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CRESTED BUTTE

MOUNTAIN RESORT

June 18, 2009

Mr. Charles Richmond

Forest Supervisor - Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre & Gunnison National Forests
2250 Highway S0

Delta, CO 81416

RE: 2009 Snodgrass Mountain Proposal
Dear Supervisor Richmond:

In accordance with the Terms and Conditions of our Forest Service-issued Special Use
Permit (SUP), dated March 1, 2004, Crested Butte Mountain Resort (CBMR) recently
submitted its 2009 Resort Master Development Plan (2009 MDP) to the Grand Mesa,
Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests (GMUG) for review and acceptance. The
2009 MDP establishes direction and priorities for the physical improvement of National
Forest System (NFS) lands within CBMR’s SUP area aver an approximate 10-year "
planning horizon. Thus, the 2009 MDP serves as a “road map” for future improvements
that are designed to culminate in a balanced recreational experience across the extent
of the ski area - including both public and private lands at the Main Mountain and
Snodgrass Mountain.

As detailed in the upgrading plan (Chapter 6) of the 2009 MDP, CBMR is now prepared
to move forward with incorporation of the Snodgrass Mountain portion of our SUP area
into the resort’s developed lift, trail, and infrastructural network. CBMR provides an
important recreational venue on public lands, and is a significant economic driver in the
Gunnison Valley. As evidenced throughout this proposal and our 2009 MDP, the
development of Snodgrass Mountain addresses our identified opportunities and
constraints and will enable us to compliment — and diversify - the recreational
opportunities that are currently offered at the Main Mountain.

Therefore, concurrent with your review - and acceptance - of the 2009 MDP, we hereby
request that the GMUG initlate a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review of all
projects defined in our 2009 MDP for Snodgrass Mountain. We are committed to
implementing any projects on Snodgrass Mountain upon approval,

We have structured this Project Proposal Letter to be consistent with information
presented in our recently-submitted 2009 MDP. Goals and objectives for the
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development of Snodgrass Mountain, as well as a detailed description of proposed
projects, are included below.

1. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR DEVELOPMENT OF SNODGRASS MOUNTAIN

Over the last decade, as national and Colorado skier visitation has increased, CBMR has
seen market share decrease by approximately one third. In order to ensure future
viability in the destination ski market, and to enhance the quality of the ski area for
existing guests, CBMR must strive to better meet the demands of its marketplace by
attracting more destination visitors and increasing the duration of stay. CBMR believes
that the development of Alpine skiing and riding on Snodgrass Mountain represents an
opportunity to complement the existing Main Mountain lift and trail network by
diversifying our winter recreation product.

As discussed in Chapter 1 of the 2009 MDP, we have identified three substantial
constraints with the existing ski area:

1. CBMR’s current developed terrain network lacks the variety of experiences and
terrain diversity expected by regional and national visitors. This has dramatically
affected annual visitation and the resort’s ability to attract discerning destination
guests,

2. CBMR lacks a sufficient amount of Intermediate terrain

3. CBMR lacks a sufficient amount of “traditional,” developed® Expert terrain
{excluding Extreme Limits terrain, which is not always open and is not skied by all
Expert level guests)

We have summarized the information presented in Chapter 1 of the 2009 MDP to
provide a more concise definition for each of these goals and objectives. The 2009
Snodgrass Mountain Proposal achleves these goals and objectives and responds to the
substantial constraints that currently exist at CBMR.

Goal & Objective #1:

Increase the extent and diversity of terrain. This will improve recreational
experiences at CBMR, increase annual visitation and, in turn, help bring economic
stability to the Gunnison Valley.

As guests become more discerning in their requirements and expectations for
destination vacations, the national and regional skier/rider market has become
increasingly competitive. Thus, the overall quality of the recreational experience is
critical in attracting and retaining visitation. Likewise, terrain diversity and quality are

t “Treditional”/developed tecrain efecs to trails which are regularly groomed and maintained for use by the
majority of a ski area’s guests. This type of tecmin excludes moce aggressive “non-traditional” Expert terrain
such as hike-to areas, open bowls, trees, and steeps etc.
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fundamentally important factors in defining the qualitative experience. Therefore, a
variety of terrain is an essential prerequisite for participants in choosing a resort,
particularly for regional/national destination visitors who make overnight trips. These
concepts are especially true for CBMR in light of its remote location far from a major
metropolitan population center and its relatively limited air service.

While CBMR has programs in place for first time skiers/riders, and has developed
products to convert these visitors into core participants, it continues to lack the
necessary terrain variety to consistently foster repeat visitation among destination
guests. CBMR's lack of terrain variety has made it difficult for the resort to compete in
the destination marketplace, which in turn has negative impacts on the Gunnison Valley
economy. The roughly 276 acres of additional developed terrain at Snodgrass Mountain
- across the entire spectrum of abilities - will help address issues related to terrain
diversity.

Goal & Objective #2:
Provide additional Intermediate and “traditional,” developed Expert terrain at CBMR

in a sufficient quantity to meet the expectations of the destination marketplace.

Compared with other regional and national destination ski resorts - such as Telluride,
Copper Mountain, Park City, Beaver Creek and Durango Mountain Resort - CBMR has a
shortage of Intermediate and developed Expert terrain. This shortage of “core” terrain
diminishes the diversity of recreational experiences for existing guests, and impacts the
ability of CBMR to attract and retain guests. A destination resort must offer a range of
experiences at each skill level to entertain guests who may spend multiple days
exploring the resort.

Intermediate terrain directly serves the largest ability segment of the destination
market. A terrain distribution analysis, (included below) conducted in conjunction with
the 2009 MDP for CBMR’s developed terrain network indicates that the amount of
Intermediate terrain is insufficient compared to the national/regional market. CBMR’s
combined total of 320 acres of existing Low-Intermediate and Intermediate terrain is

less than half of its competitors, and among the lowest of destination resorts in
Colorado.

CBMR Terrain Ablllfy Level Distribution by Capaclfy- Exlsﬂng Conditions

tm, % En o R Rl

121.7

1,126.6
Low Intermediate 2,158.8
Intermediate . 1,657-1
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K Advanced 1396 9715 16% 15%
< Expert ¢ 59.2 1777 3% 5%
TOTAL 588.4 6,219 100% 100%
*: does not include “Extreme Limits” terrain.

In addition, the same terrain distribution analysis revealed a deficit of “traditional,”
developed Expert terrain - a fact that Is often overlooked due to CBMR'’s reputation for
its quantity and quality of “Extreme Limits” terrain.2 This is important, because during
periods of low or poor snow conditions when Extreme Limits terrain is not open {or for
guests who prefer Expert, inbounds terrain over more aggressive Extreme Limits terrain)
it is important to have sufficient developed terrain for Expert-leve! guests.

Incorporating Snodgrass Mountain into CBMR's lift-served terrain network is crucial to
our need to better compete for, and retain, destination visitors. The 2009 Snodgrass
Mountain Proposal includes approximately 118 acres of new Intermediate terrain, and
approximately 56 acres of new “traditional,” developed Expert terrain that is necessary
for the resort to satisfy the demands of the marketplace and remain a viable and
significant contributor to the regional economies.

Goal & Objective #3; ,

Meet Forest Service objectives for providing quality recreational opportunities to the
public in an outdoor, natural setting, and help promote economic stability to the
local community.

One of the Forest Service’s primary missions is to provide a diversity of quality outdoor
recreational opportunities on NFS lands. This mission is clearly stated on the Forest
Service's homepage:®

National forests and grasslands provide some of the greatest
opportunities for outdoor recreation in the world. Recreation activities
are not only fun; they create memories, provide physical challenge,
provoke interest, and inspire wonder and awe of the natural world.
Recreation contributes greatly to the health of individuals, bonds family
and friends, and provides economic benefit to communities. Indeed,
outdoor recreation is an essential part of American culture.

Regarding developed winter recreatldn, the Forest Service’s partnership with the ski
industry is articulated in the 1996 Memorandum of Understanding Between the

National Ski Areas Association and United States Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service (MOU). In the MOU, it is recognized that “ski areas can help meet increased

% Extreme Limits terrain is considered a part of CBMR’s developed trail network, and is therefore not
included in the Terrain Abllity Level Distribution Level by Capacity table.
2 http://www.fs.fed.us/ - “Forest Service Recreation - Inspiring Passion for the Land”
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demand for recreational opportunities in a managed setting.” The MOU solidifies the
Forest Service's commitment to “evaluate four season recreation at ski areas to improve
economic stability and enhance outdoor recreation opportunities during policy
formation, master development planning, and project plans.”

The 1983 GMUG Forest Plan includes supporting language regarding the development
of Snodgrass Mountain as a way of providing additional opportunities for developed
winter recreation. In the Environmental Impact Statement that was prepared for the
1983 GMUG Forest Plan, it is stated that “all alternatives allow Crested Butte skiarea
expansion onto Snodgrass Mountain which is within the existing permit area.”

CBMR is committed to providing quality recreational experiences, and recognizes that
this would not be possible without its partnership with the Forest Service. However,
CBMR’s potential for meeting the demands of the recreating public is currently limited
by a lack of terrain diversity in its developed trail network, which affects the perceived
quality of the experience afforded at the resort. Furthermore, CBMR’s identified
shortage of Intermediate and developed Expert terrain has made it difficult to attract
and retain visitatlon in the national/regional destination marketplace. This, in turn, has
negative impacts on the local economy.

incorporating Snodgrass Mountain into CBMR’s developed lift and trail network would
enhance and diversify the recreational opportunities on NFS lands, thereby improving
the quality of the recreational experience. This would help fulfill CBMR’s mission, as well
as Forest Service policy, by promoting economic stability to the local community
through increased visitation.

2. PROPOSAL TO INCORPORATE SNODGRASS MOUNTAIN INTO CBMR’S DEVELOPED
LIFT AND TRAIL NETWORK

The 2009 Snodgrass Mountain Proposal addresses the previously stated goals and
objective of providing additional Intermediate and “traditional” Expert terrain to meet
the expectations of the national/regional destination marketplace. A detailed project
description is included to this proposal as Attachment 1, and Figures 1 and 2 are
included to illustrate proposed projects at Snodgrass Mountain.

Incorporating Snodgrass Mountain into CBMR’s lift served terrain network is crucial to
our need to better compete for, and retain, destination visitors. It will provide
approximately 276 acres of additional terrain; specifically, Low Intermediate and
Intermediate terrain will Increase by a combined total of approximately 146 acres (45
percent) ~to 466 acres resort-wide. Traditional, developed Expert terrain will increase
by approximately 56 acres (94 percent) - to 114.7 acres. This will provide both the
additional quantity and diversity of Intermediate and “traditional,” developed Expert
terrain needed for the resort to satisfy the demands of the marketplace and remain a
viable and significant contributor to the regional economies.
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As described in detail in the 2009 MDP, our proposal to incorporate Snodgrass
Mountain into our developed lift and trail network includes:

* Four new lifts (including two high-speed lifts, a fixed-grip lift, and a surface lift)

¢ Aninterconnect gondola providing access between the Main Mountain and
Snodgrass Mountain

* Approximately 276 acres of developed, “traditional” terrain (146 acres are in the
Low Intermediate/intermediate classification, and 56 acres are in the Expert
classification)

* “Non-traditional” terrain (including interconnected areas; groomable glades;
open bowls; natural openings; and tree skiing)

* Two on-mountain restaurants

= Aski patrol outpost

* Snowmaking on approximately 102 acres
= A 383-acre reduction in our SUP boundary

* Provisions for the continuatlon of backcountry skier/rider access on the northern
aspect of Snodgrass Mountain

* Anincrease in Comfortable Carrying Capacity of roughly 2,700
Resource Constraints and Fleldwork

Preliminary surveys have been conducted for numerous resources, including: geology,
vegetation, wetlands, hydrology, and archaeology. The purpose of these preliminary
surveys was to gain a basic understanding of the natural resources on Snodgrass
Mountain and reflect these parameters in the lift and trail network design. We
recognize that additional site-specific resource analyses will be necessary in conjunction
with the ensuing NEPA process. The 2009 MDP provides information on these
preliminary surveys.

The 2009 MDP acknowledges identified geotechnical and avalanche hazards on the
southern and western flanks of Snodgrass Mountain. These areas are identified on the
attached figures here, as well as throughout Chapter 6 of the 2009 MDP. Our mountain
planning team, in conjunctlon with GMUG staff, designed the Snodgrass Mountain lift
and trail network around identified geotechnical and avalanche hazards to the extent
that we are confident that this issue has essentlally been resolved through planning and
avoidance. Through site-specific NEPA analysis, additional design and/or mitigation
measures may be developed to further address any unresolved geotechnical issues.
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Figure 3.2 of the 2009 MDP identifies areas of known geologic or avalanche hazards. in
reference to Figure 3.2, you will note that our mountain planners strategically aligned
the proposed interconnect gondola, as well as planned trails, around one area identified
as a “Geologic Hazard Avoidance Area” on the southern flank of Snodgrass Mountain.

In conjunction with development of Snodgrass Mountain, CBMR formally proposes to
reduce our SUP area by approximately 383 acres. The SUP boundary reduction is
proposed partially in response to comments received regarding the possibility of
changes to avalanche patterns on the north facing side of Snodgrass Mountain.
However, the terrain on the north-facing slopes is also popular for backcountry skiing,
and provides additional buffer to study areas for the Rocky Mountain Biological
Laboratory (RMBL). CBMR concluded that protection of these resources outweighed the
need for additional lift-served Expert terrain across Snodgrass Mountain - a
consideration that is consistent with the goals and objectives of the resort, the
community, and the GMUG.

3. COMPATIBILITY WITH THE EXISTING AND REVISED GMUG LAND AND RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT PLANS

Chapter 2 of the 2009 MDP contains information on current (1983) and Proposed
{withdrawn) GMUG Land and Resource Management Plans (Forest Plans).

Until a new Forest Plan is formally adopted, the 1983 Forest Plan provides current
direction for management of NFS lands on the GMUG. The general objectives of the
1983 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. CBMR's Snodgrass Mountain proposal Is consistent
with these management objectives. Although the 1983 Forest Plan provides current
direction for activities and operations within CBMR's SUP area, we realize that CBMR
operations on NFS lands will ultimately need to be consistent with management
direction provided In the Proposed Forest Plan, once it is formally adopted.

The 1983 Forest Plan designates the CBMR SUP area (Including Snodgrass Mountain) as
Management Area (MA) 1B. The management emphasis of MA 1B provides for downhill
skiing on existing sites and maintains selected inventoried sites for future downhill
skiing recreation opportunities. Expansion of existing ski areas is appropriate, and
consistent with the concepts of multiple-use management and recreational objectives of
the GMUG.? The 1983 Forest Plan states that the Forest Service should meet the need
and demand for additional downhill skiing opportunities at CBMR, including through
expansion onto Snodgrass Mountain.®

The Proposed Forest Plan identifies 13 management areas to define desired
conditions/suitability groupings which are applied geographically to Forest landscapes.

4 1983 Forest Plan at 11-22, II-75, TV-118, [V-120
5 Ibid. at IIT-3
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Management area desired conditions relate primarily to management intensity, desired
levels of naturainess, and desired levels of development.

At less than one percent, MA 8.1 —~ Ski Areas -~ comprises a very small portion of the
GMUG. MA 8.1 includes the SUPs of three ski resorts on the GMUG - CBMR, Telluride
and Powderhorn. The Proposed Forest Plan acknowledges that ecological conditions are
likely to be permanently changed by human activities to the degree that landscape
appearance and ecological processes are substantially altered. These areas are small in
scale. Ecological values are provided to the extent possible while protecting the public
and meeting primary use objectives. The intensive uses of these small areas produce
“relatively large socioeconomic effects.” Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS)
settings within this MA are generally Roaded Natural - Non-Motorized (RN-NM) or RN.
Scenic Integrity Objective Is generally Moderate.®

Generally suitable activities and uses within this MA are:
¢ Other Timber Harvest
* Forest Road Construction
s Temporary Road Construction
*  Summer Motor-free Recreation
*  Winter Motor-free Recreation
s Mechanized Recreation
= Utility Corridors
= Water Development

Based on our review of the Proposed Forest Plan, which is subject to change, we are
confident that the 2009 Snodgrass Mountain Proposal is consistent with direction
contained therein.

A preliminary review of the 2009 Snodgrass Mountain in relation to the Proposed Forest
Plan indicates that it is consistent with management direction contained therein. We
can assumed that, upon its formal adoption, the Forest-wide and MA 8.1 direction will
be either identical, or similar, to direction found in the Proposed Forest Plan. However,
we anticipate that your resource specialists will review this proposal in conjunction with
Forest-wide and MA 1B direction from the 1983 Forest Plan.

¢ March 2007 Proposed Forest Flan, page 160
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Figure 2 identifies the Gothic Mountain Inventoried Roadless Area in relation to
Snodgrass Mountain. We note that the 2001 Roadless Rule does not apply to Snodgrass
Mountain because it has been within the CBMR SUP area since 1982, and is therefore
grandfathered under the 2001 Roadless Rule.’

4. PUBLIC OUTREACH

The proposal to develop Snodgrass Mountain is backed by considerable support in the
community. CBMR recognizes that opposition to this project exists. We have worked to
explain to stakeholders throughout the Gunnison Valley why this development is
needed - why it is critical to the future of CBMR, as well as to the community. Support
for developed skiing and riding on Snodgrass Mountain is substantial and widespread.
We urge the Forest Service to move forward with acceptance of this proposal and site-
specific NEPA analysis.

Development of Snodgrass Mountain is supported by local municipalities and interested
parties. Each of these entities has formally announced its support for moving this
proposal NEPA:

s The Town of Mt. Crested Butte.

s The City of Gunnison.

« The Crested Butte South Property Owners Association.

s The Meridian Lakes Meadows Home Owners Association.

With the release of the conceptual development plan for Snodgrass Mountain in spring
2008, and through CBMR'’s public outreach campaign, growing public support has
become apparent as demonstrated by polls, surveys, and public comment:

= In early April 2008, over 1,000 votes (the most ever) were cast on the
MyGunnisonValley.com poil. Over 85 percent of the respondents supported
CBMR moving forward with plans to expand lift-served skiing on Snodgrass
Mountain. In mid-june 2008, over 350 respondents cast votes on the
MyGunnisonValley.com poll. Eighty-eight percent of the votes supported sending
a letter from the Gunnison City Council to the GMUG urging them to begin the
NEPA process on development of Snodgrass Mountain for lift-served skiing.

* Roughly 585 people have signed a letter of support for the development of lift
serviced Alpine skiing on Snodgrass Mountain that appeared in the April 11,
2008 issue of the Crested Butte News and which was also sent to the Crested
Butte Town Council.

736 C.E.R. § 294.4(s) (2001)
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In April 2008 the Crested Butte/Mt Crested Butte Chamber of Commerce
conducted a survey of its members. 134 businesses responded with 60 percent
voting in support of lift served skiing on Snodgrass, 31 percent were opposed
and 9 percent were undecided.

The Meridian Lake Meadows Home Owners Association, which lies immediately
south of Snodgrass Mountain and boarders Forest Service lands on Snodgrass
Mountain, surveyed its 56 property owners. Approximately 70 percent of the
owners responded; 80 percent of those voted in favor of the proposal to provide
lift accessed skilng on Snadgrass Mountain, 15 percent opposed, and § percent
were undecided.

Since CBMR’s “SnodgrassFacts.com” link was added to the CBMR website in June
2008, there have been 323 submissions sent to the GMUG Supervisor’s office, of
which 320 have been in support of lift serviced skiing en Snodgrass Mountain.

During the development of the Mt Crested Butte 2007 Community Plan, the
town conducted a survey which asked the question “Are you in favor of CBMR’s
ski terrain expansion on Snodgrass Mountain?” The survey had a 32 percent
response rate with 601 returned surveys. 68 percent of the respondents voted in
support of lift served skiing on Snodgrass; 18 percent were opposed, and 14
percent were undecided.

Over the past several years, CBMR has, on a continuing basis, hosted informational
meetings with town councils, clubs, associations and the pubiic at large regarding the
proposai to develop lift served skiing terrain on Snodgrass Mountain. in preparation for
release of the 2009 MDP, CBMR initiated an extensive public outreach program. In May
2008, CBMR initiated a public outreach program to inform and educate the public about
concepts for developing Snodgrass Mountain with lifts, trails and infrastructure, and the
need for the proposal. Highlights of CBMR’s public outreach campaign included the
following presentations:

Joint meeting of the Mt. Crested Butte and Crested Butte Town Councils
Gunnison City Council

Crested Butte South Property Owners Association

The Valiey’s municipal and county planners and managers

The Gunnison Contractor’s Association

The Crested Butte Rotary

Gunnison Rotary
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s CBMR employees
= Second homeowners

CBMR will continue to meet with interested parties throughout the NEPA process for
Snodgrass Mountain.

As demonstrated here, support for developing Snodgrass Mountain is widespread,
considerable and continues to grow. For your reference, we have attached copies of
representative letters received in support of developing Snodgrass Mountain in
Attachment 2.

CBMR provides an important venue for recreation on public lands. Moreover, in both a
direct and indirect context, we are a significant driver in the Gunnison Valley economy.
As evidenced here, and throughout our 2009 MDP, the additional 276 acres of
developed terrain proposed for Snodgrass Mountain will address our identified
opportunities and constraints. Specifically, the 2009 Snodgrass Mountain Proposal will
increase our offering of Low Intermediate and Intermediate terrain by approximately
146 acres (45 percent) — to a combined 466 acres. Traditional, developed Expert terrain
will increase by approximately 56 acres (94 percent) - to 114.7 acres.

CBMR’s resort-wide terrain ability distribution by capacity is depicted in the following
table. This includes the existing terrain network at the Main Mountain combined with
the proposed Snodgrass Mountain terrain network. (Note that this does not include
previously-approved, unimplemented or planned projects at the Main Mountain that
are discussed in the 2009 MDP.) As indicated, incorporating Snodgrass Mountain into
our developed terrain network moves us much closer to the skier market in terms of
terrain distribution.

CBMR Terraln Ability Level Distribution by Capacity
2009 Snadgrass Mountain Proposal with

iy Wy S ] g @ L gt ams o | ged
@  Begioner 4.1 5.5
__. Novice _ 62.6 92.8
B Low Intermediate 1542 182.6
| Bl Intenmediare 165.7 2832
| @ Advanced 139.6 1829
@ Expert 59.2 114.8
TOTAL 585.4 861.8
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In short, developing Snodgrass Mountain is a critical element to diversifying and
complimenting the recreational opportunities that are currently offered at the Main
Mountain. This will ensure our future viability in the national and regional destination
ski market by attracting and retalning visitation.

Our 2009 Snodgrass Mountain Proposal is consistent with a letter from you to Tim
Mueller (dated October 13, 2006) regarding the Forest Service’s Snodgrass Mountain

" Geologic Hazards and Assessment of Potential Effects of Ski Area Development on Slope
Stability. In that letter, you stated: “You have presented to us a convincing argument
supporting a need for more intermediate skiing terrain at Crested Butte. | concur with
that need and am willing to entertain a proposal for the development of this terrain on

Snodgrass Mountain, subject to the constraints and limitations presented in this report,
and those that preceded it.”

As a steward of the natural environment, CBMR takes pride in providing a premier
opportunity to experience America’s public lands resources. Millions of Americans enjoy
their public lands through developed recreational activities at resorts like CBMR. The
development at Snodgrass Mountain will ensure that CBMR remains a viable and vibrant
resort that offers a premier recreational opportunity to the public in a natural setting.

We request that, in anticipation of this proposal, the GMUG begins taking the
preliminary steps of assembling an Interdisciplinary Team to direct the ensuing NEPA
analysis. With that being said, your timely acceptance of this proposal would be most
appreciated, as we would very much like to discuss the steps and strategies necessary
for initiation of the NEPA review. As we are now into summer, it is our sincere hope that
resource surveys be initiated In the 2009 field season, as postponing them until 2010
would dramatically affect the timeline for the NEPA process.

Sincerely,
g

Michael Kraatz
V.P. Planning & Development
Crested Butte Mountain Resort

rd

Enclosures:

Attachment 1 - 2009 Snodgrass Mountain Proposal
Attachment 2 = Letters of Support

Figure 1

Figure 2

cc: Acting Gunnison District Ranger
Tim Mueller, President - CBMR
Ken Stone, VP-COO - CBMR
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Crested Butte Mountain Resort
2009 Snodgrass Mountain Proposal



Crested Butte Mountain Resort
2009 Snodgrass Mountain Proposal

Proposed Snodgrass Mountain Lift Network

Specifications for the four aerial lifts and one surface lift proposed in conjunction with
this proposal for Snodgrass Mountain are detailed in the table below. Total capacity for
the Snodgrass Mountain lift network would be approximately 9,400 people-per-hour.

Snodgrass Mountain
Proposed LIft Specifications

Tl iR 3

1 Frontside C-3 Fixed Triple 783 3,192 | 25% 1,800
2 | Westside DC4 Detachable Quad 1,428 | 4,932 | 31% 1,800
3 | Eastside DC4 Detachable Quad 1,310 | 6,171 | 22% 2,400
4 | Beginner Carpet C Surface Conveyor 40 402 | 10% 600

5 | Interconnect Gondola | Gondola 644 | 7,446 | 9% 2,800

The proposed Snodgrass mountain lift network would contribute approximately 2,630 to
CBMR's existing CCC of 5,940.

Interconnect Gondola

As shown on Figures 1 and 2, access to the proposed Snodgrass Mountain area would be
accomplished via a proposed interconnect gondola from the Main Mountain; however,
bus service would likely also be available between Mountaineer Square and the North
Village gondola mid-station.

In order to access the interconnect gondola at the Main Mountain, it will be necessary
for guests to ride the Red Lady Express, as well as the Painter Boy lift. Once guests board
the gondola, the ride time will be approximately seven and-a-half minutes to Snodgrass
Mountain. The first stage of the interconnect gondola would travel entirely across
private land from the existing Main Mountain to a mid-station at the new North Village
development. The second stage of the interconnect gondola would travel from the
North Village mid-station onto to Snodgrass Mountain. A new on-mountain guest
services facility would be located adjacent to the top terminal of the interconnect
gondola.

It will be necessary to ride the interconnect gondola to return to the Main Mountain.
Once there, guests will ride the Gold Link lift for access to other Main Mountain lifts or

2009 Snodgrass Mountain Proposal
1
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Mountaineer Square. In the 2008 Decision Notice that approved CBMR’s 2006 Mountain
Improvements Plan both the Painter Boy and Gold Link lifts were approved to be
upgraded to higher capacity lifts. These upgrades will enable both lifts to function
efficiently in conjunction with use of the interconnect gondola.

It is important to note that, due to the flat topography, it will not possible to ski/ride
continuously back to North Village from Snodgrass Mountain. While an egress trail is
proposed back to the upper reaches of North Village (see Figures 1 and 2), the terrain is
too flat to descend all the way to the Village Center. A roughly 600 foot walk would
therefore be necessary to reach the Village Center from the end of this trail. While it can
be assumed that some Advanced level skiers will use these routes to return to North
Village from Snodgrass Mountain, the vast majority of skiers will use the gondola to
return to North Village or the Main Mountain.

Proposed Snodgrass Mountain Terrain Network

The upgrading plan included in CBMR'’s 2009 MDP focuses on increasing the quantity
and variety of ski terrain, with an emphasis on the Intermediate and developed
Advanced ability levels.

The proposed terrain network at Snodgrass Mountain primarily focuses on the
development of “traditional” trails, which are typically defined as having left and right
edges, many of which will be graded during construction. Grooming and snowmaking
coverage are often included, as well. These “traditional” trails will be complimented by
alternative style (“non-traditional”) terrain that capitalizes on the natural features of the
area, including:, interconnected areas (i.e., between defined runs), naturally open areas,
open bowls, and trees. By design, this variety will create a diverse and interesting trail
system. The proposed ski trail layout of Snodgrass Mountain is specifically designed to
bring the feel of a true undeveloped alternate terrain-style skiing and riding experience
to the maximum number of CBMR’s guests, by mixing traditional and innovative trail
design with regard to fall line, solar aspect, ability gradient, and the use of existing open
meadows. This design incorporates the latest trends in terrain design by bringing the
feel and spirit of undeveloped skiing and riding for Intermediates to the developed
terrain network.

Snodgrass Mountain terrain has been identified as either “traditional” or “non-
traditional.” It is important to note that, while the terrain network design and
associated acreages noted below represent CBMR's proposal, trail designs may undergo
adjustments as these alignments are ground-truthed and analyzed in conjunction with
site-specific NEPA analyses.

Traditional Trails

This proposal includes construction of 44 “traditional” ski trails, totaling approximately
276 acres, within the Snodgrass Mountain portion of CBMR’s SUP area.

2009 Snodgrass Mountain Proposal
2



These 276 acres of trails will be regularly maintained (groomed). Of the 276 acres of
developed terrain, approximately 75 acres will utilize existing clearings, meaning that
approximately 201 acres of clearing will be required for construction of lift lines, lift
terminals, and other ski facilities. Trails will be constructed by flush cutting and stump
removal, attempting to avoid sensitive areas — including the Water Influence Zone and
designated waters of the United States, including wetlands — as much as possible.

Approximately 20 percent of the “traditional” trails proposed on Snodgrass Mountain —
roughly 55 acres — will require grading during construction. The areas that will require
grading are either trails that are planned to traverse across the fall-line (i.e., skiways), or
sections of trails that need to be graded to improve the skiing/riding experience and
ensure compliance with maximum grade criteria for a given ability level category. The
areas that are planned for grading are shown in Figure 6.1 of the 2009 MDP.

The following table shows the proposed terrain capacity distribution by ability level for
the “traditional,” developed terrain network on Snodgrass Mountain. The intention of
this plan is to provide attractive terrain for skiers/riders of all ability levels and at the
same time compensate for the identified deficiency of Intermediate and developed
Expert terrain at CBMR’s Main Mountain.

Snodgrass Mountain
Proposed Termrain Ablility Level Distribution by Capacity

]

@ Beginner 1.5 44 2% 5%
@ Novice 30.2 543 21% 15%
Il LowIntermediate 28.4 398 15% 25%
B Intermediate 117.5 1,175 45% 35%
€ Advanced 433 303 12% 15%
€  Expert: 55.5 167 % %
TOTAL 276.3 2,629 100% 100%
*: does not include “non-traditional,” undeveloped temain such as that found in the Extreme Limits at the Main Mountain.

Non-Traditional Terrain

The 2009 Snodgrass Mountain Proposal incorporates groomable trails that are designed
to feel like traditional trails. As depicted on Figure 1, in addition to traditional trails, five
different styles of “non-traditional” terrain are incorporated into the design of
Snodgrass Mountain: 1) interconnected areas; 2) groomable glades; 3) open bowls; 4)
natural openings; and 5) tree skiing.

2009 Snodgrass Mountain Proposal
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Interconnected Ski Spaces

Large regions of the “interconnected ski spaces” design technique (i.e., where a
connected web of routes with a minimum/maximum width of 30/60 feet, respectively)
have been incorporated between large tree islands. This terrain type is designed for
areas under proposed Lifts 1 and 2. This will allow skiers and riders to have a more
adventurous, unique experience, discovering a new route with each run they make.

Approximately 120 acres on Snodgrass Mountain will be defined as interconnect ski
spaces.

Groomable Glades

The “groomable glading” technique, where an area is gladed to the extent that winding,
groomable routes are created through the tree stand, is proposed on the south facing
slopes off the top of proposed Lift 3.

Approximately 10 acres on Snodgrass Mountain will be defined as groomable glading.

Open Bowls

A large, natural, open bowil, with defined groomed routes, is proposed off the north side
of Lift 3.

Approximately 30 acres on Snodgrass Mountain will be defined as open bowls.

Natural Openings

The natural openings near the top of the proposed interconnect gondola and at the
bottom of Lift 2 will create opportunities for skiers and riders to explore these areas
with a very un-developed feel (i.e., minimal tree clearing would be required). Routes will
be groomed through these areas, possibly varying throughout the season. The large
natural openings around the top of the proposed interconnect gondola will be
particularly important, as these will provide lower ability level guests with the
opportunity to ski and ride in an area that has an undeveloped feel.

Approximately 100 acres on Snodgrass Mountain will be defined as natural openings.

Tree Skiing

Snodgrass Mountain has exceptional tree skiing opportunities, and limited clearing is
proposed in several areas across Snodgrass Mountain to facilitate this. These areas —
totaling approximately 125 acres — are not proposed to be groomed or otherwise
maintained. These areas are depicted on Figure 1.

The variety of tree cover in these areas, including aspen, spruce/fir, and lodgepole pine,
highlight the importance of considering vegetation cover with deference to the pine
beetle epidemic in the Rocky Mountains. For example, a design measure may emerge
through the site-specific NEPA analysis that focuses (to a practical extent) on retention

2009 Snodgrass Mountain Proposal
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of healthy spruce/fir stands and the removal of beetle-susceptible lodge pole pine. At
this time, no specific tree-removal percentage is proposed for these areas, as field
reconnaissance will be necessary to determine the optimum tree density for meeting
both ecosystem and recreational objectives.

Proposed Snowmaking

In order to ensure quality snow cover on high-traffic runs and circulation routes on
Snodgrass Mountain, particularly during the critically important early and holiday
seasons, approximately 102 acres of snowmaking coverage is proposed for Snodgrass
Mountain. Proposed snowmaking coverage is depicted on Figure 2. Water for the
snowmaking system is planned to come from Crescent Lake. A pumphouse facility would
be required in the immediate vicinity of the lake, on private land, to serve both the Main
Mountain and Snodgrass Mountain. Site-specific engineering of the snowmaking system
will determine if and where an additional pump station would be located on Snodgrass
Mountain. Snowmaking pipelines will be buried on the western side new trails to take
advantage of prevailing winds.

Proposed Skier Service Facilities

To accommodate guests using the Snodgrass Mountain area, two guest service facilities
are proposed. These will entail food, beverage, restroom, ski patrol skier and services, as
depicted on Figure 1. The lower facility would be located at the top of the proposed
interconnect gondola. This facility would be approximately 9,000 square feet in size and
will seat approximately 200 guests. The upper facility will be located at the top of
Snodgrass Mountain, adjacent to the top terminals of proposed Lifts 2 and 3. This facility
is planned at approximately 3,500 square feet in size, seating approximately 75 guests.
This would incorporate space dedicated to ski patrol operations.

These buildings would be designed and constructed in coordination with Forest Service
landscape architects and in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act,
Architectural Barrier’s Act and the Forest Service’s Built Environment Image Guide.

Proposed SUP Boundary Reduction

Our proposal removes the Glory Hole area from the SUP area and reduces the Snodgrass
Mountain portion of the SUP boundary by approximately 383 acres (from approximately
1,476 acres to 1,102 acres).

Backcountry Access Point

In order to facilitate backcountry skiing and riding on the northern aspect of Snodgrass
Mountain, an access trail is planned from the Gothic Road trailhead to the top of
Snodgrass Mountain. We would support the GMUG locating and maintaining a

2009 Snodgrass Mountain Proposal
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backcountry access point along the northern boundary of the SUP area to facilitate
backcountry access to this popular area.

Proposed Construction/Maintenance Access Routes

Lift towers would be transported to the site by helicopter. Primary access to most
construction locations will be via the existing Snodgrass Road. As shown on Figure 2,
access from the Snodgrass Road to the lower and mid terminals for proposed Lift 3, the
top and bottom terminals for proposed Lift 1, the top of the proposed interconnect
gondola, and the lower proposed skier service facility, will be on proposed ski runs
(labeled “Construction/Maintenance Access Spurs” on Figure 2). These sections will be
short — roughly 500 feet in most cases, and will not require any construction other than
what is proposed for the ski runs.

A construction access route is also proposed to reach the bottom terminal of Lift 2 from
the Washington Gulch Road, also shown on Figure 2.

Proposed Infrastructure and Utilities

Power to the proposed on-mountain guest service facilities would be provided via a new
power line alignment. Wastewater disposal would occur in the form of an on-site septic
system at each of the proposed facilities or with connections to sewer line in the new
North Village base area via a wastewater line buried within the existing Snodgrass Road
corridor. Similarly, domestic water for the proposed on-mountain facilities would be
accommodated through either an on-site was source or through a buried water line
within the existing Snodgrass Mountain road corridor (with the required
vertical/horizontal off-sets should sewer be included within the same trench).

Power for lifts would be trenched in areas (to the greatest extent practicable) that are
already proposed for ground disturbance (trail grading, snowmaking, etc.).
Communication lines would include a similar method of installation.

2009 Snodgrass Mountain Proposal
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APPEAL TO THE REGIONAL FORESTER
ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGION
UNITED STATES FOREST SERVICE

In the Matter of the November 5, 2009 Decision

of Forest Supervisor Charles S. Richmond of the Grand Mesa
Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests

Regarding Crested Butte Mountain Resort

DECLARATION OF TIMOTHY T. MUELLER

1. I, Timothy T. Mueller, am over the age of 18 years, and have personal knowledge of the
facts contained in this declaration.

2. I am the President and Co-Owner of Triple Peaks, LLC (“Triple Peaks”). My wife,
Diane Mueller, is the Executive Vice President and Co-Owner of Triple Peaks.

3. On March 1, 2004, Triple Peaks purchased Crested Butte Mountain Resort (“CBMR”)
from Crested Butte Mountain Resort LLC, which was then controlled by the Callaway and
Walton families. The Forest Service issued a special use permit for CBMR to Crested Butte
LLC, a subsidiary of Triple Peaks.

4, On December 5, 2008, Triple Peaks, through Crested Butte LLC, entered into a “sale-
leaseback” transaction with CNL Income Crested Butte, LLC (“CNL”). Under the transaction,
Triple Peaks sold Crested Butte Mountain Resort to CNL, and Triple Peaks then leased the
properties back from CNL. Triple Peaks continues to manage and operate Crested Butte
Mountain Resort. CNL is the holder of the Forest Service special use permit for CBMR.
Representatives of the various entities owning, controlling, and managing Crested Butte

Mountain Resort are referred to here collectively as “CBMR.”



5. In late summer 2004, shortly after the resort was acquired by Triple Peaks,
representatives of CBMR began discussions with the United States Forest Service about
expansion of CBMR onto the adjacent Snodgrass Mountain.
6. Proposals for expansion onto Snodgrass have existed for nearly three decades. The
Forest Service authorized CBMR to expand skiing and lifts onto Snodgrass Mountain in 1982.
CBMR constructed a road to the top of Snodgrass Mountain under that approval, but did not
complete the expansion due to financial limitations of the owners.
7. CBMR prepared a new proposal for Snodgrass Mountain in consultation with the Forest
Service in 2004. It was significantly downsized from the proposal approved by the Forest
Service in 1982. The new proposal involved: (1) four lifts rather than the original ten; (2) ski run
development based on the natural terrain, openings, and glades rather than just standard cut
trails; and (3) no lift or terrain development on the northeast side of the mountain.

CBMR Meetings with the Forest Service
8. The Forest Service met in late 2004 and early 2005 with CBMR to discuss the Snodgrass
proposal.

The September 9, 2004 Meeting

9. On September 9, 2004, CBMR representative John Norton met with Ken Kowynia and
Ed Ryberg of the Forest Service about the proposed Snodgrass Mountain expansion and the
application of the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA™).
10.  Mr. Norton reported that Mr. Kowynia and Mr. Ryberg agreed with the need for CBMR
to offer lift serviced skiing on Snodgrass.
11.  Mr. Norton reported that Mr. Kowynia and Mr. Ryberg stated that the Forest Service

would use a one year “Pre NEPA” process to refine the proposal, consequently pushing the
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formal application back to late 2005. Mr. Norton reported that Mr. Kowynia and Mr. Ryberg
said this would not shorten the estimated two-year NEPA process, but stated it would ensure the
most efficient NEPA process possible.
The November 10, 2004 Meeting

12. On November 10, 2004, representatives of the Forest Service, CBMR, International
Alpine Design (“IAD”), and Cirrus Ecological Solutions, LC (“Cirrus”) met at the resort. The
purpose of the meeting was for the Forest Service to review geological issues involving the
southern and southeastern slopes of Snodgrass Mountain, and to identify other issues that may
warrant attention before beginning the NEPA process.

13. CBMR representatives reported that at the November 10, 2004 meeting, the Forest
Service stated that it wanted to analyze issues regarding the geologic suitability of Snodgrass
Mountain before beginning the NEPA process.

The December 10, 2004 Meeting

14,  The Forest Service held a pre-interdisciplinary team or “pre-ID team” meeting on
December 10, 2004 at the Gunnison Ranger District Office about the Snodgrass proposal.
Attending were representatives from the Forest Service, CBMR, IAD, Cirrus, and the Town of
Mt. Crested Butte.

15. CBMR representatives reported that Ken Kowynia gave a PowerPoint presentation at the
meeting explaining the Forest Service’s Pre NEPA process for Snodgrass and that Mr. Kowynia
explained that the goal of Pre NEPA is to generate a proposed action that can be carried into and

through the NEPA process as smoothly and efficiently as possible.



16. CBMR representatives reported that the Forest Service said that a critical element of the
Pre NEPA process would be to determine whether the geological issues at Snodgrass could be
addressed through mitigation and design.
17. CBMR representatives reported that the Forest Service identified the NEPA project team
at the meeting, including Forest Service personnel, and the third party consultant that would
actually prepare the draft and final environmental impact statement. The Forest Service said that
the target date for release of a final decision after the NEPA process was spring 2007.
18.  IAD distributed copies of the Snodgrass expansion plan and explained the main
components at the meeting.
19. CBMR representatives reported that the Forest Service said on December 10, 2004 that
the most pressing issue was the preparation of a Memorandum of Understanding between the
Forest Service and CBMR, setting the stage for securing a third-party consultant to prepare the
EIS, and formally beginning the NEPA process.
20.  The Forest Service prepared a Memorandum of Understanding (“MOQOU?”) that says that it
will prepare an EIS for the Snodgrass proposal. The Forest Service and CBMR signed the MOU
on June 7, 2005.

Public Outreach
21.  Inearly 2008, Forest Supervisor Charles Richmond asked CBMR to demonstrate public
support for the proposed expansion.
22.  Beginning in spring 2008, CBMR initiated a comprehensive public outreach campaign.
CBMR hosted 11 presentations and work sessions and held scores of meetings-with individuals,

elected officials, administrative agencies, and other interested parties.
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Forest Service Review of the Master Development Plan and Related Activities

23. CBMR met with Forest Service representatives in Gunnison on April 24, 2008 and
presented a proposed outline for a Master Development Plan for the ski area.

24,  Inearly 2009, CBMR developed a draft Master Development Plan that incorporated
issues raised, and comments received, from the Forest Service during the Pre NEPA process.

25. CBMR submitted a draft Master Development Plan to the Forest Service for its review in
the first week of February, 2009.

26.  The Forest Service submitted detailed oral and written comments on the draft Plan.

27. On March §, 2009, CBMR and Forest Service representatives met to discuss the draft
Plan. The Forest Service made detailed oral comments on the draft.

28.  In March 2009, Forest Service Winter Sports Program Manager Ken Kowynia submitted
detailed written comments on the draft Plan.

29.  On March 19, 2009, GMUG Snow Ranger and Wilderness Manager Kai Allen submitted
detailed written comments on the draft Plan.

30. CBMR incorporated the Forest Service’s comments into the final Master Development
Plan that it submitted to the Forest Service in May 2009.

31.  In June 2009, the Forest Service notified CBMR that the Forest Service planned to hire a
Project Coordinator to manage the NEPA process for the Snodgrass Proposal, and listed four
ways it could fill the position.

32.  InJuly 2009, the Forest Service told CBMR that it had published the Project Coordinator
position internally, and told CBMR that it was ready to move forward with a funding agreement

for CBMR to pay costs of the NEPA process.



Planned Municipal Discussions
33.  On August 16, 2009, I met with Regional Forester Rick Cables and Deputy Regional

Forester Maribeth Gustafson at the Forest Service Regional Office in Golden, Colorado to

discuss the Snodgrass proposal.

34. At the meeting, Mr. Cables and Ms. Gustafson asked CBMR to convene a working group

of local government representatives to discuss the Snodgrass proposal. Mr. Cables made clear
that the objective was for CBMR to resolve issues or concerns identified by local governments
before the Forest Service would start NEPA review.
35. CBMR expended substantial resources in September and October 2009 to organize and
launch the discussions with local governments, including by interviewing three potential
facilitators, and by drafting organizing documents for the discussions.
36.  The planned discussions were designed to resolve issues such as the effect of the
expansion on transportation, utilities, schools, and other public services.
37.  Deputy Regional Forester Maribeth Gustafson and Forest Supervisor Charles Richmond
approved CBMR's written outline of the proposed local government discussions on September
11, 2009.
38.  The municipal discussions were never held because the Forest Supervisor rejected the
Snodgrass proposal on November 5, 2009.

Pre NEPA Cost
39. The Forest Service’s Pre NEPA review lasted from 2004 until 2009, although the Forest
Service assured CBMR in 2004 that it would take one year.
40. CBMR expended approximately $1.8 million in the Forest Service Pre NEPA review

process.
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The Decision
41.  On October 16, 2009, Forest Supervisor Charles Richmond called me to tell me he
planned to reject the Snodgrass proposal.
42.  On November 3, 2009, I met with representatives of the Forest Service in Delta,
Colorado. Attending for CBMR were myself, my wife Diane, my son Ethan, CBMR Vice
President Michael Kraatz, and CBMR Chief Operating Officer Ken Stone. Attending for the
Forest Service were Forest Supervisor Charles Richmond, Corey Wong, and Jeff Burch.
43, At the November 3, 2009 meeting Corey Wong stated that he had talked with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service about Canada lynx issues at Snodgrass Mountain.
44, At the November 3, 2009 meeting Jeff Burch stated that the alternatives in a NEPA
process, including the “no action” alternative, are legal requirements that the Forest Service does
not seriously consider in the NEPA process. He also said that the Forest Service presumes when
it enters the NEPA process that the outcome will be approval of the preferred alternative.
45.  Forest Supervisor Richmond said on November 3, 2009 that for the Forest Service to
enter NEPA it must be ready to defend a proposal “against all odds.”
46. On November 5, 2009, the Forest Supervisor formally rejected the Snodgrass proposal.
Hundreds of letters have been written, numerous rallies have been held, and critical articles have
been written protesting the decision.
47.  Three hundred citizens rallied in Crested Butte on November 13, 2009 to support NEPA
review of the proposal.
48.  On November 20, 2009, a group of nearly 100 local residents travelled over 200 miles to
protest the Snodgrass Decision at the Forest Service Regional Headquarters in Golden, Colorado.

Included among the protestors was Town of Mt. Crested Butte Mayor William Buck.



49.  Over 250 people marched down Elk Avenue in downtown Crested Butte to protest the
Forest Service’s decision on December 7, 2009. The march ended at the Crestéd Butte Town
Council meeting, where the Council agreed to consider drafting a letter of support for the
expansion at their December 21, 2009 meeting.

50.  Over 100 residents rallied in the City of Gunnison on December 11, 2009 to protest the

Decision.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the

foregoing is true and correct.
Executed on December 17, 2009.

o Ml

Timothy T. Mueller

-3 .3 .3 _ 3

3 3 3

-3 __3 .38 .3y .3 ¥ _3 _3 _

-3



3

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSHENT
FOR®
CRESTED BUTTE MOUNTAIN RESORT
PROPOSED SMODGRASS MOUNTAIN EXPANSION

GUNNISON COUNTY
USDA FOREST SERVICE
GRAND MESA, UNCOMPAHGRE, AND GUNNISON
MATIONAL FORESTS



CHAPTER I.
CHAPTER II.
CHAPTER III.
CHAPTER [V.
CHAPTER V.
CHAPTER VI.
APPENDIX A
APPENDIX B
APPENDIX €

APPENDIX D
B IBLIOGRAPHY

FIGURE

(S0 - W S I A R

TABLE

AU LI =

TABLE OF CONTENTS

PURPOSE AND NEED

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

LIST OF AGENCIES AND PERSONS COMSULTED

LIST OF PREPARERS

FOREST SERVICE MITIGATION MEASURES

OTHER MITIGATION MEASURES

JOINT REVIEW PROCESS MEMORANDUM
OF UNDERSTANDING

AGREEMENT

LIST OF FIGURES

TITLE

GENERAL LOCATION MAP

PROPOSED EXPANSION AREA

RMBL RESEARCH AREAS

NEARBY PRIVATE LANDS

PROPOSED SNODGRASS MASTER PLAN

LIST OF TABLES

TITLE

BASELINE POPULATION

BASIC EMPLOYMENT ESTIMATES
USE AT CRESTED BUTTE SKI AREA
LAND OUNERSHIP KEY

NEW BASIC EMPLOYMENT
RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES

-3 3 _31 _3 __3 __3

.3

-—3 -3 _3 .3 3 -3 .3 __3

3 1 3

3



—3 713

-3 — -3

T3

-3 —/3 3 773

P

CHAPTER I.  PURPOSE AND NEED

A. Purpose and Need

This environmental assessment has been completed in response to a
request by Crested Butte Mountain Resort, Inc. (CBMR) to begin the study
process tor its proposed expansion onto Snodgrass Mountain for addi-
tional downhill skiing capacity. The expansion would be authorized by
amending CBMR's Special Use Permit for the Crested Butte Ski Area to
include Snodgrass Mountain.

Figure 1 is a location map of the general area, while Figure 2 shows the
area involved in the expansion proposal.

The purpose of this assessment is to document and disclose the analysis
of environmental effects which may be associated with CBMR's proposal.
This information will aid the Forest Supervisor in making a decision on
whether or not to allow expansion of the Crested Butte Special Use
Permit area onto Snodgrass Mountain. No decision is being made at this
time regarding expansion details such as 1ift 1ine locations, tower site
location or design, ultimate skier capacity, or ski run configurations.

B. The Expansion Proposal

CBMR has asked the Forest Service to consider amending its Special Use
Permit to allow expansion of Crested Sutte Ski Area onto Snodgrass
Hountain. The proposed expansion area is shown in Figure 2. About
1,550 acres of Natignal Forest System lands are involved in the ex-
pansion proposal.

CBHMR also submitted a proposed HMaster Plan {CBMR, 1982) that sets forth,
in general terms, the manner in which it would develop the Snodgrass
expansion if allowed to proceed. The proposal would add 4,500 skiers at
one time (SAOT) to the 6,200 SAOT already approved by the existing
Special Use Permit, for a total of 10,700 SAOT at full development. A
sumnary of the Master Plan for the Snodgrass expansion is presented in
Chapter 4 of this assessment.

C. Background

The history of skiing in the East River Valley began with the settling
and development of the area in response to the opening of numerous

mines. Skiing provided both recreation and a means of transportation
for the people who moved in.

Pueblo Mine Hi1l on the south side of the Town of Crested Butte was a
popular recreation ski site in the 1920's and 1930's. Slobodnick Hill,
Jocated below the Town's reservoir, also became popular. Another site
was Chicken Ranch, located on the west slope of Slate Mountain. The
first chair 1ift in Colorado was built in 1937 at .Pioneer Ski Area on

Cement Creek. The ski area at Rozman Hill opened in 1951 with two rope
tows and a ski jump.
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in December, 1960 Crested Butte Limited submitted a Special Use Ap-
plication to the Forest Service for downhill skiing on Crested Butte
Hountain. A Special Use Permit was issued the following year. Since
then, the area has agrown to become a major destination ski resort in
Colorado. The development is described in Mt. Crested Butte Ski

Area Master Plan, approved 1980.

The development of Snodgrass Hountain for additional skiing capacity at
the Crested Butte Ski Area has been under consideration since 1975. The
East River land management planning process evaluated the concept, and
Snodgrass Mountain was allocated a Winter Sports Site in the September
7, 1979 Record ot Decision for the East River Land Management Plan.

Sno-Engineering, Inc. was retained by CBMR during the Winter of 1931-82
to evaluate the physical and economic feasibility of adding the Snod-
grass Mountain skiing terrain to the existing Crested Butte Ski Area.
Sno-Engineering concluded: "4ith the addition of this (Snodgrass)
terrain, Crested Butte Mountain could easily take its place among the
leading destination resorts in Colorado in terms of skier capacity and
dive;sity of terrain available to vacationing skiers" (CBMR, 1982,

p. 3).

The Forest Service's Final EIS for the East River Land Management Plan
concluded that "Snodgrass Mountain was judged as having fair suitability
for development in connection with the existing development of {Mt.)
Crested Butte" (Forest Service, 1979, p. B-3).

D. Joint Review Process

The Forest Service and the State of Colorado have agreed to use a
coordinating process for the review of ski area development proposals.
This coordination process was initially called the Colorado Review
Process, and is now referred to as the Joint Review Process (JRP). The
JRP is best viewed as a concept, and is defined as a voluntary admin-
istrative procedure which: coordinates federal, state, and local gov-
ernment review for decision making purposes; provides an opportunity for
co-ordinated public involvement; provides informal forums for discussion
of public issues, management cancerns, and opportunities associated with
proposals; provides project proponents an opportunity for coordinated

public review; and promotes conflict resolution through cooperation and
compromise.

To aid in meeting the requirements of the Hational Environmental Policy
Act and the intent of the JRP in the analysis of CBMR's proposal, the
Forest Service, the State of Colorado, the Gunnison County Board of
County Commissioners, the Town of Mt. Crested Butte, the Town of Crested
Butte, the City of Gunnison, and CBMR agreed to establish a Joint Review
Conmittee {JRC). The Hayor of Mt. Crested Butte chairs the Committee.
The role of the JRC is defined in the Memorandum of Understanding en-
tered into by all participants. (Appendix C)

The purpose of the JRC is to provide a forum for pubtic involvement
(gathering public input and disseminating information to the public) and

coordination between Federal, State, and local governments and the
proponent.
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E.

Issues and Concerns

The Forest Service beaan compiling a Tist of issues and concerns during
the Fall of 1981. At the initial working group meeting of the JRC on
December 16, 1981, the list was discussed and updated. The updated 11§t
was presented at a public meeting on January 20, 1982 and further public
input was requested. A final 1ist of issues and concerns was developed
at a subsequent JRC meeting. The final list is as follows:

1.
2.

tieed - 1s there a need for more skiing capacity at Crested Butte

Ski Area?

Economic Impacts - What will be the economic effects of the Snod-
grass expansion on the following: employment, housing, transpor-
tation, County base facilities and services, and waste water treat-
nent?

Social Impacts - How will additional development affect the fol-
Towing: opportunities for day skiers and destination skiers, op-
portunities for dispersed recreation?

Environmental Impacts - What will be the environmental effects on
the following items due to further development: Soils (erosion

and slope stability), geology (erosion and slope stability), water
quality (sedimentation and waste water treatment), water quantity
{water rights and instream flow requirements), air quality (degrada-
tion due to chimney and vehicle emissions), range resource and use
(conflicts between the ski area and current range management), wet-
lands (loss), visual resources (visibility of the ski area's develop-
ments), Rocky Mountain Biological Laboratory research projects
(conflicts with ski area), avalanche hazards (on the East River side),
wildlife (big game conflicts and instream flow needs), cultural
resources {conflicts with Crested Qutte Historic District), and
timber (management opportunities).

Validation and Monitoring - How will the proposed develcpment be
validated to show it is feasible? How wiil adequate monitoring

of development take place considering the current administration's
restriction on Forest Service funding and manpower?

Jurisdictional Perspective

An environmental assessment is not a decision document. It is a docu-
ment disclosing environmental consequences which may occur with the
implementation of a proposed action and alternatives to that action. It
is an important document for federal, state, and local governments to
use in arriving at their own individual decisions regarding a proposed
action and alternatives to it.

Environmmental consequences which may occur on lands administered or
otherwise managed by other governmental jurisdictions have been disclos-
ed in this assessment. Other federal, state, and local authorities and
jurisdictions have cooperated with and assisted the Forest Service in
the development of alternatives and in the disclosure of environmental
consequences which may be associated with the proposal under considera-
tion and the alternatives to it.
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The selected alternative and the resulting decision of the Forest Ser-
vice will relate only to the environmental consequences which may occur
on Mational Forest System iand. T7The decision wiil be documented in a
Decision Motice. Decisions by other jurisdictions to issue or not issue
approvals related to this proposal can be made by them based on the
discliosure of environmental impacts made in this document. Listed

belowi are cooperating agencies in the preparation of this document and,
to our knowledge, the approvals needed by the proponent.

Approvals

- Forest Service: Special Use Permit Amendment expanding the
permitted area to include Snodgrass Mountain, and additional
site-specific approvals as the development proceeds

- State of Colorado: ‘astewater Disposal Permit, Section 401
Certification, iational Pollution Discharge Elimination System
Permit, air emission permits

- Gunnison County: permits as required

- Town of Mt. Crested Butte: permits as required

Cooperating Aqgencies

- Gunnison Ccunty

- Town of Mt. Crested Butte

- Town of Crasted Butte

- City of Gunnison

- Colorado Division of Local Government
- Colorado Department of Highways

- Colorado Geological Survey

- Colorado Water Conservation Board

- Colorado Department of Health

-3

—d3 -3 _ 3 .3

-3

-3 3

- Colorado Division of Hildlife

Colorado State Historic Preservation Officer
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CHAPTER I1. ALTERNATIVES IACLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

A. Alternatives Considered

1. Mo Action

Under this alternative, the Forest Service would not amend CEMR's
Special Use Permit to include Snodgrass Mountain. The area vould
continue to be managed as at present.

2. Amend CBMR's Special Use Permit to Include Snodgrass Mountain
{Forest Service Preferred Alternative)

Under this alternative, CBMR‘s Special Use Permit would be amended to

inlude the proposed expansion area on Snodgrass Mountain shown in Figure
2.

B. Mitigation Measures

Appendix A lists mitigation measures that can be required by the Forest
Service to minimize adverse impacts on National Forest System lands.
For the purpases of analysis, these measures are generally assumed

to be in place unless specifically discussed in Chapter 4.

Appendix B 1ists other mitigation measures that, in addition to those in
Appendix A, could be required by other jurisdictions to minimize adverse
jmpacts off of the National Forest System.

The Hational Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) does not require that
mitigation measures be implemented by the proponent or anyone else.
However, MEPA does require the Forest Service to disclose impacts and
consequences of a proposed action and alternatives to that asction. In

sa doing, possible methods for mitigating those impacts are to be ex-
amined and disclosed.

The disclosure of impacts and the discussion of mitigation methods is
for the purpose of praviding information to agencies of federal, state,
and local government which have decision authority reaarding a project.
This information may be used to issue or deny approvals within the
authority of those agencies. This information is also provided so that
the proponent and the public at large are aware of at least part of the

information being used by the various agencies in making their indi-
vidual decisions.

When determining what mitigation measures will be required on Hational
Forest System lands, Forest Service officials must consider: authori-
ties under esisting law, regulation, and policy; economic feasibility:
land management objectives; and the impacts and consequences disclosed
in environmental assessments. HMitigation required by the Forest Service



must be in accord with Forest Service regulations applicable to the
activity under consideration. The Decision Notice will identify by
inclusion or specific reference any mitigation measures and necessary
monitoring programs required by the Forest Service. Any mitigation

required by the Forest Service will relate only to impacts on National
Forest System lands.

C. Alternatives Eliminated From Further Detailed Study

An Intermediate Alternative - The Forest Service considered analyzing an
alternative that invelved only a portion of CBMR's proposal for Snod-
grass Mountain, but concluded that-there would be no practical advantage
in doing so at this time. Certain portions of the expansion area. (par-
ticularly the Lift 5 and Lift 11 service areas shown in Figure 5) will
be difficult to deveilop, if they can be developed at all. (The nature
of these difficulties is discussed in Chapter 4 of this assessment.)
However, considerably more information than is presently available will
be required before final approval or disapproval can be made regarding
specific facets of the Master Plan involving those difficult areas.

0. Comparison of Alternatives

If CBMR's Special Use Permit is amended to allow expansion onto Snodgrass
Mountain as proposed, 1550 acres of MFS land would be added to the permit
in addition to the 2261 acres already included. If the Special Use
Permit is not amended, then only the 2261 acres of NFS land already per-
mitted would be involved in winter sports activities.

If the Permit is amended, CBMR's maximum approved skier capacity at
buildout will be 10,700 skiers-at-one-time. If the Permit is not amended,

the maximum will remain at the currently approved level of 6,200
skiers-at-one-tine.

If the Permit is amended, visual signs of ski area development will begin
to appear on Snodgrass hMountain. If the Permit is not amended, the moun-
tain's appearance will remain undeveloped.

If the Permit is amended, demands on water treatment facilities in the
Upper East River valley will increase above current projections. If the
Permit is not amended, the demands will remain as projected.

If the Permit is amended, about 60,000 board-feet of timber production

on Snodgrass Mountain would be lost each year due to clearing for ski

area facilities. At the same time, however, some commercial timber on

the mountain would become suitable for harvest due to the road access
created by CBMR. If the Permit is not amended, no timber production would
be lost, but no commercial timber could be harvested, either.

[f the Permit is amended, grazing of cattle on Snodgrass Mountain will
become more difficult. At the same time, more forage will become avail-

able for grazing once the cleared areas are revegetated. I[f the Permit
is not amended, neither of these will occur.

If the Permit is amended, permanent basic employment could eventually
be increased by about 298 jobs, and associated construction could
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generate about 2,250 person-years of basic employment. Permanent
population is expected to increase by about 1,400 persons at build-
out. If the Permit is not amended, these increases will not occur.

If the Permit is amended, existing transportation probiems could

. increase unless steps are taken to accomodate the increase in trans-

partation needs. I[f the Permit is not amended, existing transportation
problems should remain at currently projected levels.



CHAPTER III. AFFECTED ENVIROMMENT
This chapter describes the environment in the areas to be affected.

A. Biophysical Environment

i. Hater

The Snodgrass expansion area iies partially within the upper East River
drainage (above its confluence with the Slate River) snd partially
within the liashington Gulch drainage (a tributary of the Slate River).
The expansion area lies entirely on the slopes of Snodgrass Mountain, SO
it includes none of the floodplains and wetland ecosystems found in the
river valleys themselves.

Quantity - Snodgrass Mountain receives about 27 inches of precipitation
annually, mostly in the form of snow during the winter months. Stream-
flows are typical of high elevation, snow dominated regions, with high
flows occuring Trom May through early July in conjunction with Spring
snovmelt. Streamtlows during the remainder of the year are considerably
lower, originating alimost entirely from ground water sources.

There are no major perennial streams flowing firom Snodgrass Hountain.
However, several small unnamed tributaries of Mashington Gulch and the
upper East River originate on the southeastern and eastern flanks of the
mountain and flow for several months of the year. Except during the
runoff season, flows are below one cfs. The only wetlands on the
mountain are located along the lower reaches of these tributaries near
the base area on private land. These wetland areas are small and should
be relatively easy to avoid during construction.

In the past, streamflow data have been collected by the United States
Geological Survey below the project area on the Slate River (0.5 miles
downstream of Coal Creek) and on the East River (1.2 miles downstream of
grush Creek). fiean annual flow for the period of record (1940-1951) on
the Slate River was 138.0 cfs, or 2.0 cfs/sq. mile of drainage area.
Mean annual flow for the same period on the East River was 134.0 cfs, or
1.5 cfs/sq. mile. The mean annual peak flow for the East River station
was about 930 cfs.

Quality - Water quality data have been collected sporadically at numerous
locations in the Upper East River and Slate River drainages by the U. S.
Forest Service, Environmental Protection Agency, Colorado Department of
Health, AMAX, Inc. {and its consultants), Colorado State University, and
the U. S. Geological Survey. In general, these data indicate that water
quality is good and meets Colorado water quality standards applicable

for its use as domestic, agricultural, recreational, and cold water
fishery water supplies.

o water quality data are currently available on the minor streams that
drain Snodgrass Mountain. Visual observations during and after the
runoff period in the Spring of 1982 indicate that sediment loads are
generally law. Yisual observation also indicates that stream channels
on the mountain are relatively stable. There is no evidence of major
active soil movement on Snodgrass Mountain that contribute substantially
to sediment loads.
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Waste WMater - The State of Colorado has proposed a Class 1 Cold Mater

Quatic Life classirtication for the East River, Slate River, and Washington
Gulch. This classification entails water quality standards suitable to
protect trout and other cold water biota. Because of the volume of

waste water discharged into them, the State considers these streams to

be “water quality limited"., that is, they will need more extensive
discharge limitations than the general effluent standards if the proposed
classifications are to be ret.

CDM (1982) analyzed wasteload allocations and the adequacy of waste
water treatment systems in the East River valley. [t concluded that,
because of its persistence in receiving waters, the ammonia limitation
(0.02 mg/1 un-ionized ammonia) will be the most restrictive in the East
River and Slate River. It also concluded that, assuming "natural" flows
during the Winter months, expected growth can occur, without 1limitation
and without installing expensive ammonia removal equipment, for about 7
years in the Slate River and 13 years in the East River.

2. Air Quality

Inversions of the atmosphere are 7airly common in the vicinity of the
expansion area. A high volume sampler in the Town of Crested Butte has
registered violations of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for
Total Suspended Particulates (TSP). These violations occur in both

summer and winter. Warm weather problems are caused primarily by fugitive
dust; in Winter they are caused by a combination of inversions, traffic,
and chimney emissions. Data in CDM (1980) indicate a history of such
violations in the Town of Crested Butte and projections in CDM (1981)
indicate a possible worsening of this trend. Violations have not been
recorded in M{. Crested Butte, and none are projected.

The State of Colorado has the primary responsibility for monitoring and
maintaining air quality.

3. Geoloay and Minerals

The expansion area is underlain by two radically different rock types:
igneous rock and Mancos shale.

The igneous rock is a porphyry of Tertiary age. It underlies the upper
portions of Snodgrass Mountain, and is similar in character to the
porphyry underlying other nearby high areas such as Crested Butte,
Gothic Peak, Whetstone Mountain, and Carbon Peak.

Mancos shale occurs on the flanks of Snodgrass Mountain, generally in
the form of large-scale mass movement deposits which formed under
substantially wetter climatic conditions than exist today. The exact
time when these mass movements took place is not known, but they prob-
ably occurred more than 10,000 years ago. In essence, they "slid" off
the upper slopes of Snodgrass Mountain and stopped when they reached
gentler gradients at the mountain's base. In the current climate, these
deposits are considered stable overall and are not expected to resume
movement on a massive scale.



By its very nature, however, Hancos shale has a comparatively low cohe-
sive strength and is prone to slope failures on a small scale. Particu-
larly when the material has already been disturbed once {during the
massive slope failures), it tends to show signs of weakness. The geolo-
gic hazard maps in CBMR (1982) accurateiy locate the areas of relative
instability. These maps are based on soils studies by Lincoln

DeVore Testing Laboratory (1973a, 1973b, 1975).

There have been no mineral activities within the proposed permit area,
nor are any patented or unpatented claims known to exist within the area.
Mineral potential is minimal. However, there is presently some
prospecting in the area.

4. Soils

Soils in the Snodgrass Expansion Area viere mapped by the Soil Conserva-
tion Service (SCS, 1977). Soils of the Leal, Stecum, and Leaps series
occur respectively on the upper, middle, and lower slopes of the expan-
sion area. These types reflect the parent materials underlying them:
the Leal and Stecum soils have a moderately rapid permeability, with a
sandy or gravelly texture derived from the underlying porphyry bedrock;
the Leaps soils, on the other hand, have a very slow permeability, with

a silty or clayey texture derived from the underlying Mancos shale mass
movement deposits.

Forest Service reconnaissance indicates that soils typical of the Tilton
series are also present. These include typic cryoborolls and pachic
cryoborolls. Soils in the aspen stands tend to have more coarse frag-
ments than those in the open parks.

Al1 soils appear to have a moderately high erosion hazard, while their
sensitivity to slope failure appears consistent with the mapping shown
in CBMR (1982).

5. Mdildlife

A complete description of wildlife in the East River Valley, which
includes the expansion area, can be found in the East River Land Man-
agement Plan EIS.

Snodgrass Mountain is used by wildlife species typical of the alpine and

subalpine ecosystems. It does not have any known essential habitat for
threatened or endangered species.

Elk are known to be in the Snodgrass area during the summer months.
Some incidental north-south movement occurs between Snodgrass Mountain
and Gothic Peak, but no major migration routes have been identified

in the area (AMAX, 1981, Figure A-12, and Young, 1982).

There are no fisheries on Snodgrass Mountain itself, but The East River
is a good trout fishery.
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6. Vegetation

Timber - Snodgrass tountain contains 1,290 acres of spruce-fir-lodgepole

Torest (16.8 MMBF) and 740 acres of aspen (6.5 MHBF). The conifers tend

to dominate at the higher elevations, while the aspen dominate the lower
slopes.

The conifer stands are mature to over mature and their vigor is low.
Some large, older trees are dead or dying. New seedlings are beginning
to appear in spots, but in general the understory vegetation is scant,
consisting mainly of low vigor forbs, shrubs, sedges, and grasses.
Evidence of blowdown is lacking, but due to the age of the stands and
the frequency of strong westerly winds, the potential for blowdown is
steadily increasing.

Many of the conifers are of commercial size, but because of poor access
none of the stands are presently considered suitable for harvest.
Without treatment, these stands are expected to deteriorate through
blowdown and bug infestations.

The aspen stands are not of commercial value because of a Tack of market
and small size. Understory vegetation is dense and vigorous, consisting
of a variety of forbs, grasses, and some brush.

Ho roads are present in the confierous stands. A primitive road passes
through aspen mastly on private land; it terminates at the proposed
bottoms of chairlifts S-5, S-8, and S-9.

Range Management - The expansion area involves part of three grazing
allotments: Gothic C & H, Snodqgrass C & H, and Meridian C & H. The
only suitable range affected is on the Snodgrass Allotment.

Threatened and Endangered Species - ilo known threatened or endangered
species exist in the expansion area.

Wetland Vegetation - There are no major perennial streams flowing from
Mount Snodgrass. However, several small unnamed tributaries of Washington
Gulch and the upper East River originate on the southeastern and eastern
flanks of the mountain and flow for several months of the year. Except
during the runoff season, flows are below one cfs. The only wetlands on
the mountain are located along the lower reaches of these tributaries

near the base of the proposed 1ift $S-7 and in the vicinity of the proposed
base area on private land. These wetland areas are small and should be
relatively easy to avoid with development.

7. Visual Quality

The Forest Service Visual Management System for rating visual impacts
was used to determine visual quality and the potential capacity of the
land to withstand manmade changes. The Visual Quality Objective (VQO)
for Snodgrass tMountain is mainly Partial Retention, with the northwest
corner of the mountain being Modification. The Partial Retention VQO
means that human activities may be evident but must remain subordinate
to the characteristic landscape. The Modification VQO msans that human
activity may dominate the characteristic landscape but must, at the same
time, utilize naturally established form, line, color, and texture.
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The Visual Absorptive Capacity (VAC) is the rating an area receives in
order to predict the ability o7 an area of land to be altered without
changing or detracting from the natural scenic character. The Snodgrass

area has a moderate ability to withstand man-made changes without dete-
riorating the existing scenic quality.

The Existing Yisual Condition (EVC) is the degree of man-made disturb-
ance which has currently taken place in the environment. It is the
baseline from which all new changes can be measured. The proposed
development area is relatively untouched at this time. Snodgrass

Mountain is primarily seen from the road to Gothic, which passes through
Mt. Crested Butte.

3. Avalanches

Avalanche potential on Snadgrass Mountain is confined mainly to the

northeast portion of the mountain, where slopes with average gradients
of 35 to 45 percent are found. Terrain features on this slope, such as
steep confined gullies, broad unconfined slopes with different type or

age of the dominant vegetation, are all indicators that this area is an
avalanche site. :

An avalanche site or area is a location with one or more avalanche
paths. The northeast paortion of the East River Road from Mt. Crested
Butte to Gothic is situated in the runout zones of this avalanche site.

B. Economic and Social Environment

1. Community Services

Mt. Crested Butte has a police department consisting of four personnel
and has two police vehicles. At the present time the department person-
nel serve as Deputy County Sheriff and has their operational territory
extending from the Slate River Road turnoff and Gothic County Road to

the top of Schofield Pass. Their territory includes Crested .Butte Ski
Area.

2. Transportation

Road System - Vehicular access to the resort is by way of Colorado
Highway 135 from Gunnison to Crested Butte, and the Gothic Road from
Crested Butte to Mt. Crested Butte. Traffic tie-ups frequently occur on
the Gothic Road during adverse weather conditions due to steep grades,
poor drainage, and alignment, and no passing lanes. A study has been
prepared by Merrick Engineers entitled "Gothic Road Corridor Study". It
identifies four alternative alignments to reduce problems associated
with the road between Crested Butte and Mt. Crested Butte. The Gunnison

County Board of Commissioners have committed to realign and upgrade the
Gothic Road by 1984.

Traffic along Colorado Highway 135 has been increasing steadily in
recent years. According to Colorado standards, the segment from Almont
to Crested Butte is hazardous and needs improvement in order to handle

current volumes. Improvements are not anticipated in the near future,
however.
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Bus stteh - The Town of Mt. Crested Butte and the Ski Area participate

with the Town of Crested Butte in the funding of the Mountain Expresg
Bus System, which operates between Gunnison and the Crested.Butte Ski
Area. The system is operating within the final year of a_f1ve year
agreement. The present agreement stipulates that the deficit on the
system be split at the following rate:

Mt. Crested Butte 30%
Crested Butte 30%
Crested Butte Mountain Resort 40%

Prior to this agreement, CBMR operated the system. The system is now
operated by the Town of Crested Butte which contributes part of its
deficit amount in in-kind services. A new agreement is expected to be
signed in the near future, but its terms are as yet undecided.

Continental Trailways operates four 46-passenger buses into Gunnison
daily on a year-round basis, providing 1,288 bus seats on a weekly
basis. To supplement this scheduled service, Crested Butte Mountain
Resort will operate two charter buses weekly, providing 92 seats, for a
total of 1,380 bus seats. .

ATthough scheduled bus service is not expected to increase significantly
over the next several years, CBMR plans to expand its charter bus pro-
gram to keep pace with the increase in air transportation. Four buses
in 83/84 (184 seats), six buses in 84/85 (276 seats) and eight buses in
84/85 (368 seats) will be used both to bring groups into the resort, and
to service the Gunnison airport for transfers to the ski area. CBMR
plans to explore the possibility of operating weekly bus charters from
the Oenver and Grand Junction airports.

Parking - Parking is provided by both the Ski Area and the Town of Mt.
Crested Butte. The Town of Mt. Crested Butte's zoning ordinance iden-
tifies stringent requirements for parking. The Town does not plan to
reduce the requirements of this ordinance. The Town also has an agree-
ment with the Ski Area to perpetually keep space for 425 cars in the
base area.

Air Transport - Trans-Colorado Airlines provides the Gunnison area with
commercial air service. Sixty flights each week connect with the Montrose
and Denver airports. Colorado Airlines provides daily scheduled service
between Crested Butte and Aspen. In addition, CBMR has put together an
arrangement with Frontier Airlines to provide weekend jet service into
Gunnison for skiers from various metropolitan areas. During the 82/83

ski season, four Frontier 737 jets will be flying into the Gunnison
airport each Saturday, providing 424 air seats on a weekly basis. Combined
with Trans-Colorado's sixty weekly flights using 19-passenger HMetro-
liners, the total available capacity will be 1,564 round-trip seats a
week. Further increases are planned for the following years.

3. Utilitijes

Water and sewer are provided by the Crested Butte VWater and Sanitation
District. It is a public agency incorporated for the specific purpose
of utility supply and service. The present treatment capacity for the
sewer plant is .4 mgd (million gallons per day). The water and Sanita-
tion District will expand these facilities as demand dictates.

15



Water is supplied to both CBMR and the Tovm of Mt. Crested Butte by
gravity feed from a storage tank located on the present ski area. This
system is primarily springfed with auxillary water pumped from the East
River. VYater rights investigations have been undertaken by the Sanita-
tion District to deal with increased need in the immediate future.

Electrical service is provided by the Gunnison County Electwrical Associa-
tion. Work programs for expanded service are done on a two year basis

at the developer's cost. Preliminary discussions with the Electric
Association indicate that service and supply are available.

The water storage tanks and some utility lines are currently located on
Hational Forest System lands. The vemainder of the service facilities
and the parking are on private land.

4, Population and Employment

BMML (1981) estimated current populations in the Gunnison County area
and projected them through the year 1994. The results are shown in
Table 1, indicating slow but steady growth with Gunnison and vicinity
continuing as the main growth center. This trend is likely to hold as
long as the AMAX Mt. Emmons Mining Project is not initiated. The start-
up date for the project is uncertain at this time, but if and when
startup does occur, the Gunnison County popuiation will be increased as
discussed in the Mt. Emmons EIS (Forest Service, 1982a,b).

Employment in Gunnison County shows a mixture of agriculture, mining,
tourism, and higher education (Table 2). Of these, tourism is the
largest source of employment with about 35% of estimated basic employ-
ment.

5. Housing

Total housing for Mt. Crested Butte in 1979 included 98 single-family
units and 628 multi-family units, reflecting the dominance of tourist
facilities such as condominiums and other skier lodgings. In the Town
of Crested Butte, the total units included 358 single-family units, 130
multi-family units, and 23 mobile homes; this reflects a preponderance
of year-round residents. About 2,653 units existed in the Gunnison
area, reflecting its dominance as the County's population center.

6. Cultural Pesources

Little cultural resource information exists for Snodgrass Mountain.
Paraprotessional cultural resource specialists have completed a
cursory examination of the area and no archaelogical sites have
been located. Descriptions of cultural resource work that has been
done in the area may be found in Baker (1978) and Horvath (1981).
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TABLE 1: BASELINE POPULATION

Source: EMML (1981. p. ©8-24).

City of Gunnison Crestgd Mt. Cresced Remainder
Year Gunnison Fringe Butte Butte of County Total
1982 6343 2164 1198 156 3085 13046
1986 7461 2229 1405 305 3298 14698
1990 8698 2302 1633 359 3532 16524
1994 10320 2398 1932 431 3819 18920

~.
i

S’

. TABLE 2
GUNNISON COUMTY: BASIC EMPLOYMEMT ESTIMATES (1978-1994)
1982 jone 1950 19%
Agriculture, Foresiry 264 253 243 233
Mining 260 3l0 321 334
Conjroct Censtruction/Tourism 100 125 158 199
Manutacturing 83 85 85 85
Transporlation, Communications,
tatHitilies, Tourism J2 18 46 56
Retail Trede/Tourist 192 259 350 467
Retail Trode/Western State
College &S &5 6S &5
Services/Tourism . 512 €95 098 1170
Western State College 280 280 280 200
State ond Federal Governments 86 95 s 115
SECTOR TOTAL 1894 2205 2550 1004
1 Source: DBMML (1981)
17




The major historical site in the general vicinity is the Town of Crested
Butte, which is a Wational Historic District. [t lies about four miles
to the south of the expansion area (Figure 2} and received its designa-
tion on May 29, 1974.

The community of Gothic 1ies about two miles to the north of the expan-
sion area (Figure 2). It was once proposed as a candidate for Historic
District status, but has not yet been designated as such. The area has
not been completely evaluated, and many of the community's buildings
have been modified in recent years..

7. Qutdoor Recreation

Undeveloped Recreation Opportunities - Current recreation use of Snodgrass
Mountain is 1ight. Some hiking, hunting, and cross country skiing

occurs, but an accurate use figure is not possible to estimate. Travel
through the proposed base area on the Gothic Road is moderate. The
recreation opportunity spectrum of the proposed development area is
approximately 90 percent semi-primitive, nonmotorized and about 10 per-
cent roaded natural.

Downhill Skiing - The existing Crested Butte Ski Area currently enjoys a
reputation for providing a "high quality" skiing experience including
minimal crowding. It has had significant growth in skier use with
276,070 skier days occuring this past 1981/82 season, for a total of
115,029 recreation visitor days (RVD) use. (One RVD equals 12 hours of
recreation use.)

Table 3 illustrates past use at Crested Butte Ski Area. The past few
years' use was affected by poor snow and poor economic conditions and
does not necessarily indicate growth has siowed or stopped.

Data gathered for the Forest Plan projects a 8.4% trend increase in
skiing (calculated by historic use trend path) for the Forest, which
includes Telluride and Powderhorn Ski Areas as well as Crested Butte.
The Draft Regional Plan projects a 7-10% growth trend for the Rocky

Mountain Region.

Ski industry leaders have been worried about the growth in this indus-
try. Some feel it has reached its peak, and will level out or decline
in the future. The Rocky Mountains had the best ever season in 1979-80,
but this past season (1981-82) did not show the growth expected for a
good snow year. This could be taken as an indication that growth in
this area for destination resorts may have peaked, although the curreant
poor ecanomic conditions may have influenced potential growth since
nationally, skiing did grow through last season. Individually, resort
growth fluctuates and some may continue to grow, even though their
region as a whole declines.

Forecasting growth for skiing is difficult and as discussed above; many
different results are obtained. Development of, and growth of, idual
individual resorts mainly depends upon the particular demand that exists
for that resort (which may be different than industry trends) and the
economic situation of that resort.
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8. Research

Rocky Mountain Biological Labaratory (RMBL) is a non-profit educational

and scientific institution located in the old town of Gothic, approximately
four miles north of Mt. Crested Butte and one mile north of the north-
ernmost 1ift of the proposed Snodgrass development (Figure 2). RMBL is
involved in research and teaching and is represented by a broad spectrum
of colieges and universities from across the nation. The lab was founded
in 1922 and incorporated in 1928. Most of the research is done during

the Summer and Fall Tield seasons, but some research of snow physics and
avalanche data gathering is done through the Winter months.

The Gothic Hatural Area was established on July 3, 1931, by order of the
Chief of the Forest Service to provide secure and variable habitats for
ecological research studies and for teaching. The area is 1070 acres on
the north slope of Gothic Mountain, and ranges from talus at timberline
to spruce-fir forests and meadowlands on the lower end. The area is
approximately two miles to the north of the town of Gothic, and one mile
south of Schofield Pass. The Natural Area is used primarily in conjunc-
tion with research being done by RMBL.

Research within the Snodgrass Expansion area is limited. RMBL has one
ongoing project in the area (Figure 3). RMBL Project 93 is a research
project dealing with aphids and fireweed. RMBL Project 45 deals with
research on bee activities, but is outside of the expansion area.

9. Land Uses

The lands in the general vicinity of Snodgrass Mountain are used for
agricultural, municipal, residential, and winter sports purposes.

Figure 4 shows tracts of privately-owned tand nearby. Table 4 1ists the
size and ownership of these tracts.

TABLE 3: Use at Crested Butte Ski Area

Year Skier Davs Remarks
1969-70 39,487 Does not include
1970-71 42,406 season passes
1971-72 48,855
1972-73 68,217
1973-74 B6,784
1974-75 107,086
1975-76 142,959 Includes season passes
1976-77 108,542 (poor snow year)
1377-78 207,631
1978-79 260,088
1979-80 282,933
1980-81 161,895 (poor snow year)
1981-82 276,070
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TABLE 4: LAND OWNERSHIP KEY FOR FIGURE 4

Acres

360

160

Owner

Rocky Mouncain Biological Laboratory
East Side Ohio Creek Cattle Assoc.
(Ralph Allen & Sons, Inc.)

Site of Gothic

%Y Trampe, Dura Mac & Maison, Alleta

% Trampe, William

% Franklin, Thelma & Rundell, Bette Mae

Trampe, Dora Mac
X Trampe, William
. Rundell, Bette Mae

FL Rt ol Pt

Allen, Ralph R. & Sons
Allen, Ralph R. & Sons
Allen, Ralph R. & Sons
Meridian Lake, luc.
Kapushion, Anton J. & Co.

Town of Mt. Crested Butte
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CHAPTER IV. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

A. CBMR's Proposed Master Plan

If the Forest Service decides to amend CBMR's Special Use Permit to
include Snodgrass Mountain, then development similar to that described
in CBMR's proposed Master Plan will be permitted to occur. Some dif-
ferences can reasonably be expected, however. This section summarizes
the basic aspects of the plan. Additional information can be found in

the proposed Master Plan itself. (CBMR, 1982).
1. Facilities

The major facilities proposed for the expansion area are shown in Figure
5. These include:

12 chair Yifts {(or 11 chair 1ifts and 1 gondola)
35 ski trails involving 416 acres
snowmaking on 161 acres of ski trails
a maximum skiing vertical of 1,700 feet
on-mountain lodge with eating, restrooms, and ski patrol facilities
service roads
base area facilities at Horth Village and Tennis Village including:
- main lodge with eating, restrooms, bar and lounge, locker
space, ski school, ticket sales, rental, retail and
office facilities.
- secondary lodge with eating, restroom, and storage facilities.
- maintenance building with associated facilities, mainly
storage.
- parking (9.5 acres)

A1l of the base area facilities would be located on private land presently
zoned for development.

2. Skier Capacity

The proposed eventual capacity of the expansion is 4,500 SAOT. Combined
with the 6,200 SAOT already approved under the existing Special Use
Permit, this would give an eventual total capacity of 10,700 SAOT.

3. Phasing and Subsequent Approvals

Development of the Snodgrass expansion area would not begin until the
area covered by the existing Special Use Permit has been substantially
developed. Once the physical buildout of presently-approved expansion
has been reached, development on Snodgrass would be carried out in
three phases. The jnitial phase of expansion would add 137 acres of
ski trails, 5 chairlifts for a capacity of 1,700 SADT, and associated
lodge and other operating facilities. The second phase would add 3
chairlifts and 81 acres of ski trails for a capacity of 1,800 SAOT,
p!us improved lodge and other operating facilities. The third and
final phase would bring the skiing capacity on Snodgrass Mountain

to 4,500 SAQT.
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The construction (and later maintenance) work associated with these
three phases will be carried out in accordance with Summer Operating
Plans, which CBMR wiil submit to the Forest Service annually for ap-
proval prior to beginning work. In its approvals, and resulting from
analysis of site-specitic activities, the Forest Service will specify
the design changes, mitigation measures, and other stipulations that it
will requires CEMR to employ.

Total ski trail acreage on Snodgrass would be 416 acres (942 acres for
the total ski area). It is possible.that one proposed chairlift {S-3)
could be replaced by a gondola to the top of the mountain, which would
allow better egress from the base area in the winter and access in

the summer, but would not significantly affect the total capacity of
the area.

It is always possible that complete buildout will not occur. This could
be due to any of the following reasons: (1) growth in the skier market
falls short of expectations; (2) construction financing proves more
difficult than expected; or (3) CBMR concludes at some point that
complete buildout is not desireable.

B. Biophysical Environment

1. MYater

Alternative 1 would result in continuation of present trends and would
not create any new or additional impacts on the hydrology of the East
River drainage. Alternative 2 would result in ground surface disturb-
ance which will locally accelerate erosion and sedimentation. [o
significant impacts are expected.

Under Alternative 1, waste water discharges would not increase beyond
expected trends. Under Alternative 2, waste water discharges will
increase at a faster rate and their cumulative effects may result in
additional treatment facilities being needed (particularly for ammonia)
sooner than is currently anticipated.

Diversion of water from the East River for snow-making will occur during
the Winter months (October to March). Most diverting will be done
during October-December when a well-packed base is being established.
These diversions may lead to lower dilution of discharged waste waters
(thus advancing the time when additional water treatment facilities are
needed), but this impact could be lessened by the fact that the period
of greatest diversion (COctober-December) does not greatly overlap with
the period of greatest skier influx (January-March). In addition,
diversion during low-flow periods (December-February) could impair the
East River fishery. To help insure against this impact, an agreement
was reached between CBMR, the Colorado Department of Matural Resources
and the Colorado Division of Wildlife regarding East River diversions.
(See Appendix D.)

3 ..A .3

—3 .. 3 _ 3 3

-3 .3 __3

-3

.3

—3 __1

-3 .3

-3

-3



3 1

T T3

3

3

B Ml

3

T3 71

1

3

P
p N
.

According to the agreement, “... CBMR shall utilize its best effqrgs.to
maintain not less than 7 cfs of flow in the East River, and to minimize
the duration of its diversions which cause said flow to fall below 7
cfs..."” A provision for restocking the East River is also included.

Haters arising from Hational Forest System lands and used thereon shall
be reserved to the United States. These waters arising from National
Forest System lands and used on private lands may be decreed to private
ownership. To this end, CBMR and the Forest Service have entered into
an agreement whereby CBMR conveys to the United States 4.8 cfs of the
water decreed to CBMR in Hater Division No. 4 Case Mo. 31-CW-69, and
CBMR retains the balance. CBMR further agrees not to divert more water
from the East River than will permit 7.0 cfs of water to remain in the
East River immediately below the point of diversion; provided, however,
that during December of each year, CBMR may divert water in a quantity
which will leave not less than 6.0 cfs in the East River for a duration
not to exceed 360 hours.

2. Air Quality

Total suspended particulates (TSP) is the primary pollutant of concern.
Even without expansion into the Snodgrass area, TSP levels could in-
crease from construction activities {condominiums and currently-approved
ski area facilities), chimney emissions, and road dust. These activ-
ities are expected to occur during buildout of the existing permitted
area, as discussed in the Environmental Assessment for the CBMR Master
Plan. Further increases can be expected to accampany expansion into the
Snodgrass area.

However, TSP increases are not expected to be significant, for the
following reasons: (1) A continuation of the paving programs in the
Towns of Crested Butte and Mt. Crested Butte will reduce the contribu-
tion of road dust to TSP levels. (2) Continued efforts to regulate
fireplace construction in the two towns will keep chimney emissions from
significantly adding to TSP levels. (3) Fugitive dust from construction
activities will not be significant. (4) Typical wind-flow patterns will
continue to flush Mt. Crested Butte emissions down-valley and keep them
away from the Town of Crested Butte. (See Appendix C of the Environ-
mental Assessment for the existing CBMR Master Plan).

Motor vehicle emissions are expected to increase slightly, even if mass
transportation and automobile disincentives are increased.
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3. Geology and Minerals

As discussed in Chapter 3, the lower and mid-elevation slopes on Snod-
grass Mountain are underlain by ancient slope failure deposits composed
mostly of Mancos Shale. Under present-day climatic conditions, these
deposits are considered stable. However, some potential exists for
small-scale slope failures.

Under Alternative 1, this potential will not be altered and slope fail-
ures will occur only on rare occasions and under strictly natural cir-
cumstances. :

Under Alternative 2, there will be a certain amount of zurface disturb-
ance taking place, including clearing for ski trails and other faci-
lities, and earthmoving for roads and fall-line adjustment. These
disturbances will increase the potential for small-scale slope failures.
Careful engineering and design will be needed to keep the potential to a
minimum, but some failures can nonetheless be expected to occur.
Although exact failure locations cannot be predicted, the likelihood for
failure will be greater on steeper slopes and in areas of high water
tables. Failure will be most likely to occur during the Spring snowmelt
and during prolionged periods of rainfall. The impacts of small-scaie
slope failures will ordinarily be wminor, although roads may temporarily
be rendered unserviceable. Repairs will often be necessary.

Where underiain by ancient slope-failure deposits, some settling or
shifting of foundations may occur. The potential for this can be min-
imized through proper engineering and design. The upper slopes of
Snodgrass, being underlain by igneous rock (a good foundation material)
are not expected to encounter foundation problems.

The Lift 5 and Lift 11 service areas are of particular concern because
of their steepness. The potential for small-scale slope failures

is greatest in thess areas. [t may turn out that earth-moving

in certain locations within these areas could entail faiiure risks
that are unacceptably high, and that such disturbances cannot be
allowed. Additional information will be needed, however, before
conclusive determinations of this nature can be made. Soils
engineering characteristics and detailed design plans will be
particularly important. and should become availabte during the
implementation phase of the proposed Master Plan.
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Although the mineral potential of the proposed permit area is very low,
a conflict between winter sports activities and minerals activities
could arise if the area is not withdrawn Trom mineral entry and vaiid
rights to the mineral estate can be established at certain locations.
Should such conflicts occur, it will be necessary to closely coordinate
the reasonable desires of the claimant and CBMR to minimize disruptions
in the activities of both interests.

4. Soils

Problems related to slope stability are more a function of the under-
1ying geologic materials than of soils characteristics. See the pre-
ceding section on Geology.

Erosion will take place in areas of surface disturbance, but employment
of appropriate mitigation measures should minimize the degree of impact.

5. Wildlife

Small game and other wildiife will be temporarily adversely affected
under Alternative 2 by clearing for trails and constructing towers and
roads. These impacts will not be significant considering the small part
of the total populations involved that will be affected. Clearing will
eventually create openings and grazing areas for deer and elk. There
possibly may be a change in fall migration patterns, but most of this
change will occur away from the expansion area and away from areas of
new devetopments for base facilities.

Snownaking will require that additional water has to be pumped from the
East River. East River is presently a valuable self-sustaining brown
trout fishery. The brown trout Tay their eggs in the river gravels

during October and November. These eggs must be continuously covered

vwith water during the winter to keep them alive. In order to protect

the brown trout fishery in reacnes below the pumping plant, CBMR and the
Colorado Division of Wildlife have entered into an agreement in which

CBMR agrees not to reduce East River flows at the pumping plant below 7
cubic feet per second. The text of the agreement is contained in Appendix
D.

Potential adverse impacts are greatest from secondary development. Big
game migrqtion rcutes may be altered, and cumulative increases in human
activity in the general area may result in greater disturbance of wild-
life.



6. Vegetation

Timber Manaaement - Approximatley 400 acres of coniferous forest and 100
acres of aspen forest will be cleared for trails. The volume of wood on
these acres amounts to 5.20 MHMBF spruce-fir-lodgepole pine, and .70 MMBF
aspen sawtimber. These acres would be removed from timber production
during the 1iTe of the ski area, and would amount to a loss of 60 MBF of
timber annually. An additional 30 acres of coniferous timber (0.33
MMBF) would be lost to the construction of roads.

After trails have been cleared in the conifers, the edges of the uncut
forest will suffer some blowdown, particularly along the eastern edges.
Blowdown could also be a problem on the top of Snodgrass if the clear-
ings coalesce into large areas. In the aspen stands, blowdown shouid be
very light. Blowdown trees, if not removed, could give rise to bark
beetle buildups. Openings created by windfall could continue to enlarge
through further wind damage, and would result in a temporary loss in
tree cover.

Once road access has been constructed to the top of Snodgrass, much of
the commercial timber there will become suitable for harvesting. A
timoer sale program could be initiated in conjunction with ski area
needs. Mature forest remaining after trails are cleared will continue
to decline in vigor and die out if not intensively managed. This would
reduce the protection provided by mature trees along the trails.

Most of the trails (300 acres) will produce late summer forage for
domestic stock, amounting to 40 animal unit months.

Considerable forest debris will be created from the clearing of trails,
and will need some treatment in order to use the trails and avoid an
increase in bug problams.

Range Manaaement - The use of Snodgrass Mountain for grazing would
become more difficult under Alternative 2, but no reduction in stocking
levels is expected.

The anticipated impacts and necessary mitigation reasures are:

Maintenance of Fences - Maintenance of fences on the private land
boundary is the responsibility of the private landowner if he wishes to
keep cattle off of his land. Sometimes landowners adjacent to Mational
Forest System lands do not maintain these fences, and then control of
livestock from leaving the Mational Forest System land becomes impos-
sible. [f this occurs, then the permittee will either have to maintain
the fence or chase after the cattle. There are no interior or pasture
fences. There is one fence that separates the Snodgrass Allotment from
the Gothic Allotment. The maintenance of this fence will continue to be
the responsibility of the permittees on the Gothic and Snodgrass Allot-
ments. Any damage caused by CBMR will be CBMR's responsibility to fix.
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Movement of Cattle by Truck - These impacts on the grazing of live-
ctock will primarily occur during the construction phase when towers and
roads are being built and ski trails are being cleared, shaped, and
revegetated. Some movement of cattle is expected. The loudness, duration,
location, and time of the use of the equipment all combine to determine
the severity ot the problem. If cattle are not intentionally harrassed,
the impact should not be great as judged by similar situations in other
areas.

Added Expense in Tending Cattle - There will be some added expense
in tending cattle because aof the need to move cattle back into good feed
areas more often after they have been disturbed, or to keep cattle off
of reseeded areas.

Risk of Loss Due to Larkspur Poisoning - Larkspur is present on
Snodgrass Mountain and in places it may be abundant. Cattle that have
eaten larkspur are prone to heart failure for a period of time following
ingestion, and any disturbance (such as by heavy equipment) tends to
increase the possibility of death. Alternative 2 will increase the
chances of this happening.

Damage to Grazing Resource Through Clearing, Grooming, etc. - This
damage will be short term. The end result will be that grazing forage
will improve both in quantity and quality once clearing and reseeding
are completed.

The use of National Forest System lands for skiing and livestock grazing
is common throughout the western United States. While impacts are often
annoying, time-costly, and usually more expensive to the permittee, they
are seldom so severe that grazing is totally incompatible with ski area
development or use.

Interference with the grazing program will result from human pressure
and dog harrassment and predation. These impacts will occur under all
alternatives, except that the rate of increase will be least under
Alternative 1.

Water availability will not be adversely affected by the project as the
existing springs and streams on Snodgrass Hountain will not be tapped.
Stock water distribution could actually be improved with the install-
ation of waterlines on the mountain for snowmaking in the winter. CBMR
has said that it can charge the lines in the summer and thus make water
available for livestock .

7. Visual Quality

The visual quality objective (VQO) for the expansion area was determined
by combining the variety class rating, the distance from which the area
is viewed, and the sensitivity of the viewer. The main viewing areas
are along the Gothic Road, in the proposed additional base area, under
the Glory Hole area, and in Gothic.
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The reconmended YQ0 for the proposed addition on Snodgrass Fountain is
mainly Partial Retention with the northwest corner of the mountain being
Modification. Ski area development is compatible with these objectives
with the exception of open areas where tree cover is not present and
chairlift facilities are planned. These areas would appear as Modifi-
cation where Partial Retention is the objective. The bottoms of pro-
posed chairiifts S-1, $5-2, S-3, S-4, and S-5 are in the open and plainly
visible. The bottoms of these proposed chairliTts are adjacent to the
proposed base area facilities, and seeing them will not significantly
detract from the view since they will appear as an extension of the base
area facilities. Host of proposed chairlift S~-11 is in the open and
could be seen by viewers in Gothic and from the Gothic Road in the
vicinity of the proposed chairlift bottom terminal. Viewing of chair-
l1ift S-11 from the Gothic road will be an intrusion to the viewers since
it will be an obvious altering of the landscape. Chairlift S-11, if
painted to blend in with the surrounding vegetatian, will not be as
visible from Gothic due to the viewing distance, putting it into the
middleground. Development on Crested Butte Mountain can presently be
seen from the Town of Gothic.

Modification of some of the proposed ski trails (particularly the tops
of 6, #7, #8, #9, #16, and #23) will be needed to meet the Partial
Retention VQO. Slight relocations, "feathering" of edges, and leaving
tree istands in ski trails can reduce the visual impacts of the proposed
development in order to meet the Partial Retention objectives.

8. Avalanches

Avalanche activity in the proposed expansion area will remain unchanged
with the implementation of Alternative 1. Avalanche control activity in
the form of explosives, protective skiing, etc., with the implementation
of Alternative 2, will increase the number of avalanches at least
threefold. An increase in the number of avalanches through avalanche
control activity can decrease the size of avalanches in avalanche zones,
lessening the probability of climax avalanches. .An increase in skiers
and snowmachine activity can threaten lives and property when the ac-
tivity takes place in avalanche zones. Under extreme unstable snow
conditions, avalanche control with explosives could resuit in the prop-
agation of snow release for several miles away from the control site.
This situation is relatively rare and has not been observed in this area
during the years that abservations have been taken in the Gothic area.
These same observations have verified that avalanche activity in the
proposed expansion area is frequent and does at certain times reach the
road leading to Gothic. Other so-called "triggers" can also release
avalanches, such as sonic booms and minor earth tremors. However, the
expansion area is in a low risk seismic area (Kirkham and Rogers, 1978),
and tremors are not considered an important factor.

An operating plan will be developed later outlining specific mitigating

measures to deal with these problems. Suggested mitigations are as
follows: control by restriction through the use of signing; control by
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compaction to densify and strengthen the snow in avalanche starting
zones; and control by explosives for the release of avalanches in un-
compacted paths and areas of deep-slab instability. Other mechanisms
used for the protection of roads and villages are defense stiructures,
~eforestation, land-use requlation, and avalanche zoning.

C. Economic and Sccial Environment

1. Community Services

There will be no effect on community services (i.e. law enforcement,
fire protection, medical facilities, and schools) from implementing of
Alternative 1. W4ith implementation of Alternative 2, the following
consequences are expected:

The additional burden on the Sheriff's Department for law enforcement
and traffic control under Alternative 2 wiil be in direct proportion to
the number of users.

Increased use by dispersed recreationists during the Summer and Fatl
will increase fire potential. Fire protection will be required for ski
area base tacilities and surrounding development, especially at expan-
sion levels.

2. Transportation

With proper mitigation and coordination, the impact on local and sur-
ounding road systems is expected to increase at only a moderate level.
Coordination is presently occurring between local governments on paving
as vell as plowing, reconstruction, and equitable financing of these
roads.

The car pooling incentive along with expansion of the existing mass
transit (bus) system will reduce traffic. The reduction will be more
significant as use increases. A charge parking plan was instituted for
the 80/81 season, wnich has proven extremely successful at other ski
areas in reducing traffic volumes.

The present bus system is receiving greater acceptance and use yearly.
Present plans are to expand the system and encourage County partici-
pation in the funding. Several additional sources of funding may be
available including federal grants and state aid. The Colorado Leqgis-
lature is reviewing the need for public transit for resort areas.

CBMR plans to participate in a new transit agreement whereby it would
continue to participate on a fair share basis once the existing agree-
ment expires. The Ski Area is committed to solving the current traffic
problems in cooperation with the involved governmental agencies.

A new airport terminal facility at Gunnison with improved landing facil-

jties, scheduled air service, and a resumption of charter flights into
Gunnison will also serve to reduce vehicular traffic.
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Congestion and hazard problems on Colorado Highway 135 are expected to
persist until the highway is improved. This highway has been identified
as the highest priority in the state. Funding of the project requires
legislative action.

3. Utilites
Alternative 1 would have no effect on utilities or utility locations.
Impiementation of Alternative 2 will trigger increased demands for

utility locations on Hational Forest System lands. Pre-planning of base
area tacilities will significantly reduce these occurrences.

4. Population and Employment

Development of the Snodgrass Expansion Area will generate new basic
employment through hiring at the ski area itself, hiring of construction
workers during the development phases, and hiring in the service and
retail trade sectors. These are summarized in Table 5.

Hiring at the ski area, assuming 0.5 person-years per seasonal employee,

will raise annual basic employment in Gunnison Caunty by 129 persons
once buildout of the expansion area is completed. This amounts to about
¢ of total basic employment in the county.

Basic employment will be created during construction of both the expan-
sion area and the lodging facilities needed to accommodate the additional
skiers. Assuming 0.5 person-years of construction employment per SAOT
of new capacity, 2250 person-years of basic employment will be generated.
If the construction stage lasts for ten years, then the annual average
will be 225 employees, or about 7% of total basic employment in the
county.

Additional basic employment will be created in the retail trade and
service sectors. Assuming 0.05 employee-years per SAOT of new capacity
and 75% utilization, basic employment will be raised by 169 persons, or
about 5% of the county's total at buildout.

The above estimates assume that all visitors are skiers, but it is
probable that some additional visitors will come, yet not ski. As such
amenities as restaurants, shops, and other sources of entertainment
become more available, the rate of non-skiers visitations is expected to
increase.

Using a total employment: basic employment ratio of 2.17 (BMML, 1981a,

p. 415-21), total new empioyment in Gunnison County will be 647 employee-

years, or about a 9% increase over levels projected by BMML (1981a, p.
415-25), exclusive of construction emplioyment.

The total population increase wiil be about 1400 persons, assuming a
total employment: total population ratio of 40:60 (BMML, 1981a, p. 4/5-
25). However, it is possible that a major portion of new employment
could come from existing residents, which would result in a smaller
population increase. The avaiiability of local labor will be subject to
job competition levels prevailing at the time of expansion.
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TABLE 5 : [MEW BASIC EMPLOYMENT

(UMBER OF EMPLOYEES)

Permanent Seasonal
Ski Area Emplovment 34 191
Retail Trade/Service Emplo&ment 35 202
Total 79 393
Construction* 225

*Assumes a l0-vear construction period.

Source: CBMR and Forest Service estimates.

TABLE G : RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES

POS* Alt.1l Alt.2
Urban 15%
Rural 60%
Roaded Matural 109 4%
Semi-primitive:

{lotorized 5%
Non-ifotorized 90% 1.6%

*Recreation Opportunity Spectrum

N




5. Housing

Housing requirements for the expansion-related total population will be
389-700 units, using occupancy rates of 3.6-2 persons per unit. How
much of this housing will be new will depend on how much new employment
comes out of the existing population and how much must be imported.

Housing for new population will be obtained depending on employment
status and current market conditions. Town of Mt. Crested Butte Ordi-
nance 10, Series 1979, requires that one unit of employee housing be
created for every eight thousand square feet of saleable floor area
constructed in all multiple family projects of eight units or more in a
project or of 8,000 square feet or more. This provides a substantial
amount of employee housing. In the past, CBMR has also made arrange-
ments for employee housing in Almont. It would be speculative to dis-
cuss the nature of such arrangements several years prior to the need for
them, but past practices indicate that CBMR is aware of employee housing
needs and is prepared to act in behalf of its employees to locate housing.

Employees in the construction, services, and retail trade sectors will
also require housing, but it is not always so common for employers to
make arrangements similar to those made by CBMR. Employee housing in
these sectors is more of an individual matter. Depending on the avail-
ability of housing at the time of new employee hiring, difficulities may
or may not be encountered. This will also be influenced by whether new
hires are existing residents or move into the area in response to job
opportunities.

In recent years, a considerable number of employees in the Crested
Butte - Mt. Crested Butte area have lived in or near to Gunnison. This
has been a function of housing availability and prices. Although it is
a2 somewhat speculative matter, this pattern could still be in existence
at the time of Snodgrass expansion. If 80% of the new population at
buildout settled in Gunnison, this would bring 1132 new people into the
community and could place a noticeable strain on the housing market.

Housing for skiers will be provided by a combination of commerical
lodging facilities and private homes. CBMR estimates an ultimate des-
tination site skier: day use skier ratio of 80:20, which means that
commercial lodging facilities will be needed for an additional 3600
visitors once the Snodgrass expansion has been completed. As non-skiing
visitors increase in numbers, additional lodging capacity will be needed.

Most skier housing for the ‘Snodgrass expansion is expected to be created

at Mt. Crested Butte, although some skiers will continue to use facilities
in the Gunnison area.
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6. Cultural Resources

Increased skiing induced by the Snodgrass expansion will lead to an
increase in transient and permanent populations and general activity in
the general area, but these should have no significant effect on the
historical or cultural character of the Crested Butte Historic District
beyond the emphasis on recreation that already exists.

Specific indirect impacts on the physical elements of the District are
also unlikely to be significant. Most of the new housing units that

will be constructed to serve Snodgrass:-skiers will be built in Mt.
Crested Butte or in Gunnison rather than in the Historic District. Also,
the Historic District’s building codes should prevent any adverse changes

in the architectural character of the District resulting from the con-
struction that does occur. Access to the Snodgrass expansion will be
over existing roads which pass through the District, but this should

have no significant effect on the historical or cultural character of

the District because the highway does not go through the center of the
District. In addition, the Snodgrass expansion should produce no signif-
icant increase in noise levels within or adjacent to the Historic Dis-
trict and, thus, have no adverse effect on the District.

Impacts on the community of Gothic (direct and indirect) should be
minimal. The road to Gothic is closed during the Winter, and the com-
munity is accessible only by ski, snowshoe, and snowmobile. Some in-
crease in tourist activity during the Summer could occur as a result of
nevw residents moving into Mt. Crested Butte due to the Snodgrass expan-
sion, but this increase should be a small percentage of the existing
Summer activity. The historical and cultural character of Gothic should
not be changed by this increase.

7. Qutdoor Recreation

Undeveloped Recreation Opportunities - Under the No Action Alternative
(ATternative 1) no significant changes are anticipated. Development
under Alternative 2 would change the natural setting that exists now to
one of an urban or rural nature. Summer-Fall recreation opportunities
would change under each alternative as shown in Table 6.

The opportunity to recreate on Snodgrass Mountain in a natural,
undisturbed setting would be reduced significantly by Alternative 2.
Other areas would remain available for this use, and the net reduction
of opportunities would be minimal.

Downhill Skiing - Implementation of the No Action Alternative will not
affect the current recreation status of National Forest System lands.
Crested Butte Ski Area would have a design capacity of 6,200 SAQT unless
a revised master plan for the existing area is proposed and approved
that allows additional®’ capacity. The quality of skiing may decline if
demand exceeds the ultimate capacity of the ski area. The opportunity
for supplying additional skiing capacity on Snodgrass Mountain would be
postponed.
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Development of Snodgrass Hountain would allow the Crested Butte Ski Area
to expand to meet potential/additional skiing demand in excess of the
current 6,200 SAQT now approved for conceptional davelopment. The
present "high quality" skiing and minimal crowding could be maintained
with the additional development until the ultimate capacity is reached.
Development will provide for a higher recreational use of Snodgrass
Mountain. Approximately 472,500 additional skier visits/season could be
provided for Alternative 2. (These figures are calculated as follows:
4,500 SAOT X .75 efficiency X 140 operating days = 472,500 skier visits.)
Skiing will be the dominant land use in the winter with year-round
outdoor recreation use becoming more. available.

8. Research

The bottom end of proposed 1ift S-11 crosses a small portion of RMBL
research area 93 (Figure 3). Installation of the S-11 bottom terminal,
and associated skiing, would affect less than 10% of the delineated
resedarch area.

Skiing development on Snodgrass will have no measurable effects or
consequences on the Gothic Natural Area.

9. Land Use

Figure 3 shows the location of privately-owned tracts of 1and near
Snodgrass Mountain, including the Town of Mt. Crested Butte. At the
present time, most of these tracts are undeveloped. However, as ski area
expansion occurs and secondary growth follows, it can be expected that
pressures will increase to develop some of these lands for residential
uses. The result could be a scattering of subdivisions throughout the
area. This growth will be regulated according to the terms of the
Gunnison County Land Use Resolution and the Town of Mt Crested Butte's
zoning regulations.

Figure 4 shows the location of proposed facilities within the proposed
permit area. Not all of the area would be occupied by facilities; some
portions would be left undeveloped. This creates two disadvantages:

(1) the Forest Service could encounter complications in working with
CBMR to manage these undeveloped portions for other resource purposes;
(2) CBMR would incur liabilities regarding public health and safety in
these same locations, yet it has not expressed an interest in developing
them. The situation could be avoided through modification of the permit
area boundary to include only those lands actually needed for ski area
development.
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CHAPTER V. LIST OF AGENCIES AMD PERSONS CONSULTED

The following agencies and persons were consulted during the preparation
of this Environmental Assessment:

Gunnison County

Town of Mt. Crested Butte

Town of Crested Butte

City of Gunnison

Colorado Division of Local Government
Colorado Department of Highways

Colorado Geological Survey

Colorado Water Conservation Board

Colorado Department of Health

Colorado Division of Wildlife

Colorado State Historic Preservation Officer
Gus Larkin (CBMR, Executive Vice President)

CHAPTER VI. LIST OF PREPARERS

The following individuals assisted in the preparation of this assess-
ment:

Shammy Somrak - Te@m lziaed
Tom Eberhard

Jim Barry

Jim Paxon

Miles Weaver

Jerry Chonka

8ob Russell

Arnie Arneson

Ray Kingston

John Hill
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APPENDIX A. FOREST SERVICE MITIGATION MEASURES

This Appendix contains mitigation measures that can be required by the
Forest Service for activities on National Forest System.Lands. These
measures will be required, as appropriate, in the course of approving
Summer Operating Plans submitted by CBMR. Vhen the Summer Operating Pian
ijs submitted, the measures required could well be more specific than the
ones in this appendix. This is because very detailed site-specific work
plans will be available, which will make it possible to discuss mitigation
in greater detail.

A. Biophysical Environment

1. Hater

o

Provide start of revegetation promptly after disturbance.

(See Vegetation item c.)

Provide adequate facilities to treat sewage.

Leave or allow regrowth of low-growing shrubs along stream courses.
Direct drainwater from parking lots and buildings across vegetated,
noncritical soil areas before discharging into streams.

Provide adequate primary drainage structures at all stream crossings
and install secondary drainages where design criteria dictates.
Place hard surfacing on parking areas to reduce sedimentation.
Employ only those logging methods that are compatible with the local
topography and cause the least disturbance.

Locate ski runs to minimize disturbance and maintain the integrity
of natural drainages and drainage-ways. Avoid paralleling drainages
with ski trails, where possible.

i. Avoid construction of facilities or soil disturbance in areas with

an o

[

o W —h
. « e

permanently high water tables or standing surface water (i.e. wetlands).

j. Use temporary sediment barriers near drainages to reduce sedimentation
during the period between construction and the re-establishment of
vegetation.

k. Install and maintain waterbars or crossdrains on all
ski trails and roads to control runoff. Drains must discharge into
stable, undisturbed areas and be desinged to avoid excessive con-
centrations of water.

1. Drain moist areas in roads and ski trails using culverts, ditches or
other techniques to minimize risk of mass soil movement and eliminate
ice sheeting problems. )

2. Air Quality

a. Control fugitive dust during construction through prompt revegetation
of disturbed areas and dust abatement treatment on roads.

b. Follow Forest Service smoke management practices which set forth
atmospheric conditions under which burning can be done without
concentrating smoke. Alternatives to burning (such as chipping)
shall be explored and should be utilized to the extent practical.

c. Require surfacing or dust abatement on all public access roads and
parking areas.
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Géolouy and Soils

locate 1ifts, buildings, or roads away from high hazard areas.

Use professional geologic and soils engineering advice in areas

of questionable siope stability.

Revegetate disturbed areas promptly. (See Vegetation item c.)

Drain or direct water away from unstable soils areas.

Use gerial or minimal ground impact equipment for tree

removal and tower construction if ski trail soil grooming is not
required for that area. (See Vegetation item c.)

Construct waterbars or other aids to prevent excess runoff.

(See Water item k.)

Employ minimum cuts and fills for all aspects of construction.

Leave stumps in the ground on slopes over 40% that have

been identified as potentially unstable.

On potentially unstable soils, major cuts and fills will be stabilized
using retaining walls or other structural measures as required.

Use helicopters for chairlift installations on steep slopes (60% and
above) and on identified potential unstable slope areas.

Develope critical areas (potentially unstable slopes, etc.) in
stages to minimize the amount of unstabilized earth work existing

at any given time.

Wildlife

Restrict use of roads on area by public.

For site-specific proposals, conduct a field review for
identification of important wildlife habitat areas (nesting,
roosting, feeding or breeding sites.

Prevent sedimentation of streams through proper erosion control
procedures.

Vegetation

Locate 1ifts and trails to minimize windthrow.

Manage and treat stands between ski trails. (See item g below.)
Prepare, seed, and fertilize (where necessary) all disturbed areas
within two weeks of the cessation of disturbance, and mulch (where
necessary) within four weeks of the cessation of disturbance, or com-
plete these activities befare the snow flies, whichever is soonest.
For subsoils that do not have the fertility or moisture-holding
capacity for adequate revegetation, stockpile the disturbed topsoil
and respread it prior to starting revegetation efforts. Use jute
matting, hydromulching, or other temporary erosion control measures
on erodible soils to assist in the re-establishment of vegetation.
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Locate developments as much as possible in open areas.

Use construction and clearina practices which will minimize ground
disturbance.

Limit clearing or surface disturbance to those areas needed

for parking lots, ski runs, roadbeds, trails or building sites.
Prepare a vegetation management plan inciuding: inventory, silvi-
cultural and range prescriptions, and vegetation management methods
including fire, insect, and wildlife considerations.

Timber Removal -

1) Confine tree removal to time of year when disturbance will be least

for the particular location and logging method being used.

2) Use over-the-snow log removal where terrain permitis to
reduce impacts to soils and vegetation.

3) Use specialized low-impact ground equipment if appropriate.

4) Uhen possible, dispose of commercial timber through commercial
timber sales. Dispose of other timber through firewood offerings,
burning, scattering, chipping, etc.

5) Clean up all debris.

Livestock Grazing -

1) Revegetate disturbed areas with grass species that will
stabilize soils and improve forage.

2) Repair damages to range improvements.

Visual Quality

Minimize the visual effects of straight lines. Create irregular
clearing edges by leaving sound groups of trees near the edges at
varying intervals and clearing beyond normal clearing lines.
Leave islands of trees within the ski runs where they will reduce
visual impacts yet remain safe for skiing.

Tie ski runs into natural openings when possible.

Clean up all debris from construction.

Revegetate promptly. (See Yegetation item c.)

Use colors which blend with the natural environment for facilities on
the mountain (chairlifts, buildings, etc.)

In critical viewing areas (East River, Gothic Road, Mt. Crested
Butte, the existing Ski Area), analyze proposed clearing patterns
using visual computer analysis programs.

Avalanches

Install protection or diversion devices for facilities which must

be located in potential avalanche areas.

Maintain and initiate long-term studies in the areas where avalanche
danger is apparent and facilities or runs are planned.

Cultural Resources

Cause CBMR to complete an intensive survey of all areas proposed
for soil disturbance once accurate construction plans are available.
Consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer and the
Agvisory Council on Historic Preservation in accordance with 36

CFR 800.

Complete a determination of effect for all cultural resources
located within the impact area that are eligible for inclusion

in the National Register of Historic Places.
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APPENDIX B. OTHER HITIGATION MEASURES

This Appendix 1ists mitigation measures that, in addition to those
in Appendix A, could be required by other jurisdictions to minimize
adverse impacts beyond the confines of the MNational Forest System
lands affected by the Snodgrass expansion.

A.
1.

Biophysical Environment

Air Quality

Pass town and county ordinances to restrict wood

and coal burning devices.

Pass town and county ordinances requiring more

energy-efficient structures.

Use more efficient modes of transportation.

Monitor air quality as development progresses to determine how
well standards are being met.

Prohibit the use of road sanding agents that grind into a powder.

Hildlife

Enforce Mt. Crested Butte dog control aordinance

Economic and Social Environment

Community Services

Keep individual expansion projects commensurate with public
service capabilities.

Transportation

Expand the Gunnison airport by implementing the airport's
Master Plan.

Induce visitors to use mass transit facilities to reach the
Ski Area. Regulate the amount of parking space available.
Impose parking fees. Establish incentive programs.

Improve Colorado Highway 135 and the Gothic Road to meet
projected demands.

Utilities

Coordinate_with Federat agencies during the planning stage prior
to installing or upgrading utility systems that cross Federal lands.
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Culturai Resources

Complete an intensive survey of all areas proposed for soil disturbance
once accurate construction plans are available. Consult with

the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation in accordance with 36 CFR 800.

Adjust location of facilities to avoid any significant archaeological

or historical materials which may be found as a result of intensive
survey, or else salvage them. -

Develop an informational program for known cultural resources in

the area which includes appreciation of heritage and protection of

those resources.

Carry out strict enforcement of existing laws and regulations protecting
cultural resources.

Complete a determination of effect for all cultural resources 7
lTocated within the impact area that are eligible for inclusion
in the ilational Register of Historic Places.

.. J g g g

3

Design developed facilities to harmonize with the natural environment

of the area. .

Maintain balanced support facilities and 1ift capacities, including

destination/day-skier ratios.

Health and Safety Measures - m7
|

Qutdooy Recreation MT
H

1) Insure that all local, state, and federal codes for construction
and inspaction are strictly followed.

2) Annually update Ski Area safety and operating plans to reflect curr
situations and needs. ”7

Research

Maintain a list of all known research projects in adjacent and proposed
development areas.

Avoid important current research areas if adverse impacts
cannot be mitigated.
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APPENDIX C

MEMORANDUM OF UXDERSTANDING
WITH
GRAMD MESA, UNHCOMPAHGRE ARD CUKNTSON MNATIONAL FORESTS
STATE OF COLORARO
GUNNISCH COUNTY. COLORADO
TOWN OF 'v. CRESTED BUTTZ, COLORADO
‘TOHM OF CRESTED LUTTE, COLORADO
CITY OF GUNRISON, COLORADO
AND
CRESTED BUTTE MOUNTAILR RESORT, LXC.
CONCERMING THE ASSESSMENT AiD REVIEW
OF TIE EXPANSION OF TIHE CRESTED BUTIE
SKI AREA ONHTO SNODGRASS MOUNTAIN

THE PARTIES

Tha Parties to this Memorandum of Understanding ("MOU") are the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Forest Svurvice ("'Forest Service'"), the

State of Colorado ("Scace'"), Board of County Commissioners of Gunnison
County, Cotorado ('Councy"), Town of Ht. Crested Butte, Colorado

(“4t. Town'), Town of Crested Butte, Uolorado ("Town"), City of Gunnison,
Colorado ("City"), and Crested Butte Mountain Resort, a Colorado
Corporation (''Propancatc™).

INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

The East River Land ilanagement Plan allocated Snodgrass Mountain as a
¥inter Sports fite when developed in conjunction with the Crested Butte
$ki Area. The East River Land Management Plan and Final Environmental
Tmpact Statement, Jdated September 7, 1979, cover the issues and concerns
as known at that time velated to the allocation of Snodgrass Hountain for
winter sports use. Authorization to study this ski arca expansion was
given by Regional Forester traig Rupp on October 15, 1981.

The parties to this MU Lind iL appropriute and in the public interest
to gather information on ctha Crested Tutte Ski Area Expansion Proposal
to Snodgrass Mountain for inclusion in che Environmental Assessment (EA)
to be prepared [or and under the directionof the Forest Service. The
condictions and procedures for the simultancous accomplishment of and
compliance with the Forest Service Joint Review Process ("JRP"); the
KEPA Process; and preparacion of an Environmental Assessment under the
framework of CEQ Reg. 40 C.F.R. 1506.5 will be followed.

The purpose of this MOU is to provide a forum for public involvement
{gathering public input and disseminating informatiom to che public) and

coordinacion between Federal, State, and local govermments.

JRP COMMITTEE - MEMBERSHIP

The Forest Servicae, State of Colorado, Gumnison County, Town of MC.
Crested Butcte, Town of Crasted Bucce, City of Guunison and Crested Butte
Mouncain Resort, fnc., 1s signatories to this MOU, will designate one
emplovee or agent to scrve as the principal contact representing that
signacory, The persons so designated shall comprise the committee. A

list of designees will be compiled, atcached hereto and incorporated herein

by reference. Such lisc shall be updated when necessary.
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LOLES

The Forest Service is rospongible for rhe adminiscracion of the Natienal i
Torests ané the pulivies 2ad pians for the use cthereol. ’j
The $tace has jurisdiction over the liealth, safety, and welfare of persons g
within the ¥zate and cuertain specific responsibilicies, such as the m1
anforcement of air and water quality standards, tha proteccion of wildlife
and the provision for and ainterance cof State highways.
M?
|

The proponent is respansilble for providing information about the proposal

to evaluace if, to sivow potential wmeans of wmitigating adverse effects

to meat the criteria and standards cvsctablisiied and to show how the work :
will be performed in accardance with approved plaus. m}

The Mt. Town Las jurisdiction over healch, safety, and welfare of persons
within the boundaries of tha Mt. Town, and specifically, the authority ™
for che planned and arderly use of privace aud other non-federal land and
for regulating thz use ¢f land on the basis of the impact thereof on the
Mt. Town. e

The County bas the jurisdiction vver health, safety, and welfare of person
within tha unincorporated boundarics of the Councy, including the auchorit
{or the piannad sand nrderly use of that non-federal land 2nd for regulatine
the usc of that land on the basis of the jmpact on the Cuunty.

The Town and the Uity and the other parties to this HOU are responsible
tor providing awny and all appropriatc information relative to the proposal
so that it mav be properlwy evaluatad. Further, the Town and the City

and the other partices hore are responsible for reviewing in a timely
manner tha Envirenacntal Assessment to assure all sisnificanc issues have
baen addressed and potencial adverse impacts have been adequately disclose

L

—3

IMPLEMENTATION "
i . . . o !

All parcies srree to Curther scudy the Crested Butte Ski Area proposal )

for expansion unto Snodurass Hountain and agree to establish a Joint

Review Commitfee and cooperate iu the following manner: ™

A. Each and all parcics will:

l. e responsible for certain concerns and activities as to be
mutually agrecd upon,

2. Assist i the preparation of a schedule for assessment and review m
and diligencly adhore to ic.

3. Share empertise with ocher parties.

oy
4. Drovide the analysis of those elements of the proposal which are
subject to their individual jurisdiction.
-
5. Share informatiun related to the proposal with all parties.
6. decfine required criteria and base date in their areas of
responsibilicy. -
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Z. The Forest Nervice will:

1. Serve t: the laad azency and will prepare or supervisa the
oreparation of the Jnvironmental Asscssmenc.

The nvironmentzl Assessment will be prepared and discribuced

in a manner and format prescribed by the Forest Sarvice and

will satisty:

{a) All requirements undey the hational Envireonmental
Yolivy Act uf 1969 and gnidelines promulgated pursuanc
to the Act: and

(b) Al :uwidclines for reports and statements cstablished by
the Council o Eavironmental Quality.

C. The Stacz will:

1. Review information received including Eavironnmencal Assessment
documents Lo 2ssurca that those areas for which the scate
has responsibility (ex. uir and witer quality, state highways
and wildlife) ace addroessed.

D. 7The Proponent will:

1. Provide information and data related to the expansion proposal.

2. "If acedud. pay reasonable costs incurred by retention of a
srivace and indcoendent consultant whose responsibility will
be to provide technical assistance for such information that
migitt be omewded Lo evaluate this expansion proposal that is not
already avatlable. The Furest Scrvice and the proponent shall
mutually approve the need for such consultant.

E.. The ¥t. Town will:

Raview ilaformaton received inclueding Enovironmental Sssessment

documents to sssure that those arcas For which the Town has primary

responsibility are addassed.
F. The County will:

1. Review information received includiny Environmental Assessment
documents to assure that those areas for which the County has
srimary rcsponsibility are addressed.

G. The Town and City will;

1. KReview information received iacluding Euvironmental Assessment
documents to assure that those arcas of appropriate Town and
Citv concern are addressed.

AMENDHENTS

Any change or amendment to this HOA ov actachments herecto may be made only

with the consent of the parties hereto.
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ure 9f aav parties to cxocute this Memorandum of Understanding,
fiil its purpnse, chall not impede the progress of the remaining
parties, wio anhall diliveatly pursue the review process cnvisioned by the
Memorandum of Understanding.'

YoLlhing fn zhis H0U shall be ceastruced as obligating the U. S. Deparctment
of Agriculture, Furest S.orvice, astate ol Colorado, Gunnison County,

the Town of Mt. Cresced Bbutte. the Town of Crested Butte aor the City aof
Gunnison tv vipend {unds, ~r as iuvolving the Uniced States, County,
Towns, City, or tha State of Colorado in any obligacion for future
payment of monuy, in excess of zppropriations authovrized by law by the
Towns. Uounty, CilLv, Congress, or che State General Assembly.

Ho membaer of ar Jdelesate €5 Congress. or rusident commissioner shall be
admitced Lo aav sakve o part of this MOV, ur to any benefit that may
arige thareirvem; but this provisivn shall not be construed to extend

ta cthis HOU if made with a curporatiou tor its general benefic.

Tn carrving out the temms of this HMOU, theve shall be no discrimination
againut any person because of race, crewd, culor, sex or national origin.

Any party may terminate their participation in this MOU by providing
30 days written noctice to the other partics,

Any party wmay hire any addicional consultant(s) at its own costs and
without the anpraval of the other parties hercto.

This :omorandum of Understanding shall be effective 30 davs afcer the date
of the firsc signacure hereco.
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DECISION NOTICE AND
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICAMT IMPACT
FOR THE
CRESTED BUTTE MOUNTAIN RESORT SKI AREA
SHODGRASS EXPANSION ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
USDA - FOREST SERVICE
GRAND MESA, UNCOMPAHGRE, AND GUNNISOH NATIONAL FORESTS
TAYLOR RIVER RANGER DISTRICT
GUNNISON COUNTY, COLORADO

v —

My decision is to adopt Alternative 2 in the Crested Butte Mountain Resort's
(CBMR) Ski Area Snodgrass Expansion Environmental Assessment. This will
amend CBMR's special use permits to include expansion onto Snodgrass Mountain
as shown in CBMR's proposed Master Plan.

Specific details of my decision are as follows:

- No construction activities are to be initiated on Snodgrass Mountain
until the area covered by the current special use permits has been -
substantially developed as described in Crested Butte Ski Area
Master Plan, approved 1980.

- For site-specific construction and operating activities involved
in the development on Snodgrass Mountain, CBMR is required to :
submit construction and operating plans to the Taylor River District -
Ranger for approval prior to any ground disturbance. )

- For all operations on National Forest System lands, CBMR is required
to employ the mitigation measures listed in Appendix A of the
Environment Assessment for Crested Butte Mountain Resort. Sk1 Area,

Snodgrass Expansian.

- Appendix B of the Environmental Assessment Tists possible mitiga-
tion measures developed with assistance of the Snodgrass Expansion
Joint Review Committee that could be required by other jurisdictions

to minimize adverse impacts beyond the confines of National Forest
System lands.

PR

- Prior to approving any Operating P]ans re]ated to the Snodgrass
Expansion, the Taylor River District Ranger is-directed to complete
a Vegetation Management Plan in cooperation with Crested Butte
Mountain Resort for the expansion area. This plan is to jnclude



specific proposals for management of the timber, range, and wildlife
habitat rasources in concert with development on Snodgrass Hountain.
The details of the plan are to be implemented by Crested Butte
Mountain Resort with coordination from the Taylor River District

Ranger to the degree practicable during the development and operation
of the expansion area.

- The Taylor River District Ranger will monitor all facets of CBMR's -
Summer and Winter operating plans to insure optimum surface resource
protection and adherence to the terms of this decision and the
amended Special Use Permit.

Although Snedgrass Mountain is in an area of low mineral potential, this
decision cannot restrict operations done according to the mining laws and
the surface management regulations (36 CFR 228). It is recognized that

ski area development and mineral operations are a real potential for
conflict. Withdrawal from mineral entry, in accordance with Section 204

of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, is a possible

action that would eliminate this conflict (in favor of ski area development).
I plan to initiate a request to the State Director of the Bureau of Land

Management that the lands within the permit areaz be withdrawn from minerail
entry.

I based my decision on the analysis contained in the Environmental Assass-
ment for Crested Butte Mountain Resort Ski Area Snodgrass Expansion. This
assessment analyzed numerous physical, biolagical, social, and economic
factors. Al1 practical means to avoid or minimize environmental impacts
have been or will be (for subsequent actions) taken. Development for
Snodgrass Mountain will have minimal environmental impacts.

Specifically, my reasons for making this decision include:

Water quality will be adequately protected.

Air quality will be maintained to acceptable standards.

Geologic and soil concerns will be monitored as outlined in the
environmental assessment ~ - Appendix A.

-~ Wildlife and fishery environments will be maintained at acceptable
levels as per the Cooperative Agreement, Division of Wildlife -
Crested Butte Mountain Resort dated 06/22/81.

- Visual quality will be adequately protected.

- Avalanche protection will be required as cutlined in the environmental
assessment.

- Valid mineral rights will be protected.

- Provides opportunity for-a viable-economit operation which*altows—for - ~ °

a satisfactory and a higher quality skiing experience.

Other factors which I considered and used include:

- The economic base for Gunnison County will be improved by develop-
ment.

o

2 3 3 i _.3

I D T

}
-4 3 _ 3

-3

3



3

3

3

Public services development is remaining current with increased growth

Current public transportation is being maintained and supported.

Rocky Mountain Biological Laboratory research projects will not
be adversely affected by this proposal.

Ample parking will be provided. - -

The environmentally preferrable alternative is Alternative 2 which
best balances the protection of physical resources with sound
economic development.

Based upon the Environmental Assessment for Crested Butte Mountain Resort
Ski Area Snodgrass Expansion, [ have determined that no significant effect
on the human environment will be caused by the implementation of my
decision, therefore, an environmental impact statement will not be prepared.
The major factors considered in this determination include:

- No activity will be permitted until it is certain that water quality

in and adjacent to the proposed project area will be adequately
protected.

- Air quality will be maintained at acceptable standards.

- Mitigation measures will be implemented to minimize disturbances
related to forage production, livestock use, wildlife activity,
fisheries, geologic and soil concerns, visual and avalanche prablems.

- Key public service development (water, sewer, and electricity) is
remaining current with growth. -

- The existing bus system is effective, supportedy and equitably
financed. Retention of the system will depend on the continued

financial commitment of all parties involved (Towns of Crested Butte,
Mt. Crested Butte, and the Crested Butte Mountain Resort).

- Detailed site plans and construction designs will be required for e
each facility proposed. Site-specific environmental analysis will:

be completed for each development phase prior to construction approvai.

The alternatives considered were:

Alternative No. 1 - No Expansion Beyond Present Approved Deveiopment

Under this alternative, the Forest Service would not amend CBMR's Special
Use Permit to include Snodgrass Mountain. The area would continue to be
managed as at present.

Alternative No. 2 - Amend CBMR's Special Use Permit to Include Snodgrass . ._
Mountain )

Under this alternative, CBMR's Special Use Permit viould be amended to
include the proposed expansion area on Snodgrass Mountain.



This decision is subject to administrative review pursuant to 36 CFR
. 211.19. A Hotice of Appeal must be filed within 45 days from the date of
(f\ﬁ { this decision, or within 30 days of the date of receipt of this decision

by persons entitled to notification of the decision under 36 CFR 211.19(d)(1).

Notice of Appeal must be in writing and submitted to me.

[ ES@ ﬁ é//d//f_,w /2=-7-KR 2
‘karest Sugervisor Date Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and

Gunnison National Forests
2250 Highway 50
DeTta, CO 81416

- -l

.3 ._. 3 _.3 __13

.3

3

.3

|

-1 1



N

T3

3

T3

3

) United States
- @ Department of
i Agnculture

r boe) s b

e n

LT RN N TR RS P |

o’

LY anar et )

— et e e e - = e .
- -— — ® e A en e, L e -~

o NVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT
STATEMENT

GRAND MESA,
UNCOMPAHGRE,
AND GUNNISON

NATIONAL FORESTS

Volume 1
Summary, Chapters |-V

L T — - —




Lifestyles - Ranching 13 dependent on the National Porest System for livestock
grazang. The water resource has been extensively developed in the past for
irrigation use. Tourism i3 a significant employer. Tourists are attracted by
racreation opportunities including big game hunting, fishing, and downhill
skiing pramarily on National Forest System land. Downhill skiing i1s centered
around the day use Powderhorn Ski Area. Oil and gas exploration personnel
work 1n the HRU on a seasonal basas.

Attitudes, Beliefs, and Values - Thas umit 18 ranching oriented. Interest
and concern about land and rescurce management, especlally water and grazing,
18 high. Public i1ssues were raised opposedvto additional wilderness designa-
tion or additional road construction.

Social Organization - The Collbran HRU :8 rural and sparsely settled. Limited
fare, law enforcement, search and rescue, medical, local news media, and local
pPlanning services are avallable i1n the area. Education through high school is
available. Most residemces travel outside the unit, to Grand Junction, for
the majority of their purchases.

Population and Land Use - Agriculture continues to be a domrnant land use.
Private land holdings within the Forest are used primarily for ranching and
grazing. There i1s local speculation that o¢i1l shale desvelopment may effeot
population and current land uses. The 1980 census shows a 308 growth rate for
the Collbran division of Mesa County for the period 1970 to 1980.

Social Change - Soms significant social change may take place in thas HRU
regardless of Forest Service action. These changes are due to energy and
mnerals development. Pramaraly o1l and gas and o1l shale development.

Crested Butte Human Resource Unit

The Crested Butte HRU i1s located in the north central part of Gunnison County
where the Elk Mountain Range forms the Forest and County boundary. It is
essentially the Bast River drainage including Ohio Creek and part of the
Sprang Creek drainage.

Prior to 1860, the county was unexplored and used as a summer hunting ground
by the Ute Indians. In 1861 gold was discovered in Washington Gulch. 1In 1872
silver was discovered in the Elk Mountains.  The area has a history of gold,
silver, and coal mining. The railroad arrived in 188l. In 1952 the last coal
mine closed and railroad service ended. The area was revived an 1964 with the
development of a downhill ski area. This has established a new economic base
for the BRU. By the early 1970's it hrought new prosperity to Crested Butte.
The resort community of Mount Crested Butte has formed at the Crested Butte
Ski Area.

Mining could bascome a significant element in this HRO. Exploration for the
proposed Mount BEmmons mining project began an 1974. The company has
discovered a large molybdenum deposit in Mount Emmons.*

Source: *Mount Emmons Mining Project, Final BIS, Octcber 1982.
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Lafestyles - Ranching and tourism are dapendent on Natloral Forest System
land. Summer recreation emphasized fishing, boating, picnicking, and camping.
Pour-vheel draives are popular. Downhill skiing i1s centered at Crested Butte.

Cross-country skiing and snownob2ling occurs throughout the high country
surrounding Crested Butte. The water resource i1s important for irragation,

snow making, and domestic use.

Attaitudes, Beliefs, and Valuas - Public 1issues indicate local opposition to
minerals development and the effect growth will have on water quality and bag
game population.

Social Organization - The Crested Butte HRJ 13 a rural unit centered around
the ski area. Limited fire, law enforcement, search and rescue, medical,
local news medra, local planning, and commercial trade services are avallable.
Education 1s available through high school. Most residents travel outside the
unit for major purchases.

Population and Land Use - Crested Butte 1s one of the most sparsely populated
HRU's surrounding the Forest. The population 18 located around Crested Butte
and Mount Crested Butte.

Continued rapid growth 18 expected i1f the proposed Mount Emmons Mining Project
gtarts. Much of this actavity will occur around Gunnison in the adjacent ERU.
The 1980 census shows a 237% growth for the Crested Butte division of Gunnison
County for the peraod 1970 to 1980.

Social Change - Some significant social change may take place in this HRD
regardless of Forest Service action. These changes are due to minerals devel~
opment.

Grand Junction Human Resource Unit

The Grand Junction HRDU 1s located at the confluence of the Gunnison and Colo~
rado Rivers. The south border follows the Mesa-Delta County line to the poant
where the boundary changes to the Mesa-Montrose County line to the State line
(omatting the Manti-LaSal National Porest). The west boundary follows the
State line to the Mesa-Garfield County line. The north boundary follows the
Mesa-Garfield County line. The east boundary is a line between the Grand
Valley and PYateau Valley. Considerable public interaction exists across this
boundary with the Collbran HRO.

The original settlers migrated in the 1880's from the east into the Colorado
and Gunnison River Valleys. Water, climate, and protection provided by the
surrounding mountains and plateaus helped establash the farming and ranching
andustry. The railroad was extended from Denver and Salt Lake Caty to the
Grand Valley ain the 1880's., Thas turned the area into a major distrabution
center by the turn of the century. This increased the market for agricultural
production and the need for more workers.

Lifestyles -~ Support services and light aindustry are the major employers in
the area. The population 1s in the middle to slightly younger age group. A
secondary employer is ranching and farming. The Forest's water resource s
important for irragation and domestic use. Summer recreation focuses on
fishaing, camping, four-vheel draving, hiking, and other opportunities on
National Forxest System land,

III-is



TABLE III-5,

DEVELOPED RECREATION DEMAND
(Thousand RVD's Per Year Excluding Downhill Skiing)

Tame Period
1981-1985 1986-1990 1991-2000 2001-2010 2011=-2020 2021-2030

Developed
Recreation 817 695 812 968 1,124 1,280
Demand

Downhill Skiing

Current Use and Management - The three downhill ski areas on the Forest sup-
ported 222,000 RVD's during the 1980 season. Capacity in 1980 on the three
ska areas was 737,592 RVD's. Table III-6 displays the existing and potential
capacities for the three ski areas and the possible Monarch Ski Area expansion
onto the Forest. The ski areas have a potential capacity of 3.04 million
RVD's, Crested Butte, Powderhorn, and Telluride have approved master plans.
The Crested Butte master plan includes expansion onto Snodgrass.

Demand Trends - Demand for downh:ill skiing has increased. With the projected
annual growth rate of 8.4s, downhill skiing use will account for 50% of the
Forest's developed recreation nse by the year 2010. Downhill skiing use is
expected to reach 1,063,000 RVD's annually by year 2030. Crested Butte, the
Monarch expansion, Powderhorn, and Telluride have potential capacaty to supply
downh1ll skiing opportunities to mae¥ projected demand through 2030. Table
I11-7 displays the average annual demand for downhill skiing on the Forest.

In comments on the Draft EIS the High Country Citizens' Alliance stated, "The
Plan projects a quadrupling of downhill skiing through the year 2030. There
are indications that for reasons of economics and demographics, downhill
skiing may be approaching its peak of popularity. Neather the Plan nor the
EIS offer any analysis or references to support this growth assumption.®

Demand projections were developed using trend line analysis. As additional
data becames available demand projections may be revised.
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TABLE 1I11-6.
DOWNBILL SKI AREA CAPACITY**

Existang Total Approved Potential

Capacaty Master Plan Capacity Capacity
Area PROT* RVD* PAOT* RVD* PAOT* RVD*
Crested
Butte 4,050 341,717 10,700 902,812 10,700 902,812
Monarch (1] 0 0 0 5,400 437,500
Powderhorn 1,800 147,375 4,500 368,438 4,500 368,438

Tellurade 2,800 248,500 15,000 1,331,250 15,000 1,331,250

TOTAL 8,650 737,592 30,200 2,602,500 35,600 3,040,000

* PAOT = People at one time.
RWD = Recreation visitor days.

*+* The existing Monarch Ski Area 1s on the San Isabel National Forest.
It could potentially expand onto the Porest. The figures repre-
sented here exclude the San Isabel capacity.

TABLE III-7.
DOWNEILL SKIING DEMAND
(Thousand RVD's Per Year)
Time Period
1981-1985 1986-1990 1991-2000 2001-2010 2011-2020 2021-2030

Downhill
Skiing 269 362 502 689 876 1,062
Demand
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The Forest retains downhill skiing opportunities on eight potential sites by
utilizang management activities compatible wath their long-term future as
downhi1ll ski areas. Existing area expansion 1S encouraged over new site
development. The Forest does not actively encourage new development, but
responds to proponent interest on an individual basis. Table III-8 d:.splays
the potential ski sites using the four-level Priority System disclosed in the

Regional Guide. This praority system facilitates land management allocation
decisions and guides development scheduling of allocated wanter sport sites.

TABLE III-8.

POTENTIAL SKI SITES*

Area Regaonal Priority*

Mt. Axtell (Gibson Ridge)
Salt Creek

Wilson Ridge

Carbon Peak

Double Top

Rambouillet - Slumguillon
Twin Peaks

Park Cone Mpuntain

b dWwwWwwNE

Dispersed Recreation

Curxent Use and Management ~ The Forest provides opportunities for a wade
variety of dispersed recreation activities. Total dispersed recreation capa-
city 1s approxamately 10.2 million RVD's annually. The Forest can supply
847,560 RVD's of semi-pramitive non-motorized recreation use and 2,637, 154
RW's of semi~pramitive motorized recreation use each year.

These supplies are taken from the existing Recreation Opportunity Spectrum
(ROS) Class calculations and are assumed to be constant for the 50-year plan-
ning horizon. Some increase in capacity would be created with the addition of
access required for vegetation treatment during this time. However, this ain-
crease 18 figured to be less than 10%.

Dispersed recreation use for 1980 was 1.2 million RVD's. Most use occurs
along and adjacent to roads. Non-motorized use 1s expected to increase faster

than motorized use. The current use by ROS class 1s displayed in Table III-9.
Current acres by ROS class are displayed in Fagure III-4.

Source: * Final Rocky Mountain Regional Guade.
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RETURNS TO THE U.S. TREASURY

Total returns to the U.S. Treasury were calculated for each alternative from
the returns for each revenue-producing activity on the Forest. Estimates were
made of the revenues that would be produced at the mdpoint of each of the
planning periods. Estimates are displayed in Table IV-52.

PAYMENTS TO COUNTIES

Each year, 25% of the value of reciepts from National Forest outputs goes to
the State for dastribution to the counties where the particular Rational
Forest 1S located. A discussion of the "25 Pund” i1s presented in Chapter III.
Projected payments to counties from the "25 Fund" by altermative are displayed
in Table IV-53.

In addation to these payments, additonal payments in lieu of taxes are author-
1zed for scme counties where other payments are less than 75 cents per acre.
Thas program 1s dependent on annual Congressional appropriations and 18 admin-—-
1stered by the USDI, BLM.

SOCIAL EFFECTS

Some significant social changes will take place in the ten-county planning
area reqgardless of alternative. These changes are due to energy and minerals
development.

The general lifestyle within SXU H 1S rural. Approximately half of the popu~
lation laves withain twenty mles of Grand Junction. This area as developing
as the energy center of the west slope.

Attatudes, beliefs, and values range fram no-growth to desires for containued
econcmic expansion. These attitudes wall apply to specific resource manage-
ment 1ssnes regardless of the alternative implemented and the management
strategies applied.

The SRKU 1s one of the most rapadly growing areas in Colorado. Most of thas

growth can be attributed to factors other than National Forest System land
management.

Increasing population 1s likely to cause additional subdivision effects on the
Forest. These effects include access and big game winter range loss.

The Forest has two destination ski aresas, Crested Butte and Telluraide and one
day-use ski area, Powderhorn. Monarch ski area, located on the Pike and San
Isabel National Forest, has potential for expansion onto the Forest. The two
destination ski areas are orientated to tourism. The alternataives whach
increase or decrease grazing and logging would have minor effects on the
overall econcmy of these areas. All alternatives allow existing ski areas to
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The amount of Forest timber offered annually in Altermatives 1, 2, 3, 5, 7,
and 8 will provade access and firewood volumes sufficient to meet denand.
Alternatives 4, 6, and 9 will not provide accesa and fuelwood volumes suffi-
cient to meet demand. Firewocd shortages will occur in Alternataives 4, 6,
and 9.

Rapidly increasing populations can impact a community by overloading support
gervices such as law enforcement and medical facilities.

Both Crested Butte and Telluride are currently accommodating rapid growth
attributed to ski areas.

Alternatives are based on different management emphases. These different
emphases produce different output levels, and generate various soclal effects.
The output levels of all alternatives fall wathin a range determined by re-
source capabilities, National and Regional needs, and legal constraints. The
overall social effects of any alternative wall often be subtle and difficult
to discern.

The goods and services that result from the various alternatives will have
varying effects withan the HRU's. This 1s due to the degree of dependency of
that HRU on the Forest. Tamber, fuelwood, range, and recreation outputs, will
have the most significant effects.

Alternataves 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, and 8 will increase permitted lavestock over
present levels; and alternatives 4, 6, and 9 would decrease grazing levels.
The magnitude of the effect would be dependent on the health of the lavestock
industry and the availability of alternate forage sources.

The recreation andustry 1s expected to grow over the next decades, with
National Forest use contributing to that growth. Recreation use will increase
under all alternatives, but the mix of recreation types waill vary. Alter-
patives 2, 5, 7, and 9 provide no additional developed recreation facilities
to meet increasing demand. Alternatives 1, 6, and 8 meet 50% of increased
demand over current capacity; and alternatives 3 and 4 meet all of the
anticipated increased demand. Alternatives 4 and 6 place greatest emphasis on
dispersed non-motorized recreation opportunaties.

Growth related to alternmatives 1, 3, 5, 7, and 8 1s not great enough to cause
problems with provading socral services required in any HRO's. The growth
associated with alternatives 4, 6, and 9 would have fewer impacts. Increasing
population associated with the alternatives 1s too small to have a significant
land use effect off the Forest.

In Cannibal Plateau FPA and Fossil Ridge WSA, no significant social changes
will take place in any alternataves.
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SOCIAL EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES BY HUMAN RESOURCE UNIT

Collbran Human Resource Unit

The general lifestyle within the Collhran HRD 1is rural. The livestock indus-
try, and to a lesser extent the recreation industry 1s dependent on the
Forest. These would be most affected by implementation. Public 2issues
andicate the predominant attitude in the HRU 1s against wilderness designation
and against further large scale roading. The public wishes to maintain the

quality and quantity of the rural livestock industry. Alternatives 4 and 6
provide the most dispersed recreation opportunities, and recemmend no

additional wilderness near the HRU. These alternatives have a negative ampact
on the rural livestock industry due to scheduled decreases in permitted laive~
stock numbers. The area 15 also increasingly aimpacted by energy development,
in partaicular o1l and gas drilling. Access needs conflict with the public's
desire to lamit road access in the HRU.

Crested Butte Human Resource Unit

The Crested Butte HRU is oriented toward tourism, with a lesser dependence on
the logging and lavestock industry than other parts of Gunnison County.
Alternatives whach aincrease or decrease grazing and logging would have minor
effects on the overall econcmy. All alternatives allow Crested Butte gki area
expansion onto Snodgrass Mountain which 1s wathin the exasting permit area.

The predominant attitudes of the Crested Butte HRU favor wilderness preserva-
tion and dispersed recreation opportunities.

Grand Jmictwn Human Resource Unit

The lifestyle wathin the Grand Junction HRU 1s largely urban. The recreation
andustry, and to a less extent the livestock aindustry, 1s dependent on the
Porest. They would be affected by alternative implementation. A large seg~
ment of the urban population is dependent to some extent on obtaining fuelwood
for their homes. The area is also dependent on the Forest for its municipal
water supplies.

The Grand Junction area 1S growang rapidly due to 1ts emergence as an energy
development center. This increasing population will demand more recreation
opportunities in the Grand Mesa and Uncompahgre Plateau areas.

Gunnison Human Resource Unit

This BRD 1s probably affected more by Forest land management than the other
BRU's. The recreation, logging, and livestock industries are largely depen~
dent on the Forest. Minerals extraction from the area could have increasingly
major impacts (such as the proposed Mt. Emmons Mining Project). Decasions
regarding recreation opportunities and resource development wall have a
significant impact in the HRU due to ats dependence on the tourist industry.

North Fork Buman Resource Unit

The lifestyle within the North Fork HRU 1s rural. The livestock, logging, and
recreation i1ndustries are dependent on the Forest. They would be affected by
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PREFACE

PURPOSE OF THE PLAN

The purpose of a Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (the Plan) 1s to
address 1local, reqional, and national issues related to National Forest
management; to define a mix of management activities that wall promote the
sustained use and protection of forest resources; guides development of multi-
year implementation programs for the Supervisor's Office and Ranger Districts;
and provides direction to the Supervisor's Office and Ranger Distraicts for
adentifying activities and expenditures to achieve on~the-ground results. The
Plan 1s needed to address the conflicting desires between forest user groups.
There 18 a need to resolve these conflicts, and to update and dasplay’
anformation in one Plan that integrates management direction for all forest
resources, The Plan provides a management program reflecting a mx of
management activities to achieve a healthy, vigorous forest environment. The
enviromment must be capable of supporting a wide range of natural processes
and human activities. Vegetation treatment 1s the major tool the Forest
utilizes to achieve this overall goal. The Plan will also satisfy quiding
legislation. To accomplish this the Plan will:

--Establish management direction and associated long-range goals and objec-
tives for the Forest, for the next 50 years.

--Specify the standards, guidelines, approximate timing, and wvicinaty of the
practices necessary to implement management direction.

--Bstablish monitoring and evaluation requirements needed to ensure direction
1s implemented and to determine how well outputs and effects were predicted.

The Plan will be reviewed every five years, and updated at least every ten to
fifteen years.

Forest Plan preparation 1s required by the Forest and Rangeland Renewable
Resources Plannaing Act (RPA), as amended by the National Forest Management Act
(NFMA) . Assessment, disclosure, and display of environmental impacts 1is
required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the implementing
regulations of NFMA. The Plan incorporates or supersedes all previous re-
source management plans prepared for the Forest.

The key element for achieving the goals and objectives of this Plan 1s a
healthy Forest. The Plan and Final EIS discuss numerous needs and rationales
for using vegetation treatment as one of the most practical and effacirent
methods of achieving many goals and objectives. Vegetation treatment 1s a
management technique 1n administering the multiple-use resources of the
National Forest to attain the overall goal of a healthy, vigorous forest. It
1s used to adjust exasting plant ccmmmnities to best meet the vegetation needs
and resource goals and objectives. Vegetation treatment 1s accomplished
without impairment of 1land productivity and 18 guided by the Management
Requirements of the Plan, Chapter III. Through commercial and non-commercial
treatment activities, vegetation treatment is directed towards the followirng:



--Provading additional recreation opportunities;

--Provaiding downhill ski areas;

=-=Providing public service through utility corridors and electronic sites;
==Increasing opportunities for sigmificant cultural resource discovery;
=-=-Improvang visual quality;

==Increasing big game winter range;

==Increasing non-game wildlife habitat diversity by increasing edge;
-=-Improving range conditions;

-=Providing wood faiber;

==Increasing tree growth and vigor;

--Increasing water yield without impairing water quality:

--Increasing the forest's resistance to insect and disease infestations;
-=Reducing unwanted fuel accumulations;

-=Returning revenue to the U.S. Treasury;

--Maintaining industries dependent on National Forest System land
management .

When vast acreages of forest cover are uniformly mature, wildlife diversity 1s
limted to relatively few species dependent on mature forests. Burning,
cutting, or other wvegetation treatment activities will increase vegetation
daversity which will provide wildlife habitat diversity. Treatment also
reduces the amounts of unwanted fuels. Mature and overmature forests are more
susceptible to epidemic insect attack. The attack can spread over large areas
creating undesirable effects similar to large burns or clearcuts. If age,
slze class, and species diversity are enhanced the risk of wide spread
epademic 1s reduced. Water yield increases also depend on forest resource
management. Other outputs and effects as diverse as maintaining vaisual

qualaty and firewood availability are closely related to the amount of
vegetation treated.

Costs associated wirth wvegetation treatment and other activities necessary to
achieve the Plan's goals are significant., It 1s often dafficult to justafy
vegetation treatment expense to achieve goals associated with visual quality
maintenance, cultural resource discovery, wildlife habitat improvement, insect
and disease prevention, water yield improvement or commercial timber harvest.
Doing so may maximize the use of some resources but reduce the total outputs
and long-termm potential of other resource uses. Individually the costs are
too great and the long-term benefits too small. By applying an aintegrated
approach to management overall goals are cost-efficient. For example, tamber
harvest in aspen enhances wildlife habitat diversity, visual quality, and
returns dollars to the U.S. Treasury. This approach has the added benefit of
maintaining exlsting employment in communities dependent on the tamber
industry. 1In other cases, prescribed burning, firewood removal, or cutting by
Forest Service crews and volunteers may be the most efficient way to treat
vegetation.

Vegetation treatment can requare road construction. Roads take land out of
production and aimpact the soil and water resources. However, Management
Requarements in the Plan, Chapter III, ensure aimpacts are short-term. Aan
environmental analysis occurs before road construction. Considerations are
gaven to the physical and biological land characteristics as well as the goals
of the management area in determining how and where to construct the road.
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Lifestyles - Ranching 1s dependent on the National FPorest System for livestock
grazang. The water resource has been extensively developed in the past for
arragation use. Tourism 1s a significant employer. Tourists are attracted by
recreation opportunities including big game hunting, fishing, and downhill
skiing pramarily on National Forest System land. Downhill skiing 1s centered
around the day use Powderhorn Ski Area. 01l and gas exploration personnel
work in the HRU on a seasonal basis.

Attitudes, Beliefs, and Values - This unit 1s ranching oriented. Interest
and concern about land and resource management, especially water and grazing,
1s high. Public 1ssues were raised opposed to additional wilderness designa-
tion or addational road construction.

Social Organization - The Collbran HRU 1s rural and sparsely settled. Limited
fire, law enforcement, search and rescue, medical, local news media, and local
planning servaces are available 1in the area. Education through high school 1s
available. Most residences travel outside the unit, to Grand Junction, for
the majority of their purchases.

Population and Land Use - Agraculture continues to be a dominant land use.
Pravate land holdings within the Forest are used pramaraly for ranching and
grazing. There is local speculation that o1l shale development may effect
population and current land uses, The 1980 census shows a 30% growth rate for
the Collbran division of Mesa County for the period 1970 to 1980.

Social Change - Some sagnificant social change may take place in this HROU
regardless of Forest Service action. These changes are due to energy and
minerals development. Pramarily oil and gas and oil shale development.

Crested Butte Human Resource Unit

The Crested Butte HRU 1s located in the north central part of Gunnison County
where the Elk Mountain Range forms the Forest and County boundary. It 1is

essentially the East Raver drainage including Ohio Creek and part of the
Spring Creek drainage.

Prior to 1860, the county was unexplored and used as a summer hunting ground
by the Ute Indians. In 1861 gold was discovered in Washaington Gulch. In 1872
si1lver was discovered in the Elk Mountains. The area has a hastory of gold,
silver, and coal minaing. The railroad arraived in 1881. In 1952 the last coal
mine clogsed and railroad service ended. The area was revived in 1964 wath the
development of a downhill ska area. Thas has established a new economic base
for the HRU. By the early 1970's 1t brought new prosperity to Crested Butte.
The resort community of Mount Crested Butte has formed at the Crested Butte
Sky Area.

Mining could become a s:.gn:.fa:cant element i1n this HRO. Exploration for the
proposed Mount Emmons mining project began in 1974, The company has
dyrscavered a large molybdenum deposit in Mount Emmons.®

Source: *Mount Emmons Mining Project, Final EIS, October 1982.
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Lifestyles ~ Ranching and tourism are dependent on National Forest System
land. Summer recreation emphasized fishing, boating, picnicking, and camping.
Four-wheel drives are popular. Downhill skiing 18 centered at Crested Butte.
Cross-country skiing and snowmobiling occurs throughout the high country
surrounding Crested Butte. The water resource 1s important for irrigation,
snow making, and domestic use.

Attitudes, Beliefs, and Values - Public 1issues indicate local opposition to
minerals development and the effect growth will have on water gquality and bag
game population.

Social Organization - The Crested Butte HRU 1s a rural unmit centered around
the ski1 area. Limited fire, law enforcement, search and rescue, medical,
local news media, local planning, and commercial trade services are available,
Education :s avallable through high school. Most residents travel outside the
umat for major purchases.

Population and Land Use - Crested Butte 15 one of the most sparsely populated
HRU's surrounding the Forest. The population 1s located around Crested Butte
and Mount Crasted Butte.

Contanued rapid growth 1s expected 1f the proposed Mount Emmons Mining Project
starts. Much of this activity will occur around Gunnison in the adjacent HRU.
The 1980 census shows a 237% growth for the Crested Butte division of Gunnison
County for the period 1970 to 1980.

Social Change - Some significant social change may take place in this HRU
regardless of Porest Service action. These changes are due to minerals devel-
opment.

Grand Junction Human Resource Unit

The Grand Junction HRU 18 located at the confluence of the Gunnison and Colo-
rado Rivers. The south border follows the Mesa-Delta County line to the poant
where the boundary changes to the Mesa-Montrose County line to the State line
(omitting the Manti-LaSal National Forest). The west boundary follows the
State line to the Mesa-Garfield County line. The north boundary follows the
Mesa-Garfield County line. The east boundary 1s a line between the Grand
Valley and Plateau Valley. Considerable public interaction exists across thas
boundary with the Collbran HRU.

The original settlers migrated in the 1880's froam the east into the Colorado
and Gunnison River Valleys. Water, climate, and protection provided by the
surrounding mountains and plateaus helped establish the farming and ranchang
industry. The railroad was extended from Denver and Salt Lake City to the
Grand Valley in the 1880's. This turned the area into a major distraibution
center by the turn of the century. This increased the market for agricultural
production and the need for more workers.

Lifestyles - Support services and light industry are the major employers in
the area. The population 1s in the middle to slightly younger age group. A
secondary employer 1s ranching and farming. The Forest's water resource 1s
amportant for airrigation and domestic use. Summer recreation focuses on
fishing, camping, four-wheel driving, hiking, and other opportunities on
National Forest System land.
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The 1981 Colorade Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) i1dentified three recreation
actavities that the Forest Service 1n the Region 10 Planning Area should
provade additional opportumities for. These are paicnicking, four-wheeling and
downhill skiing.

Developed Recreation - Exasting developed recreation sites on the Forest
include: S observation sites, 67 family campgrounds, 11 family picnic
grounds, 2 group picni¢c grounds, 2 orgamization camps, 5 pravately owned
resorts, 3 concession sites, 2 information sites, and 12 recreation residence
sites. These developed recreation sites can support approximately 744,000
RVD's. There are a few pravate campgrounds near the Forest. Approximately
80% of the developed recreation use occurs at recreation sites on the Forest.

Use 1n 1980 of National Forest System developed recreation sites was approxi-
mately 578,000 RVD's annually. Some sites are more popular and receive more
use than others. Currently developed recreation demand exceeds capacity on
the Grand Mesa and along Taylor Raver. Over the last ten years, developed use
has increased from 46% to 82% of capacity. Use in the praivate sector has
increased at a greater rate than the public sector.

Demand 1s increasing for all types of developed recreation. National Forest
System developed recreation use 1s increasing at approximately 2.7% per year.
At this rate demand for National Porest System developed recreation wall
exceed supply after 1990. Table II-2 displays average annual developed
recreation demand for the 50-year planning horizon.

There are more than enough potential development sites to meet demand through
2030, 1f enough budget were available to construct the necessary new sites and
1t was a goal of the PForest.

TABLE II-2.
DEVELCPED RECREATION DEMAND
{(Thousand RVD's Per Year Excluding Downhill Skiing)
Time Pericd

1981-1985 1986-1990 1991-2000 2001-2010 2011-2020 2021-2030
Developed
Recreation 617 695 812 268 1,124 1,280
Demand

Downhill Skiing - The three downhill ski areas on the Forest supported 222,000

RVD's during the 1980 season. Capacity 1in 1980 on the three sk1 areas was
737,592 RVD's. Table II-3 displays the existing and potential capacities for
the three ski areas and the possible Monarch Ski Area expansion onto the
Forest. The ski areas have a potential capacity of 3.04 million RVD's.
Crested Butte, Powderhorn, and Telluride have approved master plans. The
Crested Butte master plan includes expansion onto Snodgrass.
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Demand for downhill skiing has increased. With the projected annual growth
rate of 8.4%, downhill skiing use will account for 50% of the Forest's
developed recreation use by the year 2010. Downhill skiing use 1s expected to
reach 1,063,000 RVD's annually by year 2030. Crested Butte, the Monarch
expansion, Powderhorn, and Telluride have potential capacity to supply
downhill skiing opportunities to meet projected demand through 2030. Table
II-4 displays the average annual demand for downhill skiing on the Forest.

Demand projections were developed using trend line analysis. As additional
data beccmes avallable demand projections may be revised.

TABLE II-3.
DOWNHILL SKI AREA CAPACITY**

Existing Total Approved Potential

Capacaty Master Plan Capacity Capacaity
Area PAOT* RVD* PAOT* RVD* PAOT* RVD*
Crested
Butte 4,050 341,717 10,700 902,812 10,700 902,812
Monarch 0 0 0 0 5,400 437,500
Powderhorn 1,800 147,375 4,500 368,438 4,500 368,438

Telluride 2,800 248,500 15,000 1,331,250 15,000 1,331,250

TOTAL 8,650 737,592 30,200 2,602,500 35,600 3,040,000

* PAOT = People at one time.
RVD = Recreation visitor days.

** The existing Monarch Ski Area 18 on the San Isabel National Porest.

It could potentially expand onto the Forest. The figures repre-
sented here exclude the San Isabel capacity.
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TABLE 1I-4.
DOWNHILL SKIING DEMAND
(Thousand RVD's Per Year)
Time Pericd
1981-1985 1986-1990 1991-2000 2001-2010 2011-2020 2021-2030

Downhill
Skiing 269 362 502 689 876 1,062
Demand

The Forest retains downh:ill skiing opportunities on eight potential sites by
utilizing management activities compatible with their long-term future as
downh:ll ski areas. Exaisting area expansion 1S encouraged over new site
development. The PForest does not actively encourage new development, but
responds to proponent interest on an individual basis. Table II-5 displays
the potential ski sites using the four-level Priority System disclosed in the
Regional Guide. This priority system facilitates land management allocation
decisions and guides development scheduling of allocated winter sport sites.

TABLE II-S.

POTENTIAL SKI SITES*

Area Regional Priority*

Mt. Axtell (Gibson Ridge)
Salt Creek

Wilson Ridge

Carbon Peak

Double Top

Rambouillet - Slumgquillon
Twin Peaks

Park Cone Mountain

oadWww NN

Source: * Final Rocky Mountain Regional Guide.
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This planning question deals with the quantity and location of developed
recreation facalities on National Porest System land. There 1s a need
for adequate up-to-date developed recreation facilities for winter and
summer use. Existing developed recreation capacity 1s inadequate to meet
increasing demand. An 1ssue related to this planning question 1s the
extent to which the Porest should compete with the private sector in
groviding developed recreation opportunities. The Forest has a large
resource of dispersed recreation opportunitles not available in the-
private sector. If management was oriented more toward providing

dispergsed opportunities, part of the developed recreation demand could be
met by the private sector.

The Plan responds to this planning question by meeting 50% of increased
demand above existing capacity for National Porest System developed
recreation opportunities after 1990. There 1s an opportunity for the
private sector to supply developed recreation opportunities to meet
demand not supplied by the Forest. Off Rational Forest System land, the
private sector and other government agencles will be 1indirectly
encouraged to meet demand. The Forest will provide this indirect
encouragement by avoiding competition with other facilities. On National
Forest System land, concessionaire-operated sites will be considered in
the annual program planning and budgeting process. The Forest will
respond to proponent interest in developing private recreation facilities
through the special use permitting process. Development level, capital
investment requests, and management levels will be specified in
concessionalre agreements or special use permit requirements based on
site-specific needs.

The Forest will manage 331,425 RVD's at full service management level at
the end of the first ten years of the Plan. Efficient campground
management will lead to relocation, removal, or conversion of some sites.
One hundred seventeen camping units will he constructed by 1990. and an
additional 40 will bhe constructed by 1995. Appendix A displays the
fifty-year capital ainvestment action plan for developed recreation.
Table 1I-19 displays the developed recreation use for the Plan,
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TABLE II-19.
DEVELOPED RECREATION USE
AND PROJECTED DEMAND
{Thousand Recreation Visitor Days Per Year)
Non~Ski1ing
Developed Downhall
Recreation Skiing
Tame
Period Use Demand Use Demand
1981-1985 617 617 269 269
1986~1990 695 695 362 362
1991-2000 778 812 502 502
2001-2010 866 968 689 689
2011-2020 924 1,124 876 876
2021-2030 1,012 .1,280 1,063 1,063

The Plan schedules the following developed recreation construction and
reconstruction actavities by 19%0: Ccn?vert Crag Crest and Eggelston

campgrounds to day use facilities; Bxpand Lakeview campground; and
construct Mary E. and Grand Mesa campgrounds. Currently in these areas
demand for developed recreation exceeds capacity. Appendix A displays
the fifty-year capital investment plan for developed recreation. Chapter
III, Forest Direction and Management Area Prescription 1A, provides for
existing and proposed developed recreation sites. These sites include
exasting and proposed campgrounds, picnic grounds, trairlheads, visitor
information centers, summer home groups and waterbased support
facilitaes.

Demand for downhill skiing opportunities can be met by expanding existing
sites. Expansion Wwill be permitted , to meet demand. Crested Butte,
Powderhorn and Telluride have approved master plans. The Crested Butte
master plan includes expansion onto Snocdgrass.

Potential long-term capacity for downhill skiing will be 35,600 persons
at one time, and is displayed in Table II-20.
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TABLE II-20.
DOWNHILL SKI AREA CAPACITY
. (Existing Sites)**
Total Approved Potential
Existing Master Plan Capac. Capacity

Area PROT* MRVD* PAOT* MRVD* PAOT* MRVD*
Crested

Butte 4,050 341.7 10,700 902.8 10,700 902.8

Monarch 0 0 0 0 5,400 437.5

Powderhorn 1,800 147.4 4,500 368.4 4,500 368.4

Telluride 2,800, 248.5 15,000 1,331.2 15,000 1,331.2

TOTALS 8,650 737.6 30,200 2,602.1 35,600 3,040.0

* PAOT = Pecple at one time,
RVD = Recreation visitor days.

** The exi1sting Monarch Ski Area 1S on the San Isabel National
Forest. It could potentially expand onto the Forest. The
figures represented here exclude the San Isabel capacity.

The Foreast w:ill retain downhill skiing opportunities on eight potential
sites 1i1dentified in the Final Rocky Mountain Regional Guide. Management
activities will be coampatible with their long-term future as downhill
ski areas. Chapter III, Forest Direction and Management Area Prescrip—
tion 1B, proviades for exasting and potential winter sports sites.
Management integrates ski area development and use with other resource
management to provide healthy tree stands, vegetation daversaty, forage
production for wildlife and 1livestock, and opportunities for non-
motorized recreation.

Planning Question 2 - How much roadless, non-wilderness recreation opportunity

should the Forest provide and where should it be located?

The major parts of this planning question involve conflicts between the
motorized and non-motorized types of recreation uses. Some indaviduals
want additional opportunities for non-motorized recreation activities
such as hiking, cross-country skiing, hunting, and fishing; and consider
toc much of the Forest roaded. Table II-21 displays the average annual
recreation demand for dispersed recreation on the Forest.
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Environmental assessments and environmental impact statements, when needed,
will supplement the Forest Plan Environmental Impact Statement. Future
environmental analyses will use Plan direction as an umbrella. Additional
detail will be included in the environmental documents for future project
level decisions.

The management direction of this chapter 1s composed of two major parts: (1)
Forest Direction and (2) Management Area Direction.

Forest Direction consists of goals, objectives, and management regquirements
for the Forest. The goals and objectives, provide broad overall direction
regarding the type and amount of goods and services the Forest will provide.
The management requirements contained in the Forest Direction set the minimum
standards that must be maintained while achieving these goals and objectives.
Management requirements establish the broad multiple-use management direction
and generally apply to all areas of the Forest.

Management Area Direction consists of individual management area prescriptions
applicable to specific management areas. The management area prescriptions
contain management requirements specifying whaich activities will be imple-
mented to achieve goals and objectives. Management requirements are specific
to indavadual management area prescriptions within the Forest and are applied
in addition to the Forest Direction Management Requirements. The management
area map attached to this document indicates where the individual management
area prescriptions will be applied. .

Addrtional direction and ainformation 18 displayed i1n Appendices A through R
attached to this document.

FOREST DIRECTION

GOALS

The following goals are concise statements describing a desired condition to
be achieved sometime 1n the future. They are expressed in broad general terms
and are timeless. They have no specific date by which they are to be com-~
pleted. These goal statements are the prancipal basis for the objectives
listed later in this chapter. These goals respond to the Planning Questions
listed in Chapter II as well as appropriate laws, regulations, and policies.

Vegetation

--Manage vegetation in an economically efficient manner to provide and main-
tain a healthy, vigorous environment capable of producang a range of
muiltiple-use outputs and conditions; 1i1.e., outdoor recreation, f£ish and
wildlife habatat, livestock grazing, visual quality, water, wood fiber,
research, cultural opportunities, and econcmic benefits to society.

Recreation

--Meet 50% of aincreased demand above existing capacity for- developed
recreation opportunities over the 50-year planning horizon on National
Forest System land.

I1I-2



--Meet demand for downhill skiaing.
--Meet demand for dispersed recreation outside wilderness,

--Preserve and manage cultural resources and ensure that these resources
remaln available for research and education uses.

Wilderness
--Emphasize primitive wilderness opportunities.

--Recommend an increase in the total number of acres designated wilderness on
the Forest,

--Manage a majority of the wrlderness acres at the full service management
level.

--Implement indirect methods for controlling wrlderness use. ¢

Fash and Wildlife

=-=Increase National Forest System winter range carrying capacity for elk and
deer.

=-Increase or improve wildlife habitat diversaty.
--Improve fisheries habitat.

--Increase vertical and horizontal diversity.

Range

-~-Increase permitted livestock grazing.

--Increase investments in structural and non-structural range improvements on
range with high potential for improvement.

Tamber .
-=-Improve tree size class and age class distribution.

--~Increase programmed sales offered on land suitable for timber production.
~-Meet the demand for commercial and non-commercial fairewood.

--Maintain availability of timber for local dependent aindustries.

-=-Accamplish the current reforestation needs.

Water

--Manage surface uses to maintain water quality above Federal, State,
and local standards.
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Minerals

-=-Increase water supply, while reducing sorl erosion and stream turbidity.

-=-Protect the water quality in streams, lakes, riparian areas, and other water
bodies.

--Encourage environmentally sound energy and minerals development.
-=Coordinate mineral extraction with surface resource management,

-=-Integrate mineral exploration and development within the National Porest
System with the use and protection of other resource values.

-=-Emphasize o0il, gas, geothemal, and mineral exploration and development out~
side wilderness areas.

-=Mitigate unavoidable adverse environmental effects on National Forest System
land.

Human and Community Development

-=-Provide the opportunity for economic growth of industries and communities
dependent upon Forest outputs.

Protection

-=-Provide a cost-efficient fire management program,

-=Manage protection actaivities for air quality compatible with Federal and
State laws.

-=Prevent and control insect and disease infestations.

Lands

--Increase opportunities for exchange and transfer of National Forest System
land. .

-=-Acquire rights-of-way needed to support management of National Forest System
rasources.

-~Post and mark the Forest boundary.

Soils

-=Conserve SOll resource.

--Maintain long-term land productivaty.

III-4



Facilities
--Improve cost effectiveness and efficiency of xoad max:agement.

-=-Coordinate trangportation facilities to meet the needs of the Forest.
=-Provade a safe, efficient and environmentally sound transportation system.

-=Reduce total trail miles while emphasizing improvement on trail miles re-
maining.

--Maintain roads to Regional Acceptable Work Standards.
--Implement an effective travel management program.

~-Update existing facilities and structures to meet State and Federal gtan-
dards.

--Replace facilities and structures that are deficient from a structural,
functional, mechanical, electrical, or energy efficient standpoint.

OBJECTIVES

The objectives listed in Table III~1l are concise, time-specirfic, measurable
results that respond to the goals listed previocusly. These objectives are the
basis for the management requirements listed in the Forest and Management Area
Direction sections which follow.

The projected budget level associated with each time period 1s the amount
necessary to implement the Plan direction and achieve multiple-use objectives.
The annual budget, as authorized by Congress, may be different from that
necessary to carry out the intent of the Plan. For that reason short-range
cbjectives must be flexible to accomodate the variation. The long-range'
objectives must be used to guide the development of the annual budget request
to ensure completion of Plan direction.
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TARLE III-1. .
. PROJECTED AVERAGE ANNUAL OUTPUTS, EXPENDITURES, COSTS AND RETURNS
Tame Period
Unit of* 1981~ 1986~ 1991- 2001~ 2011~ 2021~
Activity¥* Measure 1981 1985 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030
RECREATION
Developed Recreation
Use (Inc. VIS) MRVD 578 617 695 778 B66 924 1,012
Management Level s PSM/ 45/55 45/55  45)55 45/55  45/55 45/55  45/55
. RSM
Increased Developiad MRVD 0 o 34 88 58 88 0
Recreation Capacaty
Downh1ll Skiing Use MRVD 222 269 362 502 689 876 1,063
Dispersed Recreation Use
Hunting MRVD 165 166 167 169 171 173 175
Faishing MRVD 243 263 283 304 324 344 364
Other MRVD 823 8es5 1,029 1,254 1,563 1,873 2,183
Off-Road Motorized Use « MRVD 168 179 * 202 236 281 326 371

Trail Const/Reconst. Miles D 50 50 50 50 50 45
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Activity
NWPS = Naticnal Wilderness Preservation System.
WSA = Wilderness Study Area.

Thr., Stand Improv = Timber Stand Improvement. .

S.0. = Special Use.

Unit of Measure

MRVD = Thousand Recreation Visitor Days.
M Acres = Thousand Acres.

MWWD = Thousand Wilderness Visitor Days.
M Animals = Thousand Animals.

MMBF = Million Board Feet.

No. Oper. Plans = Number Operating Plans.

FPA = Purther Planning Area.
T&E = Threatened and Endangered.
ROW = Rights-of-Way.

FA&O = Fire, Administration and Other
General Purpose.,

% FPSM/RSM = Percent Full Service Management/
Reduced Service Management.

Ac Treated = Acres Treated.

MAUM = Thousand Animal Unit Months.

MM Ac Ft = Million Acre Feet.

M/$ = Thousand Dollars.

This total includes only Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forest's acres for the
Big Blue, Collegiate Peaks, La Garata, Lizard Head, Maroon Bells-Snowmass, bMount Sneffels,
Raggeds and West Elk Wilderness areas and 13,599 acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning
Area identified suitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System.

all costs and returns are shown in constant 1978 dollaxs.

The current year henefit and cost information 1s for fiscal year 198l. The actual total Appropriat-
ed Funds and total National Forest System Funds for fascal year 1982 (1978 dollars} are $6,519,590

and $6,922,415 respectavely.

leasing recommendations may be further analyzed on a project level with the criteria displayed in
the Forest Direction if lease applications are received.
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MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTION 1B

(Provides for exaisting and potential winter sports sites.)

Management emphasis provides for downhill skiing on existing sites and maintains selected
inventoried , sates for future downhill skiing recreation opportunities. Management
integrates ski area development and use with other resource management to provide healthy
tree stands, vegetative diversity, forage production for wildlife and livestock, and
opportunities for non-motorized recreation.

Visual resources are managed so that the character 1s one of forested areas interspersed
with openings of varying widths and shapes. Facilities may dominate, but harmonize and
blend wath the natural setting. Harvest methods in forested areas between ski runs 1is
clearcutting in aspen, and lodgepole paine, shelterwood ain interior ponderosa pine and
mixed conifers, and group selection 1n Engelmann spruce-subalpine fir, or as specified in
the permittee's site-specific Master Development Plan.



MANAGEMENT
ACTIVITIES

OENERAL
DIRECTION

STANDARDS &
GUIDELINES

Visval Resource
Managament
(AQ4)

Recreation Bite
Construction and
Rehabilitation
{AO3 AND 06}

Management of

Developed

Recreation Sites
A08, 09, 11 &
13

S6-II1

Wildlife
Habxtat
Improvement and
Maintenance
(Co2, 04, 05
and 04&)

Range Resource
Managemont
(DO2)

Bilvicultural
Prescriptions
(E03, 05 & 07)

01 Emphasize visually appealing landscapes (vists open-
ings. rock outcrappings. diversity of vegetation: etc )
(0104 ) ¢ 18 )

Ot Design and lacate improvements on winter
sport sites to provide safety to users and to
haraonize with the natural environment

(0398 (18 )

01 Provide opportunities for year-round recrestion
use of the permitted arca and facilitiss
(0339 ) (18 )

O1 Emphasize non—~game wildlife management
(205630M) ¢ 18 )

01 Manage livestock grazing to enhance recreation
opportunities in existing and proposed recrcation sites
(o110 ) t 8 )

01 Manage forest cover types on the permitted arvea

to enhance visval quelity, diversity, and recreation

opportunities, and to provide for a heslthy forest

cover in existing and proposed winter sports sites
(0380 18 )

MANAQEMENT PRESCRIPTION 018

.} .y 3 __13
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PAGE 01 7/16/6863 TIME 0835

.3 .3 -3

.3 3 .3

a Do not allow negative deviation
from an Adopted Visval GQuality Ob-
jective tvan) of modification
{80290M) <t 18 1}

b Apply rehabilaitation practices
where tha above objectives are not
currently being met

(6068 ) ¢ 1B )

a Follou constructions
raconstruction standards
specified in the spproved Master
Devaelapment Plan

6282 ) t 18 )

a Maintain vegetation in
fair or batter ranpe condition
(6061 ) C 1B )

-3 -3 3 3 .32
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MANAGEMENT GENERAL STANDARDS &
ACTIVITIES DIRECTION GUIDEL INES
CONTINUATION OF o2 Manage forested areas between ski runs using the a Apply harvest treataents to
8ilvicultural following harvest methods forast cover types as specified
Prescriptions below or as specified in the
{EQ3, 0& & 07) ~ Cloarcut in aspen and ladgepale pine, permittee’s 8ki Avaa Master

— Shelterwoed in interior pondevosa pine and mixed

coni fevr,

~ Group selection in Engelmann spruce-subalpine fir.
- ovr those specified in tho permittee’s Bki Area

Haster Devalopment Plan
(0760 ? (1B )

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTION O18

PAGE 02 7/14/83 TIME 0B3%

Development Plan where these
plans exist for the area
(6666 ) (1B 1}

b 8ilvicultural Standards
(These standards maoy be exceeded
on areas managed for old grawth?

1 Clearcut

- - - - an e -

~ Forest Cover Type

el R il Xy
Forest
Lodgepolsa Cover
Pine~ Aspen Types
Rota~ “9G-145 ~ ~ B0~1Z0~ T Tod v~
tion yrs yrs mare
Age yrs
orou- €0-120  N/A | &0 to
ing 120
8tock
Laevel
Thinning 20-30  N/A 20 to
Cycle yrs 30 yru
2"~ TEELEE;b-SFETE;PGBEB“ -t
T T 7 7 7 Forest Caver Type
T T T T T Interiar ~ ~ T~ T~ Tgther
Ponderosa Forest
pine & Cover
Mixed Conifev Types
Rota—  100-140 grs 100 or
tion move yrs
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