Volume 2, Chapter 7,” refers 
recommended colors for ski areas. 
All structures, towers, and other above ground features will meet reflectivity guidelines. This includes any reflective 
surfaces (metal, glass, plastics, or other materials with smooth surfaces), that do not blend with the natural 
environment. They should be covered, painted, stained, chemically treated, etched, sandblasted, corrugated, or 
otherwise treated to meet the solar reflectivity standards. The specific requirements for reflectivity are as follows: 
Structures with exteriors consisting of galvanized metal or other reflective surfaces will be treated or painted dark 
non-reflective colors that blend with the forest background to meet an average neutral value of 4.5 or less as 
measured on the Munsell neutral scale. 
Trees should be retained, where possible, to provide species and size diversity, maintain forest cover, and screen 
facilities. 
Avoid straight edges where removing trees. The edges of the tree clearing areas, where the vegetation is removed, 
need to use a variable density cutting (feathering) technique applied to create a more natural edge that blends into 
the existing vegetative, where possible. Edges should be non-linear, and changes in tree heights along the edges of 
openings should be gradual rather than abrupt. Soften hard edges by selective removal of trees of different ages 
and heights to produce irregular corridor edges where possible. 

Utilities must be buried, and the ground surface must be revegetated when not in a road. 

All facilities including trails and signs must meet Forest Service Accessibility Guidelines. Forest Service Outdoor 
Recreation Accessibility Guidelines: https://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/accessibility/ 

Public Health and Safety 

Any burning will be in accordance with the Colorado Department of Health, Air Pollution Control Division, and City 
and County requirements, and an approved Burning Plan.  

Cultural 

If undocumented historic and/or prehistoric properties are located during ground disturbing activities or planning 
activities associated with approved construction activities, all construction in the immediate vicinity would cease and 
they would be treated as specified in 36 CFR § 800.11 concerning Properties Discovered During Implementation of 
an Undertaking. 

Vegetation 

General 

Where possible, utilize existing roads to reduce impacts to vegetation and soils. Where machinery must leave 
roads, identify and utilize the most direct and least invasive path feasible to reduce impacts to vegetation. 
Avoid trampling of native plant communities through designation of formal paths in heavy use areas, and other 
appropriate means. 

Adequately designate leave trees and trail clearing limits to avoid mistakes in clearing limits during construction. 

Areas cleared of vegetation alongside trails should be fully reclaimed after construction, where possible. 

Implement Forest Service approved revegetation guidelines to all disturbed sites. 

Effective ground cover (mulch) upon completion of ground disturbing activities would meet minimum level of the pre-
treatment habitat type. 
Consider the health and windthrow potential of residual trees as the major selection factors, when possible, during 
the selection of trees for removal. 

Reseed all disturbed areas with a Forest Service approved native seed mix. 
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Table 1. Design Criteria and Best Management Practices 
Mark trees to achieve a “soft edge”, keeping smaller trees near the edge and progressing toward larger trees toward 
the middle. Feather out unit edges to reduce the strong contrast between ski trails/chairlift lines and undisturbed 
areas. 

Maintain the integrity of naturally occurring tree clumps when marking and cutting edges. 

Stumps and slash must be disposed of in a manner approved by the Forest Service. Stumps should be flush cut; 
however, in some cases stumps may be buried, burned, or hauled off the National Forest. Slash may be chipped, 
burned, or lopped and scattered based on the type and volume of slash, site specific conditions, and other resource 
objectives. 
Burying of wood products will be considered on a case by case basis, and only after all other alternatives have been 
considered. Burying will not be permitted in roads, or on steep slopes where the proper density of compaction is 
unobtainable or there is a danger of eventual soil movement. 
Felled trees, slash, and any other clearing debris will not be allowed to accumulate outside of trail limits unless 
specifically authorized by the Forest Service. Boulders should be blasted, buried or removed off the National Forest. 
They should not be stockpiled. 
All wind-thrown or green cut spruce that will not be removed within nine months of being cut need to be de-barked 
down to 4 inches in diameter. At least 65% of the circumference of the tree stem needs to be de-barked and the log 
rolled so that the de-barked side is down. When possible move de-barked tree stems and pieces smaller than 3 
inches diameter into a sunny location for maximum drying. 

Noxious Weeds 

Cleaning vehicles and equipment on a regular basis is the most effective and least expensive method of noxious 
weed control. Power-wash (high pressure cleaning) equipment, trucks, and off-road vehicles of mud, dirt and 
vegetation, including undercarriage and tires, prior to moving into weed-free areas. Clean equipment prior to 
entering NFS lands. If equipment is operating in, or has been stored in areas with known weed infestations, 
equipment should be cleaned on site, prior to leaving the area.  
Provide training to both management and field workers in the identification of noxious weeds in all stages of growth, 
the importance of noxious weed control, and the measures available to minimize their spread. 

Minimize soil disturbances in weed infested areas whenever possible.  

During project planning and implementation, identify and use weed-free staging areas for equipment. 

Identify existing infestations of noxious weeds along access roads, in the vicinity of the project area, and within the 
area of proposed ground disturbance prior to the commencement of a project. 
Pretreatment of existing infestations with approved herbicides within the project area will be conducted prior to 
project implementation. Herbicide choices and application rates for treatment are available from the District/Forest 
Weed Program Manager. Use of approved herbicides for controlling noxious weeds will conform to current Forest 
Service specifications. All herbicides will be approved in writing by the Forest Service. 
Avoid moving weed-infested earth, gravel, or other fill materials into weed-free areas. If used, imported fill must 
come from weed-free sources. Inspect borrow areas and gravel pits on a regular basis, and keep them weed-free. 
Minimize contact with roadside sources of weeds that could be transported to other areas while moving construction 
equipment around the mountain. 
Employ excavation techniques that conserve native topsoil, stockpile topsoil, and replace topsoil to its original 
position when infilling disturbed areas.  

Re-establish vegetation on all disturbed ground immediately to minimize weed-seed germination and spread. 

“Rough up” soils and cleat in exposed soil surfaces and mulches so that broadcast seed/mulch is held on the 
slopes. Do not back blade disturbed areas smooth. Compacted areas should be loosened prior to revegetation. 
All disturbed ground will be revegetated with native plant species. Utilize seed mix approved by the Rangeland 
Management Specialist and certified to be free of weed species. Seed mixes that incorporate native plant species 
similar to those within the project area are desirable. Any mulch used in revegetation efforts must be certified to be 
free of weed species. Use of wood and other non-straw fibers (i.e., coir, jute, or coconut) mulch and erosion control 
materials would help meet this objective. 
Monitor areas of previous disturbance on a regular basis for success of past revegetation efforts. If revegetation has 
not been effectively established within one season, aggressively re-seed and re-mulch the area. If necessary to 
achieve sufficient growth, consider organic soil amendments (manure, compost, urea, etc.) to accelerate the 
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Table 1. Design Criteria and Best Management Practices 
process. Monitor effectiveness of re-vegetation seed mixes, and alter seed mix (coordinate with Forest Service) as 
necessary to achieve aggressive re-vegetation of disturbed sites. 
Monitor all revegetated sites for new weed infestations. Aggressively treat weeds within newly re-vegetated areas. 
Treat populations adjacent to newly disturbed areas prior to reseeding. 
Minimize disturbance of roadside vegetation whenever possible. Retaining native vegetation along roadsides is a 
primary factor proven to limit the spread of weeds. 
Avoid re-entry or additional ground disturbance whenever possible in disturbed areas until vegetation (native or 
revegetation seed-mix) has been re-established. 
The use of road stabilizers can reduce the need for grading and road maintenance, which spreads weeds. Avoid 
stabilizers that can kill native grasses and forbs, allowing weedy species to colonize roadsides. 

Re-seed and re-mulch road shoulders and berms following major grading or water bar installation and maintenance. 

Wildlife 

Surveys may be conducted prior to construction to avoid or minimize impacts to certain species, unless the 
Responsible Official or Forest Service biologist determines surveys to be unnecessary. If project construction 
activities occur prior to August 15, surveys could be conducted for American peregrine falcon and northern 
goshawk. 
Surveys for active raptor nests could be conducted by qualified biologists prior to the construction season. To allow 
for successful nesting and young rearing, construction timing limitations and/or distance buffers may be applied, 
depending on site-specific conditions. If active raptor nests are located within the project area, the project proponent 
will work with the Forest Service biologist to develop appropriate mitigation measures. 
To reduce the risk for human/wildlife conflicts in areas where food or trash could be present, all trash containers 
should be bear proof and any locations that have food products stored outside of a building should be stored in a 
bear-resistant manner. 

All construction activities should be confined to daylight hours, excluding emergencies. 

Construction workers should not be allowed to bring dogs on site during construction. 

Purgatory is encouraged to inform the public on how to avoid and minimize negative human/wildlife conflicts and 
conflicts between recreational user groups, including hunters. 

Soils 

During construction, maintenance and operations, stockpile top soil to maintain organic matter and re-spread over 
dozed areas where feasible and warranted. 

Excavation equipment shall be track vehicles unless project site allows for rubber tired equipment. 

Vehicle access to routine projects is restricted to existing roads, old roads (if not obliterated or otherwise 
revegetated), new roads approved along with the Proposed Action and trails unless other options will produce less 
long-term sediment. Reconstruct for long-term soil and drainage stability. Motorized vehicles should not travel 
cross-country. Cross-country travel needs approval prior to activity. 
An Access Plan will be made a part of the summer construction plan, and may be included within other plans such 
as Timber Removal Plan. Operate heavy equipment for treatments only when soil moisture is below the plastic limit, 
or protected by at least 1 foot of packed snow or 4 inches of frozen soil. Summer access to tundra environments at 
or above timberline will be limited to foot and helicopter travel only. Any other necessary access will be considered 
on a case by case basis. 
Avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to soil, water quality and riparian resources by controlling soil erosion, 
erosion of trail surface materials, and water quality problems originating from construction, maintenance, and use of 
nonmotorized trails. 
Avoid sensitive areas, such as riparian areas, wetlands, stream crossings, and unstable areas to the extent 
practicable. 
Design, construct, and maintain trail width, grades, curves and switchbacks suitable to the terrain and designated 
use. 
Install and maintain suitable drainage measures to collect and disperse runoff and avoid or minimize erosion of trail 
surface and adjacent areas. 



Chapter 2. Description of Alternatives 

 
Gelandé Chairlift, Terrain Project, and Boundary Adjustment | Environmental Assessment 

13 

Table 1. Design Criteria and Best Management Practices 
Prior to construction, a detailed site erosion control plan will be prepared and agreed upon by Forest Service and 
Purgatory staff. This plan shall include the following components: 
Silt fences, straw bales, straw wattles, and other standard erosion control BMPs shall be employed to contain 
sediment onsite. 
Jute-netting or appropriate erosion-control matting on steep fill slopes (i.e., land with a slope angle of 35% or 
greater) will be utilized to protect soils and enhance conditions for vegetation re-establishment. Biodegradable 
netting (erosion control blankets and matting) should be used; netting should be free of persistent 
plastic/polypropylene materials. 
Promptly revegetate disturbed areas. Seed mixtures and mulches will be free of noxious weeds. To prevent soil 
erosion, non-persistent, non-native perennials or sterile perennials may be used while native perennials become 
established. The Forest Service must approve the seed mixtures prior to implementation, unless previously 
approved seed mixes are employed. 
Ensure proper drainage, rip compacted areas, and apply a Forest Service-approved seed mix and organic soil 
amendments if necessary to facilitate revegetation. 
Vegetative buffers will be maintained adjacent to intermittent or perennial drainages and wetlands, to the extent 
possible. Where avoidance of the vegetative buffer is not possible, disturbance will be minimized. 
Return slash and native organic litter to site, apply imported soil organic matter, and use soil fertility to restore site 
organic matter and nutrients. 
Areas determined to have been compacted by construction activities may require mechanical subsoiling or 
scarification to the compacted depth to reduce bulk density and restore porosity. 
Prior to approved construction activities on NFS lands, Purgatory would prepare the following plans for Forest 
Service approval: 

• Grading 
• Erosion control 
• Pre-construction erosion control/drainage management plans 
• Post-construction revegetation and rehabilitation plans 

Do not encroach fills or introduce soil into streams, swales, lakes, or wetlands. Install sediment waddles, sediment 
fencing, retention basins, or other applications before ground-disturbing activities begin. Favor applications that 
maintain functionality without maintenance, such as sediment retaining wattles. Service sediment retention 
applications before leaving the site and remove non-natural and non-biodegradable materials. Favor applications 
that use natural or biodegradable materials that can be left on-site. Maintain a 100-foot buffer from all fens and 
wetlands and 50 feet from perennial and ephemeral streams. 

Watershed 

In the event of a spill, the Contractor must abide by all applicable rules and regulations with respect to reporting 
requirements and cleaning up the spill. The Contractor must also follow any additional procedures required by 
federal, state, or local agencies. All costs due to spills and spill clean-up must be assumed by the Contractor. All 
clean-up and other spill related activities must be completed by the Contractor. 
For grading projects greater than 1 acre, ensure that grading and erosion control plans meet the basic requirements 
for stormwater permitting through the State of Colorado Stormwater Management Program. Portray nearby 
wetlands and streams on grading plans. Also, show any BMPs or erosion control measures that would be used to 
protect streams and wetlands. 
For projects that involve grading, define grading limits on the ground before construction by placing wattles, 
sediment fence, construction fence, or other physical barrier along the perimeter of the area to be graded. Ensure 
that all grading is confined within the specified grading limits. 
For ground-disturbing activities near perennial and intermittent streams, and ephemeral draws, minimize Connected 
Disturbed Area by ensuring that graded areas, roads, road ditches, and other disturbed areas drain to undisturbed 
soils rather than directly to streams and ephemeral draws. Manipulate drainage from disturbed areas as necessary 
using natural topography, rolling dips, water bars, ditch-relief culverts, etc., to disconnect disturbed areas from 
streams. (Maintain a buffer of 50 feet from live water). 
For logging operations, retain live and dead trees within 100 feet of perennial and intermittent streams, except within 
designated stream crossings. Locate all landings and skid trails at least 100 feet away from perennial and 
intermittent streams. Do not skid logs on sustained slopes steeper than 40%. Obliterate skid trails after operations 
are complete by pulling slash on skid trails; building water bars where needed; placing barriers within skid trails to 
prohibit mechanized and motorized use; and seeding skid trails with approved seed mix, where necessary, to 
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Table 1. Design Criteria and Best Management Practices 
establish vegetation. A detailed plan for logging practices and methods (including disposal methods, any temporary 
roads, log decking locations, etc.) will be established prior to implementation in the summer construction plan. 
Clearly mark all wetlands within the vicinity of any ground disturbing activities or tree felling and ensure that all 
equipment operators are aware of their presence. Operate heavy equipment for land treatments only when soil 
moisture is below the plastic limit, or protected by at least 1 foot of packed snow or 4 inches of frozen soil. 

Outslope low standard roads to shed water rather than concentrating water on the road surface or in ditches. 

Do not install culverts or conduct ground-disturbing activities near streams during spring runoff, or during periods of 
heavy precipitation. 
Do not locate roads, trails, or other disturbed areas on slopes that show signs of instability, such as slope failure, 
mass movement, or slumps. 
For projects that would increase road traffic, or require road use by heavy construction equipment, apply road 
surfacing near stream crossings as needed to harden the road surface and minimize sediment delivery to streams. 
Do not encroach fills or introduce soil into streams, swales, lakes, or wetlands. Install sediment wattles, sediment 
fencing, retention basins, or other applications before ground-disturbing activities begin. Favor applications that 
maintain functionality without maintenance, such as sediment retaining wattles. Service sediment retention 
applications before leaving the site and remove non-natural and non-biodegradable materials. Favor applications 
that use natural or biodegradable materials that can be left on-site. 

Keep all debris generated by project activities out of ditches, swales, and drainage channels. 

Halt construction activities during periods of heavy precipitation or when soils are muddy and prone to rutting and 
compaction. 
Prior to implementation, submit grading plans for all new and improved road segments, and for construction of the 
trail, for review and authorization by the SJNF. At a minimum, these documents should meet the basic requirements 
for stormwater permitting through the State of Colorado Stormwater Management Program. 

Prior to construction, clearly flag tree clearing and/or grading limits. 

Avoid soil disturbing activities during periods of heavy rain or excessively wet soils. 

Make cuts, fills, and road surfaces resistant to erosion (MM-9 Design Criteria). 

For projects involving excavation and/or grading, stockpile topsoil so that it may be used for revegetation projects. 

Construction practices and operations should not introduce soils, debris, or other pollutants into streams, channels, 
swales, or wetlands. BMPs adequate for erosion and sediment control should be installed before ground-disturbing 
activities begin. If natural or biodegradable materials are not used and left on site, all non-natural and non-
biodegradable materials should be removed at the end of construction. 

Properly compact fills (MM-11 Design Criteria). 

Where appropriate, revegetate disturbed terrain (including staging areas) immediately after completion of grading 
using Forest Service-approved, native seeds. Install temporary BMPs for sediment and erosion control until planted 
vegetation provides erosion control (MM-11 Design Criteria). 

Where possible, utilize existing roads and trails to access construction sites. 

To the extent possible, avoid operating heavy equipment on slopes steeper than 30%. 

Inspect and maintain BMPs a mimimum of twice annually: (1) in the spring, as soon as conditions allow; and (2) in 
the fall season, before snow covers the ground. 
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Chapter 3. Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences 

CEQ regulations direct agencies to succinctly describe the environment that may be affected by the 
alternatives under consideration (40 CFR § 1502.15). As such, this chapter describes the existing 
environment for resources across the human and biological environments that have the potential to be 
affected by implementing either of the alternatives. Each Affected Environment description is followed 
by an Environmental Consequences discussion that provides an analysis of the potential effects of 
implementing the alternatives. 

Organization of Chapter 3 
Chapter 3 is organized by resource area in the following order: 

Scope of Analysis 
The Scope of Analysis briefly describes the geographic and/or regulatory as well as temporal bounds of 
analysis for each resource. The Scope of Analysis varies according to resource area and may be different 
for direct, indirect and cumulative effects. 

Affected Environment 
The Affected Environment section provides a description of the existing condition of the environment 
potentially affected. 

Direct and Indirect Environmental Consequences 
This section provides an analysis of direct and indirect environmental effects of implementing the 
Proposed Action, according to the issues and indicators identified in Chapter 1. 

• Direct effects are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place. 

• Indirect effects are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but 
are still reasonably foreseeable (i.e., likely to occur within the duration of the project). 

Cumulative Effects 
Cumulative effects are the result of the incremental direct and indirect effects of any action when added to 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, and can result from individually minor but 
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time. 

Description of Analysis 
This chapter provides detail on both the biological and human environment as based on the issues 
identified in Chapter 1. Based on an understanding of the proposal, familiarity of the project area and 
analysis of the issues raised during scoping, the line officer approved the following issues to be 
considered in detail in this analysis: recreation and guest services, scenery, wildlife, geology and soils, 
and watershed resources. 

The ID Team considered the potential impacts on vegetation, waters of the U.S., including wetlands, 
cultural resources, air quality, traffic, parking, and ski area access, and socioeconomics; however, it was 
determined that there would be no measurable effects to these resources from construction and operation 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CFR-2012-title40-vol34/pdf/CFR-2012-title40-vol34-sec1502-15.pdf
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of any of the alternatives or measurable difference between the alternatives. Therefore, these resources 
were eliminated from further analysis in this EA. Rationale for eliminating these resources is outlined in 
the following paragraphs. The project area does not contain any Wild and Scenic rivers, Wilderness 
Areas, Colorado Roadless Areas, prime and unique farmlands, parklands, or other specially designated 
areas; therefore, there would be no impacts to these resources and they will not be discussed further. 

Vegetation 
This resource has been dismissed from detailed analysis in this EA because sensitive botanical resources 
are not present within the project area. Botanical field surveys were completed in September 2017 within 
the project area. No Forest Service sensitive species were observed in the survey area and the survey area 
does not have potential habitat for threatened or endangered plant species. 

Waters of the U.S., Including Wetlands 
This resource has been dismissed from detailed analysis in this EA because waters of the U.S., including 
wetlands are not present within the project area. Waters of the U.S., including wetlands surveys were 
complete in September 2017 within the Gelandé project area. The surveys did not identify any aquatic 
resources e.g., standing or flowing water, wetlands, dry water channels with defined beds and banks. 

Cultural Resources 
The Purgatory SUP area is considered of low potential for cultural resources (historic and prehistoric) due 
to steep terrain, north aspects and dense vegetation. However, both historic and prehistoric resources are 
known within the general area. As such, 100 percent of the Area of Potential Effect (APE), defined as the 
total extent of proposed activities including all ground disturbance, and access routes, was surveyed for 
cultural resources in a Class III cultural investigation. The intent of the survey was to identify and 
evaluate cultural resources for the National Register of Historic Places. No cultural resources were 
discovered within the APE. A Limited Results Report is available in the project file, and the Forest 
Service has recommended a “no historic properties affected” determination to the State Historic 
Preservation Officer. The proposed activities will have no effect on cultural resources, eligible or 
potentially eligible to the National Register of Historic places. If cultural remains are inadvertently 
discovered during implementation, all work must stop within 100 feet, and an archeologist must be 
notified. 

Air Quality 
Air quality and vehicular emissions were analyzed in the 2008 FEIS and no significant impacts or 
conflicts with relevant regulations were identified. Changes between the previously approved Gelandé 
project and the currently proposed Gelandé are anticipated to not result in measurable differences in 
impacts to air quality. Therefore, this resource has been dismissed from detailed analysis. 

Traffic, Parking, and Ski Area Access 
Traffic, parking and ski area access was analyzed in the 2008 FEIS and no significant impacts or conflicts 
with relevant regulations were identified. Changes between the previously approved Gelandé project and 
the currently proposed Gelandé are not anticipated to result in measurable differences in impacts to 
traffic, parking, and ski area access. Therefore, this resource has been dismissed from detailed analysis. 



Chapter 3. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

 
Gelandé Chairlift, Terrain Project, and Boundary Adjustment | Environmental Assessment 

17 

Socioeconomics 
Socioeconomics were analyzed in the 2008 FEIS and no significant impacts or conflicts with relevant 
regulations were identified. Changes between the previously approved Gelandé project and the currently 
proposed Gelandé are anticipated to not result in measurable differences in impacts to socioeconomics. 
Therefore, this resource has been dismissed from detailed analysis. 

3.1 Recreation 

3.1.1 Scope of Analysis 

The scope of this analysis extends to winter recreational opportunities at Purgatory on NFS lands within 
the ski area’s 2,300-acre SUP boundary, and on adjacent private lands. The majority of Purgatory’s on-
mountain operations are conducted on public lands administered by the SJNF. The existing recreational 
opportunities within the Purgatory SUP area are defined, and an analysis of potential changes in the 
recreational dynamic anticipated with proposed projects is provided. 

3.1.2 Affected Environment 

Winter operations commenced at Purgatory in December 1965, with skiing restricted to the northeast 
facing slopes above Highway 550. In concert with market demand and growing expectations of the 
public, the ski area has been continuously upgraded since, adding chairlifts, new terrain, snowmaking and 
various skier-service facilities. These improvements enable Purgatory to provide its guests with a wide 
variety of ski terrain spread across its approximately 2,300-acre SUP boundary; this terrain takes the form 
of developed ski trails, as well has undeveloped tree skiing. 

The following is an inventory of existing conditions specific to the lifts and areas of the resort analyzed as 
part of the Proposed Action. 

Lift Network 

The front-side of the ski area is serviced by a high-speed six-passenger chairlift (Purgatory Village 
Express), two double chairlifts (Engineer and Twilight), three triple chairlifts (Needles, Graduate, and 
Columbine) and one surface lift (Magic Carpet). One surface lift (Carpet 15) and two triple chairlifts 
(Lift 16, Gelandé chairlift in different alignment) were approved in the 2008 FEIS but have not yet been 
implemented. Although Purgatory Village Express and Needles chairlifts serve intermediate to expert 
level ski trails on the front-side of the mountain, the parallel configuration is redundant and represents an 
inefficient use of uphill capacity. 

Terrain Network 

The front side of the ski area consists primarily of intermediate, beginner, and some expert terrain. 
Existing trail development at Purgatory utilizes the natural topography, retaining natural contours and 
fall-lines. The trails and slopes have been cleared to widths which conform to acceptable modern trail 
standards and allow a relatively free flow of skier traffic, except perhaps during peak periods when it is 
difficult to control overuse of some of the skier traverses. Those trails terminating in the vicinity of the 
Purgatory base area are particularly congested under such circumstances, such as the Demon trail. 



Chapter 3. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

 
Gelandé Chairlift, Terrain Project, and Boundary Adjustment | Environmental Assessment 

18 

Novice skiers typically progress from Purgatory’s learning area (Columbine Beginner Area, located 
entirely on private land removed from the remainder of the ski area), to the upper slopes of the adjacent 
Twilight chairlift pod from the mid-load terminal (novice and low-intermediate terrain), to the low-
intermediate and intermediate level terrain served by Engineer and Hermosa Park Express chairlifts. As 
skiers move westward across the mountain and/or to the trails served by Purgatory Village Express and 
Needles chairlifts, the skiing becomes more challenging. 

Intermediate level terrain is spread throughout the SUP boundary on Purgatory’s front and backside with 
the majority serviced by the Engineer, Hermosa Park Express and Grizzly chairlifts. Advanced terrain is 
largely concentrated on Purgatory’s west (back) side serviced by the Legends chairlift. The majority of 
slope gradients in this area fall within 26 to 45 percent. Purgatory’s front side is comparatively deficient 
in developed advanced terrain. 

Terrain in the project area is primarily accessed from the top terminals of the Needles or Purgatory 
Village Express chairlifts, which precludes the upper portions of the project area from being easily skied. 
Some skiers deviate westwards from the Styx trail and continue beyond the existing SUP boundary into 
sidecountry terrain; however, this is accomplished with some difficulty. Skier visits to the project area 
have not been quantified but are estimated to be low because of the difficulties posed by access and 
egress. 

3.1.3 Direct and Indirect Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action 

All changes to the quality of winter recreational opportunities within the SUP area would be performed 
with the goal of enhancing the recreation experience for Purgatory and National Forest visitors. Projects 
included in the Proposed Action would add variety to the terrain network available to expert skiers, at a 
location on the mountain which is deficient in expert terrain. In addition to proposed ski trails, 
sidecountry extreme terrain would be accessible via the Gelandé chairlift, a lift-accessible recreational 
experience not currently available at Purgatory. The Gelandé chairlift could also be utilized as an out-of-
base transfer lift for those parking in the Gelandé parking lots, serving a broad spectrum of visitors to 
interact with NFS lands while addressing congestion issues near the main base area. 

Lift Network 

The proposed chairlift would have an uphill capacity of 1,800 people per hour (pph); a fixed-grip triple. 
The proposed chairlift could be utilized as a portal to the mountain from parking lots on private land. This 
would redistribute a fraction of skiers away from the Needles and Purgatory Village Express chairlifts, 
and other base area infrastructure. Particularly in the early hours of ski area operations, this could have 
the effect of reducing lift wait times, and generally alleviating crowding of the base area. It could also 
reduce skier congestion on the termini of beginner trails near the main base area. 

Terrain Network 

Approximately 11 acres of primarily expert ability level terrain is proposed in the form of trails served by 
the proposed Gelandé chairlift. Because of topographical constraints, these trails could not realistically be 
skied from the top terminals of existing chairlifts. The primary proposed trail would provide direct top to 
bottom access from the Gelandé chairlift. A second trail would deviate from the Styx trail and traverse to 
the Gelandé bottom terminal. Small, strategically-placed traverses would provide access and egress, 
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connecting the Gelandé chairlift and associated terrain to adjacent skiing opportunities on Purgatory’s 
front side (refer to Figure 1). Because the proposed trails would be skiable via the Gelandé chairlift, they 
would serve to separate expert skiers from extremely congested beginner and intermediate trails 
terminating at the Purgatory base area. 

It is anticipated that the proposed trails would retain high quality snow due to their aspect and shading and 
could remain ungroomed on NFS lands. This additional expert terrain would serve the same need 
identified in the 2008 FEIS for additional expert terrain at the resort. The proposed trails would not 
substantially affect skier distribution by ability level at Purgatory because of the relatively small 
additional acreage compared to the Purgatory trail network as a whole; rather, they would offer a new 
recreational experience not currently available on the front side of the mountain. 

The secluded nature of expert terrain at Purgatory is a desirable characteristic in the eyes of many in the 
public. In contrast to previously approved Styx trail widening, the proposed trails would not affect 
existing expert terrain, being constructed in new areas of the SUP. Furthermore, the proposed chairlift 
would not pass over any existing or proposed ski trails. The previously approved Gelandé chairlift would 
share the cleared corridor with the upper third of the Styx trail. 

The chairlift would also provide access to off-piste terrain within and beyond the ski area boundary. 
“Piste” is a term borrowed from French vernacular meaning skiing terrain that provides a traditional, 
groomed, prepared sliding surface. “Off-piste,” therefore, refers to skiing terrain that is left in a natural 
alpine snow condition, receives very infrequent grooming (if any), and presents natural, variable surface 
conditions and textures. Approximately 27 acres of sidecountry terrain identified based on topography 
could reasonably be skied from the Gelandé chairlift top terminal with the intention of returning to the 
Gelandé skier parking lots. These areas include the Columbine Gulley and Monkey Gulley, steep features 
currently skied rarely by expert-level skiers. Boundary management for the proposed Gelandé area would 
be consistent with the standard measures included in the Winter Operating Plan. The southern ski area 
boundary would follow the proposed SUP boundary near the top of the proposed chairlift to a point above 
the cliffs and would then follow the northern edge of Columbine Gully down to the private land 
boundary. Access points would be located on the southern boundary and would be determined through the 
Winter Operating Plan with a goal of providing signed, informative access to terrain beyond the 
boundary. Avalanche control could occur within the operational boundary and at the upper portions of 
Columbine and Monkey Gullies. If avalanche control measures are approved they will be defined and 
approved in the Winter Operating Plan, which is evaluated annually by the Forest Service. 

3.1.4 Cumulative Effects 

The effects analyzed in this section apply to all alternatives, including the No Action Alternative. The 
following projects are expected to cumulatively have short- and long-term effects on winter and multi-
season recreational opportunities in the Purgatory SUP area and on adjacent NFS and private lands, as 
well as throughout La Plata County, Colorado. 

The temporal bounds for this cumulative effects analysis for recreational extend from Purgatory’s 
inception as a resort in 1965, through the foreseeable future in which Purgatory can be expected to 
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operate. The spatial bounds for this cumulative effects analysis of recreation are limited to public and 
private lands in the vicinity of the Purgatory SUP area. 

Past ski area and County development projects have been incorporated and analyzed in this document as 
part of the Affected Environment. The following projects could have cumulative impacts on recreation 
resources: 

• 2008 FEIS and 2008 ROD 

• 2017 Hermosa Creek Watershed Management Plan and Travel Management Project EA and DN 

• Purgatory Mountain Bike Trails 

• Base Area Development 

• Regional Ski Area/Recreational Amenities 

Recreation Within the Purgatory SUP Area 

Recreation at Purgatory has been prevalent since its inception as a ski resort. Past projects, as listed 
above, have affected recreational opportunities at Purgatory, primarily bolstering the winter recreation 
opportunities available within the SUP area. The 2008 FEIS and 2008 ROD include numerous projects 
that are not included in the Proposed Action. As these unimplemented projects were analyzed but not 
approved under environmental review, or approved but not yet implemented, they are considered here as 
reasonably foreseeable future projects. These projects include various lift upgrades, lift replacements, new 
lift construction, trail improvements, and additions to the developed terrain network, as well as updates to 
guest services and associated facilities (USDA Forest Service 2008a; 2008b). These projects, if approved 
and/or implemented, have the potential to further impact recreation within the Purgatory SUP area. 

In combination with previously accepted and approved projects that are reasonably foreseeable, and past 
projects that have been implemented at Purgatory, the proposed projects would supplement existing 
winter recreation opportunities by providing additional ski terrain and infrastructure that would address 
existing terrain deficits for expert ability levels. It is anticipated that when combined with the recreation 
opportunities provided by past projects, the Proposed Action would have a combined beneficial impact on 
the recreation resource. 

Recreation Opportunities Beyond the Purgatory SUP Area 

Beyond Purgatory and in the broader context of the area surrounding Durango, CO, opportunities for 
recreational activities are abundant on both private and public lands, including NFS, La Plata County, and 
other municipal lands. Visitors of NFS lands outside of the Purgatory SUP area are also increasing due to 
population growth, the natural resources present, and array of dispersed activities that exist in the area. 
Ongoing projects and visitor management show that this trend is occurring independent of additional 
recreation being provided at Purgatory. While ongoing projects and visitor management work to mitigate 
the impacts that fall disproportionately on high use destinations and balance resource impacts with 
recreational opportunities, such as those addressed in the Hermosa Creek Watershed Management Plan 
and Travel Management Project, it is anticipated that additional visitors to the area could create future 
challenges for management and mitigation of impacts to high use destinations. In some cases, the 
additional recreation opportunities within the Purgatory SUP area may alleviate pressure on high use 

https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/97270_FSPLT3_4102391.pdf
https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/97270_FSPLT3_4119776.pdf
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destinations by providing alternative opportunities for recreation in a location that is easier to manage due 
to its developed nature and existing infrastructure. However, when considered cumulatively with the 
growing visitation to the greater Purgatory area, it is anticipated that pressure on high use destinations 
would increase. 

Cumulatively, the proposed projects at Purgatory could lead to an increase in use of recreation 
opportunities on NFS lands and municipally owned lands within La Plata County. Given the scale of the 
proposed projects, this increase is expected to be negligible; however, it is likely that the Forest Service 
and local governments and organizations would continue to allocate resources to expand recreational 
offerings and address the management of exiting recreation opportunities in the foreseeable future. 

3.2 Scenery 

3.2.1 Scope of Analysis 

Analysis of the aesthetic environment requires an evaluation of the project area and its ability to absorb 
the effects of both historic and ongoing human-induced and natural changes. Slope, natural vegetation 
types and patterns, topography, and viewing distance are important factors in this analysis. Development 
of the lift and trail network, guest service facilities, infrastructure, and multi-season activities on NFS and 
adjacent private lands at Purgatory has occurred over the past several decades, over which time the area 
has been managed as a developed recreation site. 

Purgatory’s SUP area consists of approximately 2,300 acres of NFS lands that are allocated in the Forest 
Plan as Management Area 8 – Highly Developed Areas. This analysis discusses the SUP area in its 
entirety but focuses on portions where new projects/activities are proposed, specifically the front (east) 
side of Purgatory. The analysis also considered the SUP boundary adjustment area, adjacent to the 
existing SUP boundary. 

3.2.2 Affected Environment 

Scenery Management System 

National Forests, including the SJNF, follow the Scenery Management System (SMS) for the assessment 
and analysis of scenery resources. The SMS is outlined in the manual “Landscape Aesthetics: A 
Handbook for Scenery Management.” 

Additional information regarding the Scenery Management System (SMS), including distance zones, are 
detailed in the Landscape Aesthetic Handbook. 

The Scenic Integrity Objective (SIO) map that accompanies the Forest Plan identifies the Purgatory SUP 
area with an SIO of Low, where the valued landscape character “appears moderately altered.” Deviations 
from a natural view scape may strongly dominate the landscape character, and might not mimic valued 
natural attributes like size, shape, edge effect and pattern of natural openings, vegetative type changes or 
architectural styles within or outside the landscape being viewed. However, deviations must be shaped 
and blended with the natural terrain (landforms) so that elements such as unnatural edges, roads, landings, 
and structures do not dominate the composition. The Purgatory SUP area is currently consistent with this 
direction. The uniform width of many of the ski trails, coupled with the strong color contrast of forested 

https://www.fs.fed.us/cdt/carrying_capacity/landscape_aesthetics_handbook_701_no_append.pdf
https://www.fs.fed.us/cdt/carrying_capacity/landscape_aesthetics_handbook_701_no_append.pdf
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areas and snow during the winter, reinforces this deviation. During the summer, the contrast between 
grass and forest vegetation slightly dampens the deviation. 

Areas of Management Areas 4 and 5 potentially affected by the proposed SUP boundary adjustment 
contain SIO designations of Low and High. For areas assigned a High SIO, the valued landscape 
character “appears intact.” Deviations may be present but must repeat the form, line, color, texture, and 
pattern common to the landscape character so completely and at such scale that they are not evident. 

Built Environment Image Guide 

The Built Environment Image Guide (BEIG) provides a guide for construction of administrative and 
recreation buildings, landscape structures, site furnishings, structures on roads and trails, and signs 
installed or operated by the Forest Service, its cooperators, and permittees. Additional information can be 
found in the BEIG. 

As new infrastructure is developed at Purgatory, design elements are applied to achieve a consistent 
architectural theme on NFS lands. Existing facilities vary in compliance with Built Environment Image 
Guide guidelines; lack of a unifying architectural design theme is evident and in some cases materials, 
colors, and architectural styles are of a low aesthetic quality. 

San Juan Skyway Corridor Management Guidelines 

Highway 550 (San Juan Skyway) links the City of Durango with Purgatory and is located adjacent to the 
SUP area. In 1995, a Corridor Management Plan was completed for the 233-mile San Juan Skyway. In 
1996, this road was designated by the Federal Highway Administration as an All-American Road (Friends 
of the San Juan Skyway Association 1995). The corridor management plan is a required element of 
designated National Scenic Byways under the Federal Highways Scenic Byways Program (Federal 
Register 1995). 

Scenic Characteristics of the Purgatory SUP 

Dating back to 1965, the SUP area has been allocated to winter sports use and as such, Purgatory has 
evolved into a concentrated, developed, primarily winter recreational area. Purgatory offers skiable terrain 
below timberline, which has required clearing of densely forested areas. These developments have 
visually altered the natural patterns of the alpine forest character over time, when viewed from the 
middleground distance zone. The aesthetic impacts of the proposed changes within the project area were 
considered in relation to the overall existing development/recreational theme of the resort. The project 
area has the highest and most concentrated number of viewers of anywhere on SJNF. Constituents access 
scenery year-round and expect and value high quality scenery. 

Vegetation consists primarily of aspen and mixed conifer at lower east facing elevations and linear, 
willow dominated wetlands adjacent to Highway 550. Spruce fir dominates the higher elevations and 
northern slope aspects. Forest stand conditions are variable and have a history of logging and wildfire. 
The more easterly part of the SUP area was logged in the late 1940s and 1950s. Vegetation in this area is 
now composed of a relatively young stand of variable sizes, primarily spruce, but with fir and aspen 
mixed in. The western most areas of Purgatory experienced wildfire in the last century and have 
regenerated to a tight, dense predominantly fir overstory with almost no understory or species mix. 

https://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/beig/
https://www.codot.gov/travel/scenic-byways/southwest/san-juan-skyway/SanJuanSkywayCorridorManagmentPlan.pdf/view
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-1995-05-18/pdf/95-12211.pdf
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Overall, the northerly facing SUP area is a highly productive environment where regeneration occurs 
relatively quickly, given suitable site conditions. 

Purgatory’s architectural character is varied but has elements of rustic Rocky Mountain vernacular in 
structures that use wood siding, large timbers and stone. Facilities related to lift structures are generally of 
standard design and dark colors. Some existing hospitality, sanitation, maintenance, and safety facilities 
lack a consistent and unifying architectural character. This is typical of most ski areas in the region where 
architectural styles have changed throughout the years resulting in a lack of unity or consistent, 
recognizable image. 

Scenic Characteristics of the Project Area 

Though the project area is of high visibility due to numbers of viewers, most of the Purgatory SUP area is 
viewed obliquely (from on the mountain, at base facilities, and from the San Juan Skyway) because most 
of the skiable terrain is located within a side canyon, Hermosa Park, to the main Animas River drainage. 
As shown on Figure 1, the proposed projects are located on the front (east) side of Purgatory, adjacent to 
the developed base area. 

East and northeast facing, terraced slopes characterize the front-side of Purgatory. The terraced terrain, 
attributable to glacial activity, has many pitches where the sloped terrain is interspersed with more level 
terrain. The existing trail and lift network on Forest Service lands are clearly visible and dominate views 
from the San Juan Skyway for travelers heading south. The immediate foreground is dominated by views 
of ski lifts and associated structures, residential and commercial buildings and parking lots, roads, utilities 
and signs. Several chairlifts’ bottom terminals, including Twilight (Chair #4), Purgatory Village Express 
(Chair #1) and Needles (Chair #6) are located on private lands within the base area and visible from 
Highway 550. Furthermore, these private lands also accommodate the current beginner/teaching area as 
well as the Snow Coaster, Magic Carpet, Columbine (Chair #7) and Graduate lifts (Chair #9). 

3.2.3 Direct and Indirect Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action 

Scenic Characteristics of the Purgatory SUP Area 

The proposed projects would constitute a natural extension of the existing developed trail network, 
adjacent to existing ski area infrastructure, which would reduce the overall scenery impact in the context 
of the Purgatory SUP area. Though introducing scenic impacts in previously undisturbed areas, it is 
unlikely that any projects would alter the scenic characteristics of Purgatory’s SUP area as viewed from 
the middleground and background distance zones. However, recreationalists within Purgatory’s SUP area, 
particularly winter sports users, would experience new impacts in the foreground from the new chairlift 
and ski trails. 

Project Impacts 

The proposed Gelandé chairlift would be approximately 4,200 feet in length, with the bottom terminal 
located on private lands and the top terminal on NFS lands. Construction of the chairlift would require a 
corridor of variable width to be created through the forest canopy between Gelandé Drive and the 
proposed top terminal. Approximately 4.2 acres of overstory vegetation removal would be required to 
construct the Gelandé chairlift, approximately 1.8 acres of which would occur on private land on the 
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lower slopes of the mountain. Design Criteria for the chairlift line would minimize the negative visual 
effect of a straight corridor by creating larger openings in key locations, to better visually blend into the 
surrounding landscape as viewed in winter. 

Although the proposed ski runs represent new, unnatural breaks in vegetation, implementation of design 
criteria would minimize the sharp line contrasts between cut runs and adjacent forest, visually blending 
them into the landscape. The proposed ski trails would have curves, numerous interspersed tree islands, 
and feathered edges to reduce scenic impacts. Approximately 11.6 acres of overstory vegetation removal 
would be required to construct the proposed ski trails, approximately 4.2 acres of which would occur on 
private land. 

The bottom terminal of the Gelandé chairlift, which is located on private base area land, would be clearly 
visible from the San Juan Skyway and dominate the foreground view. The bottom terminal would be dark 
colored to blend with the summer view. Landscape screening, environmental design and site planning, 
and architectural standards required by La Plata County may result in facility locations and architecture 
that are compatible and complimentary to the environment. 

Compliance with Forest Plan Direction for Scenery Management 

The projects included in the Proposed Action would alter the appearance of the Purgatory SUP area and 
add incrementally to the developed character of the landscape. However, with the implementation of 
associated Design Criteria, Purgatory would continue to be consistent with the SIO of “Low.” In 
conjunction with the proposed Forest Plan Amendment Management Area change, the SIO designation 
would also be changed to a SIO designation of “Low.” The Management Area change for the SUP 
boundary adjustment would result in a change in SIO designation from “High” to “Low” in some area, 
while other areas would remain “Low.” The Forest Plan Amendment would allow for a greater level of 
scenery impact to occur compared to the existing condition, both due to the Proposed Action and to 
reasonably foreseeable future actions (refer to Cumulative Effects, below). 

Compliance with Built Environment Image Guide 

Proposed structures (terminals and other components) would be designed to blend with the environment 
and would meet the intent of the BEIG. Prior to construction, all proposed facilities, including chairlift 
infrastructure, would undergo Forest Service review to ensure compliance with the BEIG. This includes 
considering the landscape, cultural and ecological character, as well as the architectural guidelines which 
include descriptions of appropriate siting, massing, scale, structure, materials, color, and sustainability 
efforts. This review is part of the Forest Service Design Review Process for all new or remodeled 
structures built on the forest. 

Compliance with San Juan Skyway Corridor Management Guidelines 

The new chairlift and trails would comply with the goals and guidelines of the San Juan Skyway Corridor 
Management Plan. 

3.2.4 Cumulative Effects 

In combination with previously analyzed and approved and/or unimplemented projects that are reasonably 
foreseeable, and past projects that have been implemented at Purgatory, the proposed projects would 
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contribute incrementally to the modified nature of the area, and could further detract from the natural 
character of visual resources as viewed from the San Juan Skyway, the Purgatory SUP area, and 
surrounding NFS and private lands. These changes could take the form of additional built infrastructure, 
overstory vegetation clearing, and tree stand thinning. 

The temporal bounds for this cumulative effects analysis extend from Purgatory’s inception as a 
developed ski area in 1965 through the foreseeable future in which Purgatory can be expected to operate. 
The spatial scope for this cumulative effects analysis includes San Juan Skyway and public and private 
lands in the immediate vicinity of the Purgatory SUP area, including other visible lands within the 
viewshed. 

Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

Past ski area and county development projects have been incorporated and analyzed in this document as 
part of the Affected Environment. The following current and upcoming projects could have cumulative 
impacts on scenery resources: 

• 2008 FEIS and 2008 ROD 

• Forest Plan 

• 2017 Hermosa Creek Watershed Management Plan and Travel Management Project EA and DN 

• Purgatory Mountain Bike Trails 

• Base Area Development 

Winter operations commenced at Purgatory in December of 1965, with skiing restricted to the northeast 
facing slopes above the highway Purgatory has been upgraded and expanded over the past four decades, 
adding chairlifts, new and improved ski terrain, snowmaking, parking, and lodge facilities. When 
considered cumulatively with the projects analyzed in this EA, these previously-implemented projects 
have the potential to affect the scenic integrity of the Purgatory SUP area. Changes in vegetative pattern 
and the construction of developed facilities are visible from private and NFS lands within and 
surrounding the SUP area, including the San Juan Skyway. 

The 2008 FEIS and 2008 ROD include numerous projects that are not included in the Proposed Action. 
As these unimplemented projects were analyzed but not approved under environmental review, or 
approved but not yet implemented, they are considered here as reasonably foreseeable future projects. 
These projects include various lift upgrades, lift replacements, new lift construction, trail improvements, 
and additions to the developed terrain network, as well as updates to guest services and associated 
facilities. These projects, if approved and/or implemented, have the potential to further impact scenic 
character within the Purgatory SUP area. 

Ongoing projects show that changes to the visual attributes of the surrounding areas are occurring 
independently from additional project implemented at Purgatory. The Purgatory SUP is within 
Management Area 8, which directs intensive use for a variety of seasonal recreational demands. There has 
been development across the Forest within areas designated as Management Area 8. However, the 
proposed project and other cumulative actions are a relatively small portion of the SJNF, and other 

https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/97270_FSPLT3_4102391.pdf
https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/97270_FSPLT3_4119776.pdf
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portions of the Forest would continue to be managed to provide and protect other uses such as habitat, 
dispersed recreation, and forest goods. As discussed above, the Forest Plan includes mechanisms for the 
management of scenic resources Forest-wide. While the Forest Plan and Hermosa Creek Watershed 
Management Plan and Travel Management Project include numerous management prescriptions that 
could impact scenic resources across the Forest, the application of Forest Plan standards and guidelines 
will ensure that scenic quality is maintained or improved. 

3.3 Wildlife 

3.3.1 Scope of Analysis 

This analysis of wildlife resources is a summary of the 2018 Biological Assessment (BA) and 2018 
Biological Evaluation (BE) prepared for this EA and contained in the project file (Bowers, 2018a; 2018b). 
Analyses include evaluations of potential project effects on federally listed threatened, endangered, or 
proposed species, Forest Service Region 2 sensitive species, and Forest Service Management Indicator 
Species. The spatial scope of the wildlife analysis includes the Purgatory SUP area. 

3.3.2 Affected Environment 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Federally threatened endangered and proposed species with potential to occur on the SJNF include: 
Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis; Threatened), North American Wolverine (Gulo gulo luscus; Proposed), 
New Mexico Jumping Mouse (Zapus hudsonius luteus; Endangered), Mexican Spotted Owl (Strix 
occidentalis lucida; Threatened), Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax trailii extimus; 
Endangered), Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis; Threatened), Colorado 
pikeminnow (Ptychochelius lucius; Endangered), Greenback Cutthroat Trout (Oncorhynchus clarkii 
stomias, Threatened), Humpback Chub (Gila cypha; Endangered), Bonytail Chub (Gila elegans; 
Endangered), and Razorback Sucker (Xyrauchen texanus; Endangered). Some species were dropped from 
detailed analysis because their habitats do not occur on the Columbine Ranger District, they have no 
affinities to project area habitats, and/or the project area is outside of the species’ range. The landscape 
within and surrounding the project area was surveyed for the existence of habitat for federally listed fish 
and wildlife species during site visits conducted during the summer and fall of 2017. 

No further analysis is needed for species that are not known or suspected to occur in the project area, and 
for which no suitable habitat is present, or for which there are no potential effects to downstream habitats. 
All federally endangered, threatened, and proposed species except for Canada lynx were excluded from 
detailed analysis because critical habitat or general habitat required during their life history is not found 
within the project area, and because the project would not result in additional water depletions and thus 
would have no effect on downstream habitats. For these reasons, the determination for all federally listed 
and proposed species, except Canada lynx, is no effect. The effects of the proposed projects on Canada 
lynx will be analyzed in detail, and the determination for Canada lynx is “may affect, not likely to 
adversely affect”. Additional information for each species is included in the project file. 
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Region 2 Sensitive Wildlife Species 

There are 170 species on the Region 2 Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species List (USDA Forest Service 
2015), and 39 of those species have potential to occur on the SJNF. Those species with potential to occur 
in or near the project area are presented below. The Region 2 Species Conservation Program has 
produced species conservation assessment reports for the majority of the sensitive species included in 
Table 2. 

Table 2. Region 2 Sensitive Wildlife Species 
Species 

(Common Name,  
Scientific Name) 

Suitable Habitat 
within Area of 

Influence/Project Site 
Basic Habitat Description 

Further 
Analysis 

Required? 

Mammals 

Spotted bat 
(Euderma maculatum) Yes 

Montane forests, P-J open semidesert 
shrublands; rocky cliffs for roosts (Luce and 
Keinath 2007). 

Yes 

River otter 
(Lontra canadensis) No 

Riparian habitats that traverse a variety of 
other habitats. Mainly larger river systems 
(Boyle 2006). 

No 

American marten 
(Martes americana) Yes 

Mesic, dense coniferous forests with 
complex physical structure. During winter, 
prefer mature conifer. Stand structure may 
be more imp. than species composition 
(Buskirk and Ruggiero 1994). 

Yes 

Fringed myotis 
(Myotis thysanodes) Yes Low elevation conifer, oakbrush, shrublands; 

caves, mines, building roosts (Keinath 2004). Yes 

Gunnisons prairie dog (Cynomis 
gunnisoni) No Grasslands, montane shrublands  No 

Hoary Bat 
(Lasiurus cinereus) Yes 

Solitary tree roosting bat using mixed 
conifer, lodgepole pine, ponderosa pine, 
piñon-juniper, cottonwood, and willow 
(Snider 2011). 

Yes 

Kit fox 
(Vulpis macrotis) No Desert and semi-arid scrub, grasslands 

(Meaney et al. 2006) No 

Townsend’s Big-eared bat 
(Plecotus townsendii 
townsendii) 

Yes 
Semidesert shrublands, P-J, open montane 
forests; caves and abandoned mine roosts 
(Gruver and Keinath 2006). 

Yes 

Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep 
(Ovis canadensis canadensis) Yes 

Rocky, steep, or rugged terrain for escape 
cover with open grass-dominated habitats 
nearby for foraging. Summer range at high 
elevation and winter range in valley bottoms 
or where snow depth is minimal (Beecham et 
al. 2007) 

Yes 

Desert bighorn sheep 
(Ovis canadensis nelsoni) No Desert mountain landscapes characterized 

by rugged topography. No 

Birds 

American bittern 
(Botaurus lentiginosus) No 

Nest in or near freshwater wetlands with tall, 
emergent vegetation. Forage adjacent to 
nest sites (Wiggins 2006) 

No 

Northern goshawk 
(Accipiter gentilis) Yes 

Open forests, mainly mixed conifer and 
aspen, above 7,500’ elevation (Kennedy 
2003). 

Yes 
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Table 2. Region 2 Sensitive Wildlife Species 
Species 

(Common Name,  
Scientific Name) 

Suitable Habitat 
within Area of 

Influence/Project Site 
Basic Habitat Description 

Further 
Analysis 

Required? 
Boreal owl 
(Aegolius funereus) Yes Mature S-F or S-F/lodgepole pine 

interspersed with meadows (Hayward 1994). Yes 

Burrowing owl 
(Athene cunicularia) No 

Nest within existing mammalian burrows 
located in generally arid and sparsely 
vegetated areas (McDonald et al. 2004) 

No 

Ferruginous hawk 
(Buteo regalis) No Grasslands and semi-desert shrublands 

(Collins and Reynolds 2005) No 

Northern harrier 
(Circus cyaneus) No Marshes, wetlands, alpine tundra in fall migr, 

shrublands (Slater and Rock 2005). No 

Olive-sided flycatcher 
(Contopus borealis) Yes Breeds in mature spruce/fir and Douglas fir, 

esp. on steep slopes (Kotliar 2007). Yes 

Black swift 
(Cypseloides niger) No 

Nests behind waterfalls; forage at high 
elevations over montane and lowland 
habitats (Wiggins 2004a). 

No 

American peregrine falcon 
(Falco peregrinus anatum) Yes Nest on cliffs, forage over forests and 

shrublands (Andrews and Righter 1992). Yes 

Bald Eagle 
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) Yes 

In Central Colorado, primarily uses low 
elevation riparian habitat along the Colorado, 
Eagle, and White River drainages and their 
major tributaries. Roosts and nests in trees 
near open water (Andrews and Righter 
1992). 

Yes 

White-tailed ptarmigan 
(Lagopus leucurus) Yes 

Alpine tundra, high-elevation willow thickets, 
krummholz, spruce-fir (winter) (Hoffman 
2006). 

Yes 

Loggerhead shrike 
(Lanius ludovicianus) No 

Open riparian areas, grasslands & 
shrublands, esp. semidesert shrublands, and 
sometimes P-J. Below 9,000’ (Wiggins 
2005a). 

No 

Lewis’ woodpecker 
(Melanerpes lewis) No Lowland and foothill riparian forests, mature 

cottonwood groves (Abele et al. 2004). No 

Flammulated owl 
(Otus flammeolus) Yes 

Aspen-mixed conifer forests, P-J woodlands, 
ponderosa pine; to 10,000’ elevation 
(McCallum 1994). 

Yes 

Purple martin 
(Progne subis) No Breeds in mature aspen near water and 

parks (Wiggins 2005b). No 

Sagebrush sparrow 
(Artemisiospiza nevadensis) No Mountain shrub and sagebrush No 

Brewer’s sparrow 
(Spizella breweri) No 

Sagebrush shrublands, mountain parks; may 
be found in alpine willow stands. (Holmes 
and Johnson 2005b). 

No 

Grasshopper sparrow 
(ammodramus savannarum) No 

Large grassland patches of intermediate 
height, with clumped vegetation interspersed 
with patchy bare ground (Slater 2004) 

No 

Short-eared owl 
(Aseo flammeus) No Grasslands, sagebrush, marshes, and 

tundra (Wiggins 2004b). No 

Columbian sharp-tailed grouse 
(Tympanachus phasianellus 
columbianus) 

No 
Mid-elevation mountain sagebrush/ 
grassland habitat usually adjacent to 
forested areas (Hoffman and Thomas 2007). 

No 
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Table 2. Region 2 Sensitive Wildlife Species 
Species 

(Common Name,  
Scientific Name) 

Suitable Habitat 
within Area of 

Influence/Project Site 
Basic Habitat Description 

Further 
Analysis 

Required? 

Amphibians 

Boreal toad 
(Bufo boreas boreas) No 

Subalpine forest habitats with marshes, wet 
meadows, streams, beaver ponds, and lakes 
(Keinath and McGee 2005). 

No 

Northern leopard frog 
(Rana pipiens) No Wet meadows, marshes, ponds, beaver 

ponds, streams (Smith and Keinath 2007). No 

Fishes 

Bluehead sucker 
(Catostomus discobolus) No Larger rivers of western slope of Colorado 

(Ptacek et al. 2005).  No* 

Flannelmouth sucker 
(Catostomus latipinnis) No Larger rivers of western slope of Colorado 

(Rees et al. 2005a).  No* 

Roundtail chub 
(Gila robusta) No Larger rivers of Colorado River basin (Rees 

et al. 2005b). No* 

Colorado River cutthroat trout 
(Oncorhynchus clarki 
pleuriticus) 

No Headwater streams and lakes  
(Young 2008). No* 

Insects 

Great Basin silverspot – 
nokomis fritillary 
(Speyeria nokomis Nokomis) 

No Spring fed and sub-irrigated wetlands at low 
elevations (7,500 ft or less) No* 

Monarch butterfly 
(Danaus plexippus plexippus) Yes Grasslands, agricultural lands, rangelands, 

alpine meadows, riparian, and wetlands. Yes 

Western bumble bee 
(Bombus occidentalis) Yes Forest meadows, wetlands Yes 

*Impacts to aquatic environments (water quality and stream health related to aquatic species through potential increases in 
sedimentation) are not anticipated with implementation of the Proposed Action. No further analysis is required. For an analysis of 
potential impacts to watershed and aquatic resources (refer to Section 3.4). 

Management Indicator Species 

Management Indicator Species are defined as “Plant and animal species, communities, or special habitats 
selected for emphasis in planning, and which are monitored during forest plan implementation in order to 
assess the effects of management activities on their populations and the populations of other species with 
similar habitat needs which they may represent” (USDA Forest Service 1991). These species are used to 
assess the effects of management activities, related to specific management issues, on their populations 
and on the habitats with which they are associated. Monitored changes in Management Indicator Species 
populations could indicate that current management is adversely affecting the composition, structure, or 
function of associated habitats, affecting the management issue for which they were selected. Species 
were selected based on the species’ reaction to changes in habitat and the ability to monitor the changes in 
the species populations or habitat use. Eight fish and wildlife species are identified in the Forest Plan as 
Management Indicator Species for ecosystem conditions on the SJNF, presented in Table 3. 
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Table 3. Management Indicator Species 
Species 

(Common Name,  
Scientific Name) 

Key Habitat 
Component for 
Quality Habitat 

Habitat 
Present? Comments 

Rocky Mountain elk 
(Cervis elaphus canadensis) General Forest Yes 

Elk are considered habitat generalists and utilize a 
large array of habitats from pine forests to 
subalpine forests (Holland et al. 2005). Marginal 
habitat is present within all elements of the project 
area. However, due to the developed nature and 
high levels of human use of the project area, elk 
are likely infrequent, and may avoid all project 
element areas. Forest-wide, current habitat trends 
are slightly downward and predicted to continue in 
the future. Current population trends are stable, 
predicted stable to downward in the future. 

Abert’s Squirrel 
(Sciurus aberti) Ponderosa forest No Habitat not present. No further analysis required. 

American marten 
(Martes americana) 

Spruce-fir, 
lodgepole pine Yes 

Analyzed as Region 2 sensitive species (see 
Table 2 and Table 4). Forest-wide, current habitat 
trends are stable and predicted to remain stable in 
the future. Current population trends are 
downward, predicted downward in the future. 

Hairy Woodpecker 
(Picoides villosus) Snags Yes 

This species depends upon snags and large 
diameter dead and downed woody material for 
foraging (COPIF 2000). Suitable habitat exists 
within portions of the project area; specifically, 
within the mid-slope reaches of both the proposed 
chairlift and trail alignments. Some areas within the 
upper project area occur in meadow habitat; 
however, they are adjacent to forested areas with 
some downed woody material and snags. Forest-
wide, current habitat trends are slightly upward and 
predicted to continue in the future. Current 
population trends are stable, predicted stable to 
slightly downward in the future. 

Cutthroat trout 
(Oncorhynchus clarkii 
pleuriticus) 

Aquatic No Habitat not present. No further analysis required. 

Rainbow Trout 
(Oncorhynchus mykiss) Aquatic No Habitat not present. No further analysis required. 

Brook trout 
(Salvelinus fontinalis) Aquatic No Habitat not present. No further analysis required. 

Brown trout 
(Salmo trutta) Aquatic No Habitat not present. No further analysis required. 

3.3.3 Direct and Indirect Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Canada Lynx 

The Proposed Action may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect Canada lynx and lynx habitat in the 
project area. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service provided concurrence with this determination on 
February 3, 2018. The proposed projects would not be consistent with all applicable Southern Rockies 
Lynx Amendment (SRLA) management direction, which is designed to provide for the conservation of 
lynx habitat while also allowing appropriate levels of human uses to occur. For an analysis of SRLA 

https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/fseprd508060.pdf
https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/fseprd508060.pdf
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management direction consistency, refer to the BA contained in the project file. At the Lynx Analysis 
Unit (LAU) scale, implementation of the Proposed Action would convert less than 0.01 percent of lynx 
habitat to unsuitable habitat within both affected LAU’s: the Engineer LAU and the Missionary – Florida 
LAU. 

Vegetation removal associated with implementation of the Proposed Action would result in a habitat 
functionality change from Primary Suitable to Non-Habitat of up to 16 acres. Given continuous higher 
quality habitat in the immediate vicinity of the project area, the removal of trees within the project area is 
unlikely to affect lynx behavior, lynx habitat, or prey species (snowshoe hare and red squirrel) habitat 
within the greater vicinity and, therefore, direct loss of habitat would be insignificant and discountable. 

Though lynx have been documented within the Purgatory SUP, potential Canada lynx habitat that exists 
within the project area is already influenced by adjacent management activity at Purgatory, and existing 
skier use of the area as sidecountry terrain. Proximity to the heavily modified landscape coupled with 
consistently high levels of human presence make residency by Canada lynx within the Purgatory SUP 
unlikely. When Canada lynx are present within the vicinity, it is expected that they would preferentially 
utilize adjacent habitat of higher quality which is widely available in the greater vicinity. 

Region 2 Sensitive Species 

Table 4 summarizes the Region 2 sensitive wildlife species impact determinations. No long-term 
negative impacts are expected to occur to the species in Table 4. Any impacts incurred would be brief 
due to the relatively short duration of the construction activities. Further, with implementation of Design 
Criteria detailed in Table 1, impacts would be minimized. Overall, the Proposed Action would result in 
short-term displacement effects to those Region 2 sensitive species with habitat in the project area; 
however, impacts are expected to be minimal due to the relatively small footprint of the project, coupled 
with the existing high levels of development and human activity in the Purgatory SUP. The determination 
for the Proposed Action for those species with habitat in the project area is may adversely impact 
individuals but is not likely to result in a loss of viability in the planning area, nor cause a trend toward 
federal listing. The determination for all other sensitive species is no impact. 

Additional information is included in the BE in the project file. 
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Table 4. Region 2 Sensitive Species and Determination Summary 
Species 

(Common Name, Scientific Name) MAII* No Impact 

Mammals (10) 

Spotted bat (Euderma maculatum) X  

River otter (Lontra canadensis)  X 

American marten (Martes americana) X  

Fringed myotis (Myotis thysanodes) X  

Gunnisons prairie dog (Cynomis gunnisoni)  X 

Hoary Bat (Lasiurus cinereus) X  

Kit fox (Vulpis macrotis)  X 

Townsend’s Big-eared bat (Plecotus townsendii townsendii) X  

Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis canadensis) X  

Desert bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis nelsoni)  X 

Birds (20) 

American Bittern (Botaurus lentiginosus)  X 

Northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis) X  

Boreal owl (Aegolius funereus) X  

Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia)  X 

Ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis)  X 

Northern harrier (Circus cyaneus)  X 

Olive-sided flycatcher (Contopus borealis) X  

Black swift (Cypseloides niger)  X 

American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum) X  

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) X  

White-tailed ptarmigan (Lagopus leucurus) X  

Loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus)  X 

Lewis’ woodpecker (Melanerpes lewis)  X 

Flammulated owl (Otus flammeolus) X  

Purple martin (Progne subis)  X 

Sagebrush sparrow (Artemisiospiza nevadensis)  X 

Brewer’s sparrow (Spizella breweri)  X 

Grasshopper sparrow (ammodramus savannarum)  X 

Short-eared owl (Aseo flammeus)  X 

Columbian sharp-tailed grouse (Tympanachus phasianellus columbianus)  X 
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Table 4. Region 2 Sensitive Species and Determination Summary 
Species 

(Common Name, Scientific Name) MAII* No Impact 

Amphibians (2) 

Boreal toad (Bufo boreas boreas)  X 

Northern leopard frog (Rana pipiens)  X 

Fishes (5) 

Bluehead sucker (Catostomus discobolus)  X 

Flannelmouth sucker (Catostomus latipinnis)  X 

Roundtail chub (Gila robusta)   

Colorado River cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki pleuriticus)  X 

Insects (3) 

Great Basin silverspot – nokomis fritillary (Speyeria nokomis Nokomis)  X 

Monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus plexippus) X  

Western bumble bee (Bombus occidentalis) X  

*MAII = May adversely impact individuals, but not likely to result in a loss of viability in the planning area, nor cause a trend toward 
federal listing. 

Management Indicator Species 

Table 5 summarizes the likely effects of the Proposed Action on Management Indicator Species. 
Additional information is included in the BE in the project file. 

Table 5. Management Indicator Species and Determination Summary 
Species 

(Common Name, Scientific Name) Determination/Criteria 

Rocky Mountain elk 
(Cervis elaphus canadensis) 

The Proposed Action may affect individuals but is not likely to cause a 
change in population numbers or trends at the project or Forest-
wide scales for the following reasons: 1) impacts are minimal due to the 
size of the project relative to the abundance of suitable habitat within the 
greater vicinity, especially when considering the large home range of the 
species; and 2) much of the disturbance is temporary and localized, 
displaced individuals could relocate to adjacent, undisturbed habitat and 
return after implementation. 

Hairy Woodpecker 
(Picoides villosus) 

The Proposed Action may affect individuals but would not affect 
Forest-wide habitat or population trends for the following reasons: 1) 
impacts are minimal relative to the abundance of suitable habitat within 
the vicinity; and 2) a total of 16.1 acres would represent a loss of 0.014% 
of existing habitat, having no measurable impact on existing habitat trends 
and populations. 

American marten 
(Martes americana) 

The Proposed Action may affect individuals but would not affect 
Forest-wide habitat or population trends for the following reasons: 1) 
removal of up to 16.1 acres of suitable marten habitat, when compared to 
the 604,228 acres of available habitat on the SJNF, represents a 0.0027% 
loss of habitat, an immeasurable loss; and 2) much of the disturbance is 
temporary and localized, displaced individuals could relocate to highly 
suitable and undisturbed habitat adjacent to the ski area, and will likely 
return after implementation. 
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3.3.4 Cumulative Effects 

The temporal bounds of the cumulative effects analysis extend from the initial development of Purgatory 
as a winter recreational area through the foreseeable future during which recreation-related activities may 
affect species. The physical extent of this cumulative effects analysis differs by species but comprises the 
Purgatory SUP area and adjacent public and private land to the extent they would be potentially impacted. 

Past, Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

The Proposed Action would have minor cumulative impacts to wildlife and their habitat, given the 
relatively small disturbance area. The proposed projects would occur within and directly adjacent to the 
existing Purgatory SUP area, where habitat has been previously fragmented as a result of ski area 
development. Direct disturbance from construction activities would be temporary and would be due to the 
presence of personnel and equipment during project implementation. Indirect effects from vegetation 
treatments would alter habitat conditions. For some species, this could constitute a loss of available 
suitable habitat, while for others there may be no impact or even benefits (i.e., increase in edge habitat 
available for olive-sided flycatcher). In the long term, increased recreational human presence may 
decrease habitat quality in the project area for certain sensitive, MIS and migratory bird species. 

The 2008 FEIS and 2008 ROD include a variety of ski area development projects requiring potential 
habitat disturbance within the Purgatory SUP, which if implemented could constitute a cumulative effect 
to wildlife. Other reasonably foreseeable actions, including small-scale development projects (i.e., 
infrastructure maintenance and improvement), winter and summer resort development to meet 
recreational demand, and NFS road maintenance activities have the potential to impact threatened and 
endangered, Region 2 sensitive, and Management Indicator Species habitats, including the Engineer, 
Missionary – Florida, and Hermosa Lynx Analysis Units. These and other activities could constitute 
cumulative impacts to wildlife when combined with the proposed projects; however, these alterations 
would be minimal as many actions would likely occur within or immediately adjacent to previously 
disturbed and/or modified wildlife habitat. 

Beyond Purgatory, residential and commercial development has fragmented a naturally patchy 
distribution of general wildlife habitat in Colorado, including in La Plata County. Development of the 
Purgatory base area, as well as on-mountain operations, has been ongoing from the 20th century to 
present, and it is reasonable to believe that these trends will continue in the future. Valley floor 
development continually erodes the amount of non-forest habitats adjacent to Canada lynx forested 
habitat. The expansion of homes and some municipal facilities up mountain slopes, into forests of aspen 
and spruce-fir, adds to the fragmentation of a naturally fragmented landscape. The cumulative effect of 
private land development and expansion of recreational facilities (including trails) in and adjacent to 
wildlife habitat, and lynx habitat in particular, may reduce the ability of lynx and other wildlife to move 
throughout their home range, or interact with other individuals in the larger subpopulation. 

The projects would not add substantially to the cumulative effects of snowshoe hare winter habitat loss 
that has occurred throughout the Engineer and Missionary – Florida LAUs, adjacent LAUs, La Plata 
County, and the mountainous regions of Colorado. 
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3.4 Watershed Resources 

3.4.1 Scope of Analysis 

The scope of the analysis for watershed resources focuses on the water and riparian resources within 
drainage areas potentially affected by the proposed project: the study watersheds. These are included in 
the Outlet Cascade Creek hydrologic unit (HUC 12 Code: 140801040203), and in the Canyon Creek-
Animas River hydrologic unit (HUC 12 Code: 140801040501). The surface area comprised by the study 
watersheds totals approximately 476 acres and includes private and NFS lands. The study watersheds are 
described in more detail in Section 3.4.3. 

3.4.2 Forest Plan Direction 

All projects and activities authorized by the Forest Service must be consistent with the Forest Plan. More 
specifically, the Forest Plan states that “project or activity will be considered consistent with the Forest 
Plan if it is consistent with the desired conditions, objectives, standards, guidelines, suitability 
determinations, allowable uses, and other management actions and decisions approved in the Forest 
Plan.” 

3.4.3 Affected Environment 

Project Area Description 

For purposes of this analysis, two study watersheds were delineated at a local scale (1:12,000): the 
Purgatory south hillslope (Purgatory South watershed; 271 acres); and the Gelandé face (Gelandé 
watershed; 207 acres)(refer to Figure 2). The slopes of the study watersheds generally face east and 
north-east. The Gelandé watershed is characterized by very steep gradients and includes the northern 
portion of the Hermosa Cliffs. The Purgatory South watershed contains mostly gentle slopes of 15 to 
30 percent. Vegetation in the study watersheds includes Douglas Fir and aspen, the latter located mostly 
at lower elevations in the Gelandé watershed. 

The study watersheds do not contain perennial or intermittent stream channels; instead, rainfall and 
snowmelt quickly infiltrate into the ground. When the upper layers of the soil are saturated, surface runoff 
may take place as sheet-flow or along a few, very steep ephemeral drainages that exist in the study 
watersheds. However, field observations and analysis of soils data indicate that conditions conducive to 
surface runoff in the study watersheds only occur at the height of the snowmelt season, or immediately 
following intense rainfall, and typically last for brief periods of time (ranging from days to a few weeks). 
Soils data available through the National Resource Conservations Service’s (NRCS) Web Soil Survey 
indicates that 83 percent of the soils in the study watersheds are “well drained” with a deep water table 
(deeper than 2 meters, or 6.5 feet) (NRCS 2017). 

The SJNF has completed an assessment of its watersheds by hydrologic unit per the Forest Service 
Watershed Condition Classification Technical Guide (WCC Guide; USDA Forest Service 2011). 
According to the WCC Guide, the condition of a watershed reflects “… a range of variability from natural 
pristine (functioning properly) to degraded (severely altered state or impaired).” The three watershed 
condition classes described in the WCC Guide are: [1] Functioning Properly (Good); [2] Functioning at 

https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm
https://www.fs.fed.us/biology/resources/pubs/watershed/maps/watershed_classification_guide2011FS978.pdf
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Risk (Fair); and [3] Impaired Function (Poor). The assessment was completed at the sixth-level (or 12-
digit HUC) watershed. 

Twelve indicators of watershed condition were rated with watershed condition classes. For the Canyon 
Creek-Animas River watershed, seven of the indicators were rated “Good”; three were rated “Fair”; and 
two were rated “Poor” (Water Quality and Aquatic Biota). For the Outlet Cascade Creek watershed, six 
indicators were rated “Good”; three were classified as “Fair”; and three were determined to be in “Poor” 
condition (Aquatic Biota, Water Quantity, and Soils). Table 6 displays the ratings given to the twelve 
indicators for each watershed. Of the twelve indicators of watershed condition, the Proposed Action has 
the potential to affect Water Quantity, Water Quality, Roads and Trails, Soils, and Forest Cover. 

Table 6. Watershed Condition Indicators 

Indicator Canyon Creek-Animas River Outlet Cascade Creek 

Aquatic Biota Poor Poor 

Riparian/Wetland Vegetation Good Good 

Water Quality Poor Good 

Water Quantity Good Poor 

Aquatic Habitat Good Fair 

Roads and Trails Fair Fair 

Soils Good Poor 

Fire Regime or Wildfire Fair Good 

Forest Cover Good Fair 

Forest Health Good Good 

Terrestrial Invasive Species Good Good 

Rangeland Vegetation Fair Good 

3.4.4 Direct and Indirect Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action 

Vegetation clearing on 15.4 acres, terrain grading on 0.3 acre, and vegetation clearing and grading on 
0.4 acre for a total disturbance of 16.1 acres would be required to implement the Proposed Action. 
Approximately 7.7 acres of the proposed disturbance would be located in the Gelandé watershed, with the 
remaining 8.4 acres in the Purgatory South watershed, representing 3.7 and 3.1 percent of the watersheds’ 
areas respectively (see Table 7). 

Table 7. Proposed Disturbance per Watershed 

Watershed Drainage Area 
(acres) 

Proposed Disturbance 
(acres) 

Percent of Drainage Area 
(%) 

Gelandé 206.7 7.7 3.7 

Purgatory South 271.3 8.4 3.1 

Total 478.0 16.1 3.4 
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Water Yield 

Tree removal required to construct the proposed projects would total approximately total 15.8 acres, 
7.7 acres in the Gelandé watershed and 8.1 acres in the Purgatory South watershed. These amounts 
represent 4.9 and 6.8 percent relative to the existing forested areas in each watershed, respectively (see 
Table 8). The Gelandé watershed is well forested in its present condition, except for housing and 
commercial developments at its lower elevations near Highway 550 (approximately 27 acres within 
private lands). Tree clearing in the Purgatory south watershed has occurred due to ski area projects such 
as ski trail construction and commercial development, both in NFS and private lands. Total tree cut in the 
Purgatory south watershed is estimated at approximately 136 acres, or 53 percent relative to pre-
development conditions. This is a rather conservative estimation, since it assumes that construction of all 
of the existing ski trails and base area developments required tree cut. 

Table 8. Proposed Tree Removal per Watershed 

Watershed Existing Forested Areas 
(acres) 

Proposed Tree Clearing 
(acres) 

Percent of Existing 
Forested Areas 

(%) 

Gelandé 156.3 7.7 4.9 

Purgatory South 117.9 8.1 6.8 

Total 274.2 15.8 5.8 

Tree cut can increase water yield, particularly in high-elevation forested watersheds, due to a reduction in 
the volume of water intercepted, stored, and transpired by the forest. However, water yield increases are 
typically not realized until the cumulative acreage of tree cut reaches approximately 25 percent of the 
watershed’s forest. This would be the case for the Gelandé drainage, where the Proposed Action would 
result in a cumulative tree cut of 19 percent relative to pre-development conditions. The Purgatory south 
watershed, however, is currently at approximately 53 percent of tree cut relative to baseline forests in the 
watershed, and proposed projects would increase tree cut areas to 56 percent (Table 9). 

Table 9. Existing and Proposed Tree Cut 

Watershed Drainage Area 
(acres) 

Baseline Forest 
(acres) 

Existing Tree Cut Proposed Tree Cut 

(acres) % of 
Baseline 

(cumulative 
acres) 

% of 
Baseline 

Gelandé 206.7 184 27 15 34.7 19 

Purgatory South 271.3 254 136 53 144.1 56 

An estimation of the potential increase in water yield was computed using the WRENSS Model (Troendle 
and Leaf 1980). Computations show that the proposed tree clearing would result in a water yield increase 
for the Purgatory south watershed of approximately 11 percent relative to current conditions. However, 
the increase in water yield that would result from the proposed tree clearing would be negligible at the 
scale of this analysis. Since the proposed projects would not be hydrologically connected to the stream 
network, they would not constitute a source of sediment to the streams. The proposed access road would 
not be located near water bodies and would only be 940 feet in length, having a negligible effect in the 
overall road density at the sixth-level watershed scale. Similarly, the acreage of terrain grading and tree 
clearing resulting from construction of the proposed projects would be negligible at the scale of this 
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analysis and would be implemented with adequate Design Criteria to avoid soil erosion. Thus, increases 
in water yield resulting from implementation of the Proposed Action would not result in impacts to water 
quality. 

Watershed Condition 

Terrain grading, and/or tree removal can negatively affect the condition of a watershed, particularly if 
these activities take place within or near the water influence zone (WIZ) or riparian areas. Terrain grading 
could result in connected disturbed areas (CDAs) if surface runoff flowing over the disturbed soils is 
conveyed directly into nearby stream channels. However, the proposed projects would be located far from 
the WIZ and riparian areas; thus, implementation of the Proposed Action is not expected to result in an 
increase to the existing CDAs. Still, terrain grading such as that required for construction of the Gelandé 
chairlift terminals and associated access road would require adequate design, installation, and 
maintenance of drainage features and BMPs to avoid soil erosion, included as Design Criteria in Table 1. 
With the implementation of such features, no changes to WCC watershed condition indicators are 
anticipated. 

Forest Plan Consistency 

The Watershed Conservation Practices Handbook (WCPH; USDA Forest Service 2005) includes several 
management measures that provide direction to protect stream health from impacts caused by increased 
runoff. Of particular relevance regarding the projects proposed under Alternative 2, are the following 
management measures: 

• MM-9. Limit roads and other disturbed sites to the minimum feasible number, width, and total 
length consistent with the purpose of specific operations, local topography, and climate. 

• MM-11. Stabilize and maintain roads and other disturbed sites during and after construction to 
control erosion. 

• MM-12. Reclaim roads and other disturbed sites when use ends, as needed, to prevent resource 
damage. 

In order to “maintain or improve” watershed condition, the proposed projects would require 
implementation of appropriate Design Criteria, listed in Table 1. 

3.4.5 Cumulative Effects 

The following discussions describe how the Proposed Action may cumulatively affect watershed 
resources in combination with other past, present, and reasonable foreseeable actions. 

The temporal extent of the analysis commences with conditions before the development of Purgatory as 
ski area, extending through the history of the resort to the present, and includes the lifespan of current 
proposed projects as well as those that are reasonably foreseeable future actions, ten to twenty years into 
the future from the date of this report. 
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Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

Past ski area and county development projects have been incorporated and analyzed in this document as 
part of the Affected Environment. The following current and upcoming projects could have cumulative 
impacts on scenery resources: 

• 2008 FEIS and 2008 ROD 

• Forest Plan 

• 2017 Hermosa Creek Watershed Management Plan and Travel Management Project EA and DN 

• Purgatory Mountain Bike Trails 

• Base Area Development 

Winter operations commenced at Purgatory in December of 1965, with skiing restricted to the northeast 
facing slopes above the highway Purgatory has been upgraded and expanded over the past four decades, 
adding chairlifts, new and improved ski terrain, snowmaking, parking, and lodge facilities. When 
considered cumulatively with the projects analyzed in this EA, these previously-implemented projects 
have the potential to affect the water quality of the Purgatory SUP area. 

The 2008 FEIS and 2008 ROD include numerous projects that are not included in the Proposed Action. 
As these unimplemented projects were analyzed but not approved under environmental review, or 
approved but not yet implemented, they are considered here as reasonably foreseeable future projects. 
These projects include various lift upgrades, lift replacements, new lift construction, trail improvements, 
and additions to the developed terrain network, as well as updates to guest services and associated 
facilities. These projects, if approved and/or implemented, have the potential to further impact water 
quality through vegetation removal within the Purgatory SUP area. 

Ongoing projects show that changes to the natural state of the surrounding areas are occurring 
independently from additional project implemented at Purgatory. The Purgatory SUP is within 
Management Area 8, which directs intensive use for a variety of seasonal recreational demands. There has 
been development across the Forest within areas designated as Management Area 8. However, the 
proposed project and other cumulative actions are a relatively small portion of the SJNF, and other 
portions of the Forest would continue to be managed to provide and protect other uses such as habitat, 
dispersed recreation, and forest goods. While the Forest Plan and 2017 Hermosa Creek Watershed 
Management Plan and Travel Management Project include numerous management prescriptions that 
could impact watershed resources across the Forest, the application of Forest Plan standards and 
guidelines will ensure that water quality is maintained or improved. 

3.5 Geology and Soils 

3.5.1 Scope of Analysis 

This analysis summarizes Geology and Geologic Constraints for the Proposed Durango Mountain Resort 
Expansion Area (Geotechnical Report), which was prepared to inform NEPA analysis for the 2008 FEIS 
(Geo-Haz Consulting Inc. 2017). Though the SUP adjustment area and Gelandé realignment as currently 
proposed were not explicitly considered in the Geotechnical Report, they are contained within the 

https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/97270_FSPLT3_4102391.pdf
https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/11558/www/nepa/97270_FSPLT3_4119776.pdf
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depicted analysis area. When also considering structural and geomorphic continuity in the analysis area, it 
is reasonable to extrapolate the findings of the Geotechnical Report. The Geotechnical Report provides a 
thorough characterization of the Purgatory SUP area. 

The scope of this analysis of geology and soils focuses on the physical resources and potential geologic 
hazards of the Purgatory SUP area. Geological surveys on existing outcrops and exposures were 
conducted to inventory soils and locate areas of geologic instability. The survey inventoried areas, such as 
ditches and roadcuts, via a vehicle traverse along the numerous access roads within the ski area. A special 
mention was made of landslide deposits, since the study was commissioned due to Forest Service 
concerns about slope stability. 

3.5.2 Forest Plan Direction 

Both the WCPH and the Forest Plan provide direction for the management of soil resources on the SJNF. 
A primary goal of the WCPH is to protect soil quality, which includes soil depth, structure, organic 
matter, and nutrients. This direction coincides with goals of the SJNF to conserve soil resources and to 
maintain long-term land productivity. 

3.5.3 Affected Environment 

Physical Description of the Animas Valley Area 

The project area is on Purgatory’s east-side and lies between the Animas Valley floor and the North-
South trending drainage divide at the head of the East Fork Hermosa Creek, forming a large east-facing 
embayment drained by two forks of Purgatory Creek. The east-west trending valley tributary to Purgatory 
Creek cuts through the west-side cliffs and rises steeply westward from the valley floor (approximately 
8,800 feet to 9,808 feet in elevation) in just over 1 mile. 

Initial ski area development occurred on the eastern portion of the SUP area that faces the Animas Valley, 
with ski trail fallines descending east. Ski trails on Purgatory’s western portion of the SUP area descend 
northeast and north towards the East Fork of Hermosa Creek and Hermosa Park Road. 

Geology 

The geology of the Purgatory SUP and surrounding area has been mapped several times over the past 
century. Purgatory is underlain by three sedimentary formations of Pennsylvanian age (approximately 286 
to 320 million years ago). The valley floor (approximately 8,800 feet elevation to approximately 10,000 
to 10,400 feet elevation) is underlain by the Hermosa Group, consisting of marine sediments: limestones, 
dolomites, sandstones, siltstones, shales, and anhydrites. The Hermosa Group consists of three separate 
formations: the Pinkerton Trail, the Paradox, and the Honaker Trail. Each of these formations are distinct 
in appearance and structure. Hard carbonate beds and soft clastic beds of the Hermosa Group alternate, 
with the hard beds forming the small cliffs and bands of steep slopes, and the soft beds forming bands of 
gentler slopes with benches at their bases. This alteration of hard and soft beds creates a “stair-step” effect 
on the mountain. 

Overlying the Hermosa Group is a 300- to 400-foot-thick interval of the Rico Formation, described as 
“sandstone, limestone, and shale, or red and gray color, fossiliferous” (Cross and Hole 1910). Overlying 
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the Rico Formation is another 300 to 400 feet of Cutler Formation (Permian), described as “sandstone, 
grit, conglomerate, and some calcareous shale, prevailing color red” (Cross and Hole 1910). This 
Formation is distinctly more red and coarse-grained than the Hermosa Group, exposed at roadcuts along 
the south boundary of Purgatory’s SUP. The topography developed on the Cutler Formation is very 
gentle, indicating it has a low resistance to erosion. Above 10,000 feet elevation, the ground surface 
becomes progressively more covered with colluvium and older glacial till, which obscures the “stair-step” 
effect and creates a smoother surface. 

Slope Stability 

The stairstep topography displayed in the project area slightly resembles the chaotic, hummocky 
topography typically associated with landslides. Through field surveys, together with the synoptic view 
yielded by aerial photographs and large-scale topographic maps, it was determined that the stairstep 
topography at Purgatory is closely controlled by the erosion resistance of underlying bedrock, not by 
landslides. In fact, deep bedrock landsliding and shallow surficial landsliding appeared to be rare to 
nonexistent. No signs of deep bedrock landsliding or shallow surficial landsliding were observed. 

Soils 

Surveys found that the soils in Purgatory can generally be categorized into the following two groups. The 
first are glacial tills, located on gentle slopes within the eastern portion of the SUP area. Glacial till is an 
assortment of sediment comprised of clay mixtures, sand, gravel and boulders. The second are thin 
residual soils that overlie most bedrock-cored slopes; sandy, skeletal, and well-drained (Cross and Hole 
1910). This soil type is coarser-grained than the glacial till soils and does not contain appreciable clay, 
being derived from the weathering of sandstone. On steeper cliff-band slopes, these soils are thin to 
nonexistent. On the gentler benches between the cliff bands, the soils are somewhat thicker, but not more 
than 1 to 2 feet (thinner than the glacial till soils). 

Despite the lack of identifiable landslides at Purgatory, there are indications that glacial till lying on very 
steep, devegetated slopes may be prone to enhanced surface erosion and gullying due to shallow sliding 
and slopewash erosion. One instance (outside of the project area) of rill development was observed on a 
ski trail where an access road crosses the trail from runoff flowing directly down the fall line, indicating 
that concentrated runoff from roadside ditches onto steep ski trails cut on till have the potential for 
increased erosion, particularly when occurring in a younger till unit. 

3.5.4 Direct and Indirect Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action complies with applicable Forest-wide standards and guidelines concerning geology 
and soil resources. No indications were found to suggest a potential geologic failure or increased geologic 
instability as a direct result from the proposed projects. Most soils and slopes at Purgatory are not 
sensitive to ground disturbance, except for the steep devegetated cuts made during initial construction. 
Based on extensive aerial and ground surveys, no signs of deep bedrock landsliding or surficial 
landsliding were recorded. Selection and implementation of projects contained in the Proposed Action 
have minimal potential to impact the geology and soils of Purgatory or contribute to geotechnical 
instability. If there are any potential effects due to soil movement and loss, they would be temporary in 
nature and minimized by application of Design Criteria. 
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Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in approximately 16.1 acres of disturbance, the 
majority of which would not be ground disturbing. 0.7 acre of soil disturbance would be required for 
installation of chairlift infrastructure and utilities (<0.5 acre on NFS lands). The remainder of disturbance 
would consist of vegetation clearing only, to establish skiable terrain and an adequate chairlift clearance 
corridor and install utilities. All construction activities include the application of Design Criteria and 
BMPs, presented in Table 1. 

As previously noted, soils in the Purgatory area are not generally susceptible to movement. Specifically, 
the potential for landslide and debris flow is very low for all areas surveyed due to the extensive presence 
of bedrock just beneath the surface and the bedrock’s resiliency against erosion. It was further determined 
that the soils and slopes at Purgatory are not near the threshold of slope stability, and elements included in 
the Proposed Action would not result in widespread or consistent mass movements (McCalpin 2006). 

The study did, however, identify the potential for additional rilling of the glacial till on ski trails, 
especially on the steeper parts of the mountain. This was observed on a steep ski trail on Purgatory’s 
backside along the northern branch of Purgatory Creek. To mitigate potential rilling on any of the 
proposed ski trails, runoff ditches should be spaced close enough to reduce the possibility of sheetwash 
erosion on devegetated slopes. This and other measures are included in Table 1 as Design Criteria. 

3.5.5 Cumulative Effects 

The temporal bounds for this cumulative effects analysis for the geological and soil resource extend from 
Purgatory’s inception as a ski area in 1965 through the foreseeable future in which the resort can be 
expected to operate. The spatial bounds for this cumulative effects analysis are limited to public and 
private lands in the vicinity of Purgatory’s SUP area. The physical extent of this cumulative effects 
analysis comprises the Purgatory SUP area and adjacent NFS and private lands on the east and west side 
of Highway 550. 

Past, Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Projects 

From a cumulative perspective, since the soils at Purgatory were determined to be extremely stable due to 
the extensive presence of bedrock just beneath the surface, the implementation of projects contained in 
the Proposed Action would not contribute to slope instability. Therefore, by definition, no cumulative 
impacts to the geological and soil resource were identified specifically related to the Proposed Action. 
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Chapter 4. Consultation and Coordination 

4.1 List of Preparers 

4.1.1 Forest Service Team 

The following people participated in the initial scoping, were members of the ID Team, and/or provided 
direction and assistance during the preparation of this EA. 

Kara Chadwick San Juan National Forest Supervisor, Responsible Official 
Matt Janowiak Columbine District Ranger 
Jed Botsford Columbine District Recreation Program Manager, Team Leader 
Cam Hooley NEPA Coordinator 
Lynn Robinson Archeologist 
Chris Schultz Wildlife Biologist 
Eric Herchmer Hydrologist 
Mary Hammer Fish and Wildlife Program Lead 
Mark Lambert Staff Recreation Officer 
Amy Simms Acting Recreation Program Manager 

4.1.2 Consultant Team 

This EA was prepared by: 

SE Group 

Travis Beck Project Director 
Sam O’Keefe Environmental Analyst/GIS Specialist 
Paula Samuelson Document Production Specialist 

Rocky Mountain Ecology 

Shawn Knox Operations Director 
Clay Bowers Senior Biologist 
Lucas Vecchio GIS Specialist 

Resource Engineering 

Raul Passerini Water Resource Engineer 

Metcalf Archaeological Consultants, Inc. 

Anne McKibbin Archaeologist 
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4.2 Agencies, Organizations, Tribal Governments 
and Persons Contacted 

4.2.1 Federal Government 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S.D.A. Natural Resources Conservation Services 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

4.2.2 Tribal Government 

Northern Ute Indian Tribe 
Southern Ute Indian Tribe 
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe 

4.2.3 State Government 

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
Colorado Division of Water Resources 
Colorado Natural Heritage Program 
Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
Colorado State Forest Service 

4.2.4 Local Government 

La Plata County 

4.2.5 Local Media 

Durango Herald 
Durango Telegraph 
Durango TV 

4.2.6 Other Entities and Organizations 

Alliance for Sustainable Colorado 
Center for Biological Diversity 
Colorado Mountain Club 
Colorado Ski Country USA 
Colorado Trail Foundation 
Colorado Trails Preservation Alliance 
Colorado Trout Unlimited 
Colorado Wildlife Federation 
Conservation Colorado 
Defenders of Wildlife 
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Equity Partners, LLC 
Environment Colorado 
Land at Silverpick, Inc. 
National Ski Areas Association 
The Nature Conservancy 
Northwest Colorado Council of Governments 
Rocky Mountain Wild 
Sierra Club 
Thomas Trust, LLC 
Western Resources Advocates 
Western Watersheds 
WildEarth Guardians 
Wilderness Society 
Wilderness Workshop 

4.2.7 Individuals Who Commented During Scoping 

Jack Turner (Private Citizen) 
Jenny Winegardner (Private Citizen) 
Jonathan Rudolph (Private Citizen) 
Michael Burke (Private Citizen) 
Steve McClung (District Wildlife Manager, Durango West, Colorado Parks and Wildlife) 
Todd Taylor (Private Citizen) 
Ty Churchwell (San Juan Mountains Coordinator, Trout Unlimited) 
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Appendix A. Response to Comments 
A legal notice for the Gelandé Chairlift, Terrain Project, and Boundary Adjustment Notice of Proposed 
Action was published in the Durango Herald on December 13, 2017, the newspaper of record for the 
SJNF. The comment period extended 30 days, during which time a public open house was held on 
January 4, 2018, at the SJNF Supervisor’s Office, Durango, Colorado. Seven comment letters were 
received—both oppositional and supportive. All comment letters were reviewed for substantive 
comments, and contact information for each commenter was entered into a master database. These 
substantive comments are addressed below. The substantive comments pertained to the following 
subjects: Purpose and Need, and Soils/Geology. The remaining comments were supportive. 

Names and affiliations of people who submitted comments during the scoping period are provided here: 

Michael Burke – Private Citizen 

Jack Turner – Private Citizen 

Steve McClung – Colorado Parks and Wildlife 

Ty Churchwell – Trout Unlimited 

Jenny Winegardner – Private Citizen 

Todd Taylor – Private Citizen 

Jonathan Rudolf – Private Citizen 

Purpose and Need 

1. I am opposed to this realignment. I see no value, when there are already two lifts that service that 
terrain and all that’s needed is trail cutting, not another lift. 

Response 

The Purpose and Need for the proposed project is presented in Chapter 1 of the EA. Section 3.1 of the 
EA specifically analyzes the recreational experience in the project area, concluding that the proposed 
realignment would reduce redundancy in the Purgatory lift network and improve access to skiable terrain 
in the project area. Purgatory shares the commenter’s concerns with respect to the previously approved 
alignment, which would deliver skiers to the same location as the Needles chairlift top terminal. In fact, 
potential for redundancy in the previous approval contributes to the need for the proposed realignment, 
which would terminate approximately 1,000 feet southeast and uphill of the Needles chairlift top terminal, 
and service terrain not easily accessible by existing lifts, including the Needles chairlift. 

Soils 

2. As I mentioned at the recent public meeting, there appears to me to be a landslide at the location 
delineated on the attached project map. I also have attached photos from the east side of Highway 
550 across from the Purgatory overflow parking lot that show leaning trees at three locations that I 
believe to be on the possible landslide. Leaning trees are a strong indication of slope movement. I 



Appendix A. Response to Comments 

 
Gelandé Chairlift, Terrain Project, and Boundary Adjustment | Environmental Assessment 

A-2 

believe that the possible existence of a landslide at this location should be investigated by an 
engineering geologist or geotechnical engineer and the results of this investigation taken into 
account in planning the project. 

Response 

The original analysis was conducted in September 2006, by GEO-HAZ Consulting Inc., and was 
informed by geological surveys of existing outcrops and exposures to inventory soils and locate areas of 
geologic instability with Purgatory’s SUP area (Geo-Haz Consulting Inc. 2006). A special mention was 
made of landslide deposits, since the study was commissioned due to Forest Service concerns about slope 
stability. A summary of this analysis is contained in Chapter 3 of the EA. 

The potential landslide indicated by the commenter lies within the analysis area depicted in the 2006 
Geotechnical Report; however, the Gelandé chairlift alignment as currently proposed was not specifically 
analyzed. Given that the findings presented in the Geotechnical Report were based on structural and 
geomorphic evidence that is consistent between the two proposed lift locations, it is reasonable to believe 
that those findings are mutually applicable. 

The Geotechnical Report noted that slopes in the eastern domain at Purgatory display a stairstep 
topography that slightly resembles the chaotic, hummocky topography typically associated with 
landslides. Through field surveys, together with the synoptic view yielded by aerial photographs and 
large-scale topographic maps, the report concluded that the stairstep topography at Purgatory is closely 
controlled by the erosion resistance of underlying bedrock. Deep bedrock landsliding and shallow 
surficial landsliding appeared to be rare to nonexistent. In fact, the author noted that compared to other ski 
areas in Colorado they had assessed during various NEPA analyses (Aspen Highlands Ski Resort, Aspen 
Mountain, Buttermilk Ski Area, Snowmass, Breckenridge Ski Resort, Keystone Resort, Copper Mountain 
Resort, Crested Butte Mountain Resort, Powderhorn Mountain Resort), Purgatory had by far the most 
stable slopes and the least mappable landslides. The author inferred that the soils and slopes at Purgatory 
were not near the threshold of slope stability, and would not result in widespread or consistent mass 
movements or erosion in response to the Proposed Action. With respect to lift replacements specifically, 
the study concluded that the substrate beneath the lift alignments was either in-place bedrock, or in-place 
glacial till that showed no signs of slope instability. 

 



Appendix B. Forest Plan Amendment 

 
Gelandé Chairlift, Terrain Project, and Boundary Adjustment | Environmental Assessment 

B-1 

Appendix B. Forest Plan Amendment 
Introduction 
The proposed chairlift alignment falls partially outside the existing SUP boundary, and would require a 
26-acre adjustment of the SUP boundary into Forest Plan Management Area 4 (21.5 acres) and 
Management Area 5 (4.5 acres). The management areas are allocated for “high-use, recreation emphasis” 
and “active management (commodity production in order to meet multiple-use goals),” respectively. 
Therefore, the Proposed Action includes a Forest-wide Forest Plan amendment to change the current 
management areas within the SUP boundary adjustment area to Management Area 8, to be consistent with 
ski area operations. 

Under the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) and its implementing regulations at 36 CFR 
Part 219 (2012 Planning Rule), a plan may be amended at any time (36 CFR § 219.13(a)). Plan 
amendments may be broad or narrow, depending on the need for the change. The Forest Service has the 
discretion to determine whether and how to amend the Forest Plan, and to determine the scope and scale 
of any amendment (36 CFR § 219.6). 

Amendment Consistent with Forest Service NEPA Procedures 
(36 CFR § 219.13(b)(3)) 
The effects of the proposed plan amendment are documented in this EA following Forest Service NEPA 
procedures at 36 CFR Part 220. A change of Management Area prescription in and of itself would not be 
considered a significant change in the Forest Plan for the purposes of NFMA, and the proposed projects 
are not anticipated to result in significant impacts (40 CFR § 1508.27). Therefore, an EA was prepared to 
analyze the effects of this project (36 CFR § 219.13(b)(3)). 

How the 2012 Planning Rule Applies to the Plan Amendment 
The proposed amendment to the Forest Plan has been prepared under the 2012 Planning Rule. The 2012 
Planning Rule replaced the 1982 planning procedures that the Forest Service used to develop the existing 
Forest Plan. The proposed amendment, therefore, complies with the procedural provisions of the 2012 
Planning Rule, not the obsolete 1982 rule. 

Purpose of the Plan Amendment (36 CFR § 219.13(b)(1)) 
The purpose of this amendment is to convert approximately 26 acres of Forest Plan Management Area 4 
and Management Area 5 into Management Area 8. The Management Areas 4 and 5 are allocated for 
“high-use, recreation emphasis” and “active management (commodity production in order to meet 
multiple-use goals),” respectively. The Proposed Action includes a Forest-wide Forest Plan amendment to 
change the current management areas within the SUP boundary adjustment area to Management Area 8, 
“highly developed areas,” which is the most consistent with ski area operations. 

A plan amendment is required in order to change how or where one or more plan components apply to all 
or part of the plan area, including management areas or geographic area (36 CFR § 219.13(a)). The action 
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of adjusting Purgatory’s SUP boundary as proposed and the resulting Management Area conversion 
would, therefore, require a plan amendment. 

Two alternatives were considered by the ID Team during development of the proposed project that would 
not require a Management Area conversion and would, therefore, not require a plan amendment. One 
alternative is the previously-approved Gelandé chairlift alignment, which does not meet the current 
Purpose and Need. The second alternative would not convert the other management areas to Management 
Area 8, but this is not ideal from a Forest planning perspective as it would be more appropriate for the ski 
area to be within the ski area management area (Management Area 8). 

Compliance with the 2012 Planning Rule’s Procedural Provisions 
The following sections demonstrate the amendment’s compliance with the procedural provisions of the 
2012 Planning Rule. 

Using the Best Scientific Information to Inform the Planning Process (§ 219.3) 

To identify the potential direct, indirect, irretrievable, irreversible, and cumulative impacts that may result 
from converting approximately 26 acres to Management Area 8, the most accurate, reliable, and relevant 
information has been considered in this EA. 

Providing Opportunities for Public Participation (§ 219.4) and Providing Public Notice 
(§ 219.16 and § 219.13(b)(2)) 

The public was provided an opportunity to comment on the proposed Forest Plan amendment during the 
30-day project scoping period, initiated by a Notice of Proposed Action and legal notice issued on 
December 13, 2017. 

As allowed by § 219.16.13(b)(2), required public notifications of plan amendments may be combined 
where appropriate. The scoping and comment period provided the initial public notification of the Forest 
Plan amendment. The comment period lasted 30 days (36 CFR § 219.16(a)(2)). Public notification was 
made by publication of a legal notice in the Durango Herald, the newspaper of record; by posting the 
notification on the project website; and by mailing or e-mailing notifications to interested or affected 
parties per § 219.4(1) and (2). 

Individuals and entities who submitted substantive formal comments related to the plan amendment 
during designated opportunities for public comment will also have opportunity to file an objection to the 
proposed project and plan amendment (36 CFR § 219.53). This was the only such designated opportunity 
for this project. 

Format for Plan Components (§ 219.13 (b)(4) and § 219.7(e)) 

The plan amendment would not alter the content of plan components, but the amendment would change 
the management area boundaries within the project area which would alter which plan components are 
applicable to the project area. 



Appendix B. Forest Plan Amendment 

 
Gelandé Chairlift, Terrain Project, and Boundary Adjustment | Environmental Assessment 

B-3 

Plan Amendment Process (§ 219.13) 

A legal notice published in the Durango Herald on December 13, 2017 initiated a combined 30-day 
scoping and comment period for the project and the proposed Forest Plan amendment, concluding on 
January 12, 2018. To inform the public of the project and answer questions, a public open house was held 
on January 4, 2018. Further information about this project can be found on our website at 
https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=52682. Analysis of the Forest Plan amendment and its potential 
impacts is fully disclosed in the EA. 

Objection Opportunity (§ 219.50 through § 219.62) 

The plan amendment would apply to all future projects or activities within the 26-acre SUP boundary 
adjustment; therefore, the 2012 Planning Rule’s objection process applies, but only to the plan 
amendment. The review process of 36 CFR Part 218 would apply to the project part of the decision 
(36 CFR § 219.59(b)). The draft decision document and all notices of the opportunity to comment on the 
draft decision clearly indicate which part of the draft decision is subject to the objection process and 
which part of the draft decision is subject to the review procedures of 36 CFR Part 218, and an 
explanation of those procedures. 

Documenting Compliance with the 2012 Planning Rule’s Applicable 
Substantive Provisions 
The 2012 Planning Rule requires that those substantive provisions within § 219.8 through § 219.11 that 
are directly related to the amendment must be applied to the amendment. The applicable substantive 
provisions apply only within the scope and scale of the amendment. 

As explained in the discussion that follows, both the purpose and effects of the amendment are such that 
any adverse effects or lessening of protections of any of the provisions within § 219.8 through § 219.11 
are neither directly related to this amendment nor substantial. 

Scope and Scale of the Plan Amendment 

The scope and scale of the proposed plan amendment is site-specific, applying to a specific area of 26 
contiguous acres, and covers only a small portion of the San Juan National Forest. It would apply to all 
future projects and activities within this 26-acre area, as well as all resources within this area. 

The plan amendment would alter the management emphasis, actions, measures, and prescriptions of the 
26 acres that would be converted to Management Area 8. As Management Area 8, this 26-acre area would 
be expected to function as a ski area and future ski area-related project could be proposed beyond what 
are included in the 2008 Durango Mountain Resort Improvement Plan Final EIS and Record of Decision 
though any future projects would require separate and appropriate NEPA analysis. 

Rule Provisions Directly Related to the Amendment 

The rule requires that substantive rule provisions (§ 219.8 through § 219.11) that are directly related to 
the amendment must be applied to the amendment. A determination that a rule provision is directly 
related to the amendment is based on any one or more of the following criteria: 

• The purpose of the amendment (§ 219.13(b)(5)(i)); 

https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=52682
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• Beneficial effects of the amendment (§ 219.13(b)(5)(i)); 

• Substantial adverse effects associated with a rule requirement (§ 219.13(b)(5)(ii)(A)); 

• Substantial lessening of protections for a specific resource or use (§ 219.13(b)(5)(ii)(A)); and 

• Substantial impacts to a species or substantially lessening protections for a species 
(§ 219.13(b)(6)). 

Applying these criteria, and having considered the preliminary NEPA analysis, it has preliminarily been 
determined that the proposed amendment does not have substantial adverse effects and does not 
substantially lessen protections. 

Other Substantive Provisions 

The responsible official is not required to apply any substantive requirements that are not directly related 
to the amendment. For the substantive provisions from the 2012 Planning Rule, the project has no 
significant effect as explained below. 

§ 219.8 Sustainability 

• § 219.8(a)(1) Ecological Sustainability – Ecosystem Integrity – Ecological integrity of terrestrial 
and aquatic ecosystems and watersheds in the plan area are adequately protected by existing 
Forest Plan guidance. The amendment would have direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on 
ecological integrity within the areas proposed for Management Area conversion; however, these 
impacts would not be significant at the ecosystem scale due to the limited scope and scale of the 
proposed Management Area conversion. 

• § 219.8(a)(2) Ecological Sustainability – Air, Soil, and Water – Air quality, soils and soil 
productivity, water quality, and water resources are addressed in the Forest Plan and project 
specific Design Criteria are in place to reduce resource concerns, as outlined in the EA. The 
amendment would have direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on these resources within the 
areas proposed for Management Area conversion; however, these impacts would not be 
significant at the ecosystem scale due to the limited scope and scale of the proposed Management 
Area conversion. 

• § 219.8(a)(3) Ecological Sustainability – Riparian Areas – Ecological integrity of riparian areas is 
adequately protected in the Forest Plan and project specific design criteria are in place to reduce 
resource concerns. The amendment would have direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on 
riparian areas within the areas proposed for Management Area conversion; however, these 
impacts would not be significant at the watershed scale due to the limited scope and scale of the 
Management Area conversion. 

• § 219.8(a)(4) Ecological Sustainability – Best Management Practices for Water Quality – 
Existing Forest Plan standards address best management practices for water quality by matching 
regional Water Conservation Practices Handbook management measures. 

• § 219.8(b) Social and Economic Sustainability – The amendment would not have a direct effect 
that is outside the scope of existing Forest Plan direction on social and economic sustainability. 
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• § 219.8(b)(2) Social and Economic Sustainability – Sustainable Recreation – The amendment has 
been designed to be compliant with recreation direction in the Forest Plan regarding sustainable 
recreation including recreation settings, opportunities, access, and scenic character 

• § 219.8(b)(5) Social and Economic Sustainability – Cultural and Historic Resources and Uses – 
The amendment would have no effect on Forest Plan direction for cultural and historic resources, 
or management of areas of tribal importance. The project does not occur in areas of tribal 
importance. 

§ 219.9 Diversity of Plant and Animal Communities 

• § 219.9(a) Ecosystem Plan Components – Ecosystem plan components to maintain or restore the 
ecological integrity of terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems and watersheds in the plan area are 
adequately addressed by existing Forest Plan guidance and project-specific measures are in place 
to reduce resource concerns. The amendment would have direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts 
on terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems and watersheds within the areas proposed for Management 
Area conversion; however, these impacts would not be significant at the ecosystem scale due to 
the limited scope and scale of the proposed Management Area conversion. 

• § 219.9(b) Additional, Species-Specific Plan Components – Species-specific plan components are 
adequately addressed by existing Forest Plan guidance and project-specific measures are in place 
to reduce resource concerns. The amendment would have direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts 
on plant and animal communities within the areas proposed for Management Area conversion; 
however, these impacts would not be significant at the ecosystem scale due to the limited scope 
and scale of the proposed Management Area conversion. 

• § 219.9(c) – Species of Conservation Concern – Species of conservation concern are adequately 
addressed by existing Forest Plan guidance and project-specific measures are in place to reduce 
resource concerns. 

§ 219.10 Multiple Use 

• § 219.10(a) Integrated Resource Management for Multiple Use – The limited scope and scale of 
the plan amendment has no direct impact on integrated resource management to provide for 
ecosystem services and multiple uses. 

• § 219.10(b)(1)(i) Requirements for Plan Components for a New Plan or Plan Provision – 
Sustainable Recreation – The proposed plan amendment has been designed to be compliant with 
recreation direction in the Forest Plan regarding sustainable recreation, including recreation 
settings, opportunities, access, and scenic character. 

• § 219.10(b)(1)(ii) Requirements for Plan Components for a New Plan or Plan Provision – 
Protection of Cultural and Historic Resources – The proposed Management Area conversion 
would have no effect on Forest Plan direction for cultural and historic resources. 

• § 219.10(b)(1)(iii) Requirements for Plan Components for a New Plan or Plan Provision – 
Management of Areas of Tribal Importance – The proposed Management Area conversion would 
have no effect on Forest Plan direction for management of areas of tribal importance. The 
proposed Management Area conversion does not occur in areas of tribal importance. 
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• § 219.10(b)(1)(iv) Requirements for Plan Components for a New Plan or Plan Provision – 
Congressionally Designated Wilderness – The proposed Management Area conversion would 
have no effect on Forest Plan direction for congressionally designated areas or areas 
recommended for wilderness designation. The proposed Management Area conversion does not 
occur in areas of wilderness or recommended wilderness. 

• § 219.10(b)(1)(v) Requirements for Plan Components for a New Plan or Plan Provision – Wild 
and Scenic Rivers – The proposed Management Area conversion would have no effect on Forest 
Plan direction for wild and scenic rivers. The proposed Management Area conversion does not 
occur in areas of wild or scenic rivers, or rivers found eligible or determined suitable for the 
National Wild and Scenic River system. 

• § 219.10(b)(1)(vi) Requirements for Plan Components for a New Plan or Plan Provision – 
Appropriate Management of Other Designated Areas – Aside from the Management Area 
assignments, no other designations or proposed designations are present within the proposed 
26-acre Management Area conversion area. 

• § 219.10(b)(2)(vi) Requirements for Plan Components for a New Plan or Plan Provision – Other 
Plan Components – No other components for integrated resource management to provide for 
multiple use have been identified as potentially impacted by the proposed plan amendment. 

§ 219.11 Timber Requirements based on the NFMA 

The proposed Management Area conversion is compliant with existing Forest Plan guidance regarding: 
lands not suited for timber production; timber harvest for purposes other than timber production; timber 
harvesting in the plan area on a sustained-yield basis; timber harvest of even-aged stands for regeneration, 
including maximum openings; and protections for soil slope or other watershed conditions, and protection 
of soil, watershed, fish, wildlife, recreation, and scenery resources related to timber harvest (§§ 219.11(a), 
219.11(c), 219.11(d)(2), 219.11(d)(3), 219.11(d)(4), 219.11(d)(5), 219.11(d)(6), and 219.11(d)(7)). 

Project and Activity Consistency with the Plan 

All future projects and activities must be consistent with the amended plan. The 2012 Planning Rule 
consistency provisions at 36 CFR § 219.15(d) apply only to the plan component(s) added or modified 
under the 2012 Planning Rule, which is not applicable to this plan amendment. With respect to 
determinations of project consistency with other plan provisions, the Forest Service’s prior interpretation 
of consistency (that the consistency requirement applies only to plan standards and guidelines) applies 
(FSH 1909.12, Chapter 20, Section 21.33). 
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