
Note:  Public hearings are not held during Town Council Work Sessions.  The public is invited to attend the Work Session and listen to the Council’s discussion.  
However, the Council is not required to take public comments during Work Sessions.  At the discretion of the Council, public comment may be allowed if time permits 
and, if allowed, public comment may be limited.  The Town Council may make a Final Decision on any item listed on the agenda, regardless of whether it is listed as an 

action item.  The public will be excluded from any portion of the Work Session during which an Executive Session is held. 
Report of the Town Manager; Report of Mayor and Council members; Scheduled Meetings and Other Matters are topics listed on the 7:30 pm Town Council Agenda.  

If time permits at the afternoon work session, the Mayor and Council may discuss these items. 
 

 
 

BRECKENRIDGE TOWN COUNCIL WORK SESSION 
Tuesday, August 26, 2014; 3:00 PM 

Town Hall Auditorium 
 

ESTIMATED TIMES:  The times indicated are intended only as a guide.  They are at the discretion of the Mayor, 
depending on the length of the discussion, and are subject to change. 

 
3:00-3:15pm I PLANNING COMMISSION DECISIONS 2 
 

3:15-3:30pm II LEGISLATIVE REVIEW*  
Animal Control Ordinance 7 
Sign Code Amendment 29 

 
3:30-4:30pm III MANAGERS REPORT  

Public Projects Update 33 
Breckenridge Grand Vacation Community Center and Library Grand 
Opening Update 

Verbal 

Request for Naming of Town Facility 41 
Housing/Childcare Update Verbal 
Committee Reports 42 
Financials 43 

 
4:30-6:30pm IV OTHER  

Parking Study 53 
Marijuana Restrictions for Downtown Overlay District 56 

 
6:30-7:15pm V PLANNING MATTERS  

Weber Gulch Hut 66 
Condo-Hotels 258 

 
 



MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Town Council 
 
From: Peter Grosshuesch, Director of Community Development 
 
Date: August 20, 2014 
 
Re: Planning Commission Decisions of the August 19, 2014, Meeting. 
 
DECISIONS FROM THE PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA OF August 19, 2014: 
 
CLASS C APPLICATIONS: 
1) Summit Premier Residence (SG) PC#2014065; 284 Timber Trail Road 
Construct a new, single family residence with 5 bedrooms, 5.5 bathrooms, 5,206 sq. ft. of density and 
6,204 sq. ft. of mass for a F.A.R. of 1:4.94. Approved. 
 
CLASS B APPLICATIONS: 
None. 
 
CLASS A APPLICATIONS: 
None. 
 
TOWN PROJECT HEARINGS: 
None. 
 
OTHER: 
1) Summit County Justice Center DA’s Office Courtesy Review (MGT) PC#2014070; 504 Airport Road 
Courtesy review of an application to expand and renovate the existing South Branch Library building into 
a new District Attorney and Probation Office. Approved. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
 
The meeting was called to order at 7:00pm 
 
ROLL CALL 
Eric Mamula Kate Christopher  
Dan Schroder Jim Lamb Dave Pringle  
Ben Brewer, Town Council Liaison 
Ron Schuman and Gretchen Dudney were absent. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
With no changes, the August 19, 2014, Planning Commission Agenda was approved as presented. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
With no changes, the August 5, 2014, Planning Commission Minutes were approved as presented. 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR: 
1) Summit Premier Residence (SG) PC#2014065; 284 Timber Trail Road 
 
Commissioner Questions / Comments: 
Mr. Mamula:  How much of the driveway is at 10%? 
Mr. Greenburg:  Most of it.  The grade question is an engineering standard.  As long as the applicant provides 

a place for an emergency vehicle to park at a 4% grade it is OK per engineering. It can also 
be on the street like in this case. 

Mr. Mamula:   If it is not a place on the street? 
Mr. Greenburg:  It would be in the first 25’ of the driveway or the road.  According to the fire department it 

is OK to be on the road. We have this verbally from them but are waiting for something in 
writing. 

Mr. Mamula :  I don’t remember one being this steep in the past. 
Mr. Greenburg:  I don’t remember that either but this is an engineering call.  Engineering said they will write 

a variance letter. If they don’t then the plan will have to be revised. 
Mr. Mamula :   But this will let the town out of being liable if the next owner has their house burn down 

because the fire department couldn’t reach it ? 
Mr. Greenburg :  The fire department is involved and will have to support the variance for Engineering to 

issue it in this case. 
 
The consent calendar was approved as presented. 
 
TOWN COUNCIL REPORT: 
Mr. Brewer, Town Council liaison:  At the August 12 meeting, we approved 7-0 to allow the Cannabis Club 
on Main Street extension until February.  We decided to move forward on hammering out the details of the 
guidelines should retail marijuana businesses be allowed on Main Street.  The Council is very split on the 
issue if it should be permitted on Main Street or not but we agreed that the issue should not be on this 
upcoming ballot. We might be able to agree on the restrictions if retail were to be allowed on Main Street. We 
need to figure out details like do they have to be on the second floor, how close they are to each other, how 
many are on the same block, and to establish the caps on the number of establishments. We will keep working 
through whether it should be allowed on Main Street or not.  
(Mr. Pringle:  Should you go to great lengths to establish these rules, how can you make sure a future Council 
won't change them?) 
Mr. Brewer:  There isn’t anything that could stop a future council from changing these caps and regs, but this 
will be part of our discussion. However, a later Council could change anything that the current Council puts in 
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place on any issue. That is the nature of the process. I appreciate your comments. 
(Mr. Pringle:  I don’t know how permanent these policies will be, we shouldn’t take comfort in this being 
permanent.) 
Mr. Brewer:  The previous Council wouldn’t let any shops in the core.  We can assume that there will be 
changes in the future with future Councils. 
(Mr. Pringle:  I understand that, I just want to make sure we take into account all of the unintended 
consequences.  Central City, Cripple Creek, and Black Hawk wanted to boost their economies a little with 
limited stakes gambling, but they’ve seen character changing consequences.  I don’t know if we always look 
far enough into the future with decisions that could impact this town.) 
(Mr. Mamula: Are you planning first reading next meeting?) 
Mr. Brewer:  Not sure we are there yet but it is possible.  We will still have a work session and see how far 
we get. 
(Mr. Mamula:  How are you going to make sure that the public knows that there is going to be a first reading? 
I think it is important to make sure as many people as possible know about the first reading so that the second 
reading is not the time that everyone shows up to show their concerns.) 
 
Mr. Brewer:  In addition, at the last Council meeting we passed on first reading an increase in fines on animal 
offenses.  We hope that people will show up for the second reading if they have input.  This passed 7-0.  I 
think that the fines are too low for a dog biting someone, personally. We put in a ton of work on this topic.   
The police chief addressed that they will take things on a case by case basis for a pet offense to make sure that 
it’s not people calling in on a dog that they don’t like for not much reason.  Breckenridge has always been a 
very pet friendly place, but we do have issues with people not cleaning up after their pets and this was 
addressed in our work too.   
 
COMBINED HEARINGS: 
1) Summit County Justice Center DA’s Office Courtesy Review (MGT) PC#2014070; 504 Airport Road 
Mr. Thompson presented an application to expand and renovate existing library building into a new District 
Attorney and Probation Office. A separate application has been filed to vacate the lot line between Parcel C 
and Parcel B and the utility, access and drainage easement to the east of the existing building. Staff conducted 
a courtesy point analysis and found no reason to warrant positive or negative points for this application. 
Applicant has agreed to vacate the lot line so there are no negative points for the placement of the structure. 
The Planning Department recommended approval of the Summit County District Attorney and Probation 
Office courtesy review.  Scott Vargo was in attendance on the County’s behalf. 
 
Commissioner Questions / Comments: 
Mr Pringle:   What is on lot 4 or proposed on lot 4 (to the north)? 
Mr. Vargo:   We don’t have any plans now, that was intended as the new location of the library before the 

other library plans were made. 
Mr. Pringle:  Does Rankin Drive have to exist for the other parcels? 
Mr. Thompson:  As long as it stays part of the Summit County Justice Center, it should be fine to vacate it as 

a public right of way. The access would still be there, just as a private drive for the lots. 
Mr. Lamb:   The only thing I see is that it is used for is helicopter and ambulances. 
Mr. Thompson:  The town would like it to just be a County driveway, we aren’t asking them to tear up the 

road, just maintain it.  It (the building) as designed now is 2.5’ from property line so that 
meets our setback requirements.  

Mr Mamula:   Originally when this library was built there was a sum of money that was put towards it 
from the town, did this move to the new location?   

Mr. Vargo:   Yes it did. 
 
The public hearing was opened. No comments from the public. 
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Mr Mamula:    I think it is great. 
Mr. Schroder:    I’m good 
Mr. Pringle:    I’m good too. 
Ms. Christopher:   Me too. 
Mr. Lamb:    Me as well.   
 
Ms. Christopher made a motion to agree with the point analysis on the Summit County Justice Center DA’s 
Office Courtesy Review, PC#2014070, 504 Airport Road. Mr. Schroder seconded, and the motion was carried 
unanimously (6-0). 
 
Ms. Christopher made a motion to approve the Summit County Justice Center DA’s Office Courtesy Review, 
PC#2014070, 504 Airport Road. Mr. Schroder seconded, and the motion was carried unanimously (6-0). 
 
OTHER MATTERS: 
Ms. Puester presented a discussion on Planning Commission field trip ideas.   
A Cellular antenna facility ordinance will be coming before the Planning Commission shortly which would 
incentivize areas outside of historic district and co-location between carriers.  There are a lot of minute details 
in this ordinance we are working through.    One thought for the field trip was to go west between here and 
Eagle and look at the various towers that are out there to familiarize the Commission with various strategies 
to make them blend in with the urban environment.  We are also looking at a potential redevelopment of the 
City Market strip center. We could potentially tack this onto the trip as well. The other option is looking at the 
steep lot issues which we have been struggling with at times here. The easy lots are gone now and we are 
seeing more of the steep lots being built on. We may be able to do a combination of these. If there are other 
suggestions or ideas, we are open to them. 
 
Commissioner Questions / Comments: 
Mr. Lamb:  I like the cell phone tower idea. 
Mr. Schroder:   A good couple of suggestions and keeping it close (to Breckenridge) is a good idea. We are 

seeing a lot more steep lots develop, more retaining walls and long driveways. 
Mr. Mamula:   With the steep lots, I would like to look at examples in town and see what has gone on in 

places like the Highlands to remind us where the steep lots are that are left to be developed.  
I think the City Market is a bit down the road.  (Mr. Grossheusch:  There will be another 
year before we have another field trip, and we may see plans on City Market before then.) 

Mr. Christopher:  I like all of the suggestions. 
Mr. Puester:   I will send out some dates to all of you. 
Mr. Pringle:   We have four meetings before we will potentially see a change on the Planning Commission 

members.  Ron Schuman, Kate Christopher, Gretchen Dudney and Eric Mamula will be up in 
October (at the end of that month). Is everyone submitting to re-up? We should set the date 
for our field trip for after the Planning Commission appointment change. 

 
ADJOURNMENT: 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:45 pm. 
 
   
 Jim Lamb, Chair 
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MEMORANDUM 

 
To:  Mayor and Town Council  
From:   Shannon Haynes, Chief of Police 
Date:  August 18th, 2014 
Subject: Licensing and Regulation of Animals 

 
The second reading of the ordinance amending the Town’s Licensing and Regulation of Animals 
ordinance is scheduled for the Council meeting on August 26th.  There are no changes for second 
reading. 
 
I will be available at the August 26th meeting to answer questions.  
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FOR WORKSESSION/SECOND READING – AUG. 26 1 

 2 

NO CHANGE FROM FIRST READING 3 
 4 

COUNCIL BILL NO. 29 5 
 6 

Series 2014 7 
 8 

AN ORDINANCE REPEALING AND READOPTING WITH CHANGES CHAPTER 2 OF 9 
TITLE 6 OF THE BRECKENRIDGE TOWN CODE, INCLUDING ARTICLES 2A, 2B, 2C, 10 

AND 2D THEREOF, CONCERNING THE LICENSING AND REGULATION OF ANIMALS  11 
 12 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE, 13 
COLORADO: 14 
 15 

Section 1. Chapter 2 of Title 6 of the Breckenridge Town Code, including Articles 2A, 16 
2B, 2C, and 2D of Chapter 2, are repealed and readopted with changes to read as follows: 17 

CHAPTER 2 18 
 19 

ANIMALS 20 
 21 

SECTION: 22 
 23 
6-2-1: Intent 24 
6-2-2:   Definitions 25 
6-2-3:  Strict Liability Offenses 26 
6-2-4:   Vaccination Of Dogs and Cats Required 27 
6-2-5:   Annual Licensing Of Dog 28 
6-2-6:   Failure To Control A Pet Animal 29 
6-2-7:   Unlawful Animal Noise 30 
6-2-8:   Animals Confined In Unattended Vehicles 31 
6-2-9:   Animal Feces 32 
6-2-10:   Interference With An Owner’s Control Of A Pet Animal 33 
6-2-11:   Interference With An Enforcement Officer 34 
6-2-12:   Poisoning Of Animals 35 
6-2-13:   Designation Of Dangerous And Potentially Dangerous Animals: 36 
6-2-14:  Control   Of   Dangerous   And   Potentially   Dangerous   Animals 37 
6-2-15:   Dogs Prohibited At Designated Special Events 38 
6-2-16:   Harassing, Killing, Or Injuring Wildlife 39 
6-2-17:   Certain Animals Prohibited Within Town 40 
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6-2-18:   Unlawful Trade In Certain Animals 1 
6-2-19:  Duty To Report Animal Bites And Injury Caused By Animals 2 
6-2-20:  Duty  To  Produce  Biting  Animal  For  Inspection  Or  Quarantine 3 
6-2-21:  Impoundment Of Animals 4 
6-2-22:  Disposition Of Impounded Animals 5 
6-2-23:  Habitual Offender 6 
6-2-24:  Penalty Assessment Procedure Applicable; When 7 
6-2-25: Violations; Penalties 8 
6-2-26:  Municipal Court May Order Destruction Of Animal; When 9 
6-2-27:   No Liability For Accident Or Subsequent Disease  10 
6-2-28:  No Restriction On Protective Action 11 
6-2-29: Hot Pursuit 12 
6-2-30:   Effect Of Adoption Of Chapter On Prior Offenses 13 
 14 
6-2-1:  INTENT: It is the intent of this Chapter: (i) that pet animal owners be responsible for the 15 
conduct of their pet animals; (ii) that pet animal owners exercise control with respect to their pet 16 
animals in a manner that recognizes the rights, health, and safety of others in the Town; and (iii) 17 
that pet animal owners be held strictly liable for the conduct of their pet animals that violates the 18 
provisions of this Chapter, unless a specific criminal intent is required by this Chapter. 19 

6-2-2:  DEFINITIONS:  As used in this Chapter the following terms shall have the following 20 
meanings: 21 

ABANDONMENT: A. To fail to provide any necessary care for 
any pet animal, whether on public or private 
property, for any period of twenty four (24) 
hours or longer; or  
B. To deposit, leave, drop off, or otherwise 
dispose of any pet animal on public or private 
property without providing necessary care.  
 
For the purposes of this Chapter, any pet 
animal is presumed to be abandoned if, after 
the posting or personal service of written 
notice describing deficiencies, the deficiencies 
are not corrected within twenty four (24) hours 
of service of such notice. 
 

ANIMAL: Any living dumb creature. 
 

ANIMAL SHELTER: Any and all facilities and premises operated by 
Summit County, Colorado government that 
provide care for animals impounded pursuant 
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to this Chapter.  
 

ATTACK: Aggressive behavior by an animal resulting in 
bodily injury, serious bodily injury, or death to 
another animal or a person. 
 

BITE: The piercing, laceration, or breaking of the 
skin by the teeth or jaws of any animal. 
 

BODILY INJURY:   Any physical injury that results in severe 
bruising, a muscle tear, a skin laceration, or 
physical pain requiring professional medical 
treatment. 
 

CAT: Any animal of the species Felis catus or any 
hybrid thereof. 
 

COMMUNITY SERVICE OFFICER: Has the meaning and powers described in 
Section 2-1-6 of this Code. 
 

CONTROL: Supervision of, or influence over, any animal 
sufficient to prevent such animal from being in 
violation of any of the provisions of this 
Chapter. 
 

CONVICTION: A finding of guilt by the Municipal Court or an 
acknowledgement of guilt by payment of fine 
pursuant to a penalty assessment procedure. 
For the purposes of this definition, any 
disposition of a charge involving a deferred 
judgment and sentence shall be considered to 
be a conviction, regardless of whether the 
deferred judgment and sentence is successfully 
completed. 
 

DANGEROUS ANIMAL: Any animal that has inflicted bodily injury or 
serious bodily injury upon or has caused the 
death of a person or animal. 
 

DOG: Any animal of the family Canidae, regardless 
of sex, including, without limitation, those 
related to the wolf, fox, coyote, or any other 
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domestic canid hybrid thereof. 
 

ENFORCEMENT OFFICER:  A community service officer, police officer, or 
other peace officer authorized to enforce this 
Chapter. 
 

HABITUAL OFFENDER: An animal owner who has been convicted of 
violating any provision of this Chapter three 
times within any twenty four (24) month 
period.  
 

HARBOR: The act of providing premises on which an 
animal is kept or to which an animal 
customarily returns daily for food and care. 
 

LEASH: A substantial chain, rope, cord, or similar 
device not more than six (6) feet in length that 
is sufficient to hold an animal in restraint. 
 

LIVESTOCK:  Includes horses, mules, donkeys, burros, cattle, 
sheep, llamas, and goats. 
 

MISTREATMENT: Every act or omission that causes or permits 
the continuation of unnecessary or unjustifiable 
pain or suffering to an animal. 
 

NECESSARY CARE: Includes, without limitation, providing food, 
water, protection from the weather, 
socialization, and removal of waste from the 
animal’s enclosure. 
 

NEGLECT: Failure to provide necessary care for an animal. 
 

OWNER: A person as defined in Section 1-3-2 of this 
Code who owns, possesses, keeps, has a 
financial or property interest in, or who 
otherwise has control or custody of any animal. 
The term “owner” includes, but without 
limitation, the parent, guardian, or legal 
custodian of any unemancipated minor child 
under eighteen (18) years of age who owns, 
possesses, or keeps any animal. 
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POLICE CHIEF: The Police Chief of the Town of Breckenridge, 

or his or her designee. 
 

POLICE DEPARTMENT: The Police Department of the Town of 
Breckenridge, Colorado, or any employee 
thereof. 
 

POLICE OFFICER (OR PEACE OFFICER): Has the meaning provided in Section 6-3-5 of 
this Code. 
 

PERMITTED AREA OF A SPECIAL 
EVENT: 

The geographic area within which the Town 
has authorized a special event to be conducted 
on a specified date and time as described in a 
special event permit issued pursuant to Title 4, 
Chapter 13 of this Code. The term “permitted 
area of a special event” applies only to those 
date(s) and time(s) specified in the special 
event permit issued by the Town. 
 

PET ANIMAL: Dogs, cats, rabbits, guinea pigs, hamsters, 
mice, ferrets, birds, fish, reptiles, amphibians, 
and invertebrates, or any species of wild or 
domestic or hybrid animal sold, transferred, or 
retained for the purpose of being kept as a 
household pet, except livestock.  
 

PHYSICAL CONTROL: Control of an animal: 
 
A. By means of a tether or a leash that is 
attached to the animal and held by a 
responsible person; or,  
B.  Confinement within a locked vehicle or 
locked enclosure sufficient to prevent the 
animal from escaping or making contact with 
other persons or animals. 

POTENTIALLY DANGEROUS ANIMAL: Any pet animal or working dog that when 
unprovoked: 
 
A. Inflicts any laceration or bruising upon a 
human or another animal;  
B. Chases or approaches a person on any 
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property other than the owner’s in a menacing 
fashion or apparent attitude of attack; 
C. Is a poisonous animal; or 
D. Is an animal possessing physical 
characteristics or demonstrated tendencies that 
would cause a reasonable person to conclude 
that the animal is likely to inflict injury or 
cause the death of any person or another 
animal. 
 

PREMISES: Real property owned, leased, or otherwise used 
by an owner. “Premises” includes any confined 
area or locality such as a residence, business, 
room, shop, building, and a motor vehicle, 
including the open bed of a truck, when the 
animal’s presence is authorized by the owner 
of such confined area or locality. 
 

PROTECTIVE CUSTODY: The taking of an animal into custody by an 
enforcement officer to prevent the 
mistreatment, neglect, or abandonment of the 
animal; or, the lawful impoundment of an 
animal because of the owner’s inability to care 
for the animal for any reason.  
 

PROVOCATION: Harassment, teasing, threatening, tormenting, 
abusing, striking at, attacking, or inflicting 
injury upon an animal, or its owner in the 
animal’s presence, by either a person or 
another animal. 
 

PUBLIC NUISANCE: A.  An animal infected with rabies;  
B.  A stray pet animal;  
C.  Any dead animal left by the owner or 
keeper on a public or private property that is 
not removed within a twenty four (24) hour 
period; or 
D.  The unlawful accumulation of animal feces 
as described in Section 6-2-9. 
 

QUARANTINE: The confinement of an animal for observation 
to detect symptoms of disease. 
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RESPONSIBLE PERSON:  A person eighteen (18) years of ago or older 

who has the ability to do or perform the action 
required of a responsible person under this 
Chapter. 
 

SECURE ANIMAL ENCLOSURE: A structure that: 
 
A.  Is suitable to prevent the escape of the 
animal and to prevent the entry of persons, 
including children, and other animals;  
B. Has a top, bottom, all sides; and  
C. Is locked.  
 
A secure animal enclosure for a dangerous 
animal(s) shall be posted with signs on all 
sides that are visible and legible to passersby, 
warning of the presence of a dangerous animal. 
 

SERIOUS BODILY INJURY: Has the meaning provided in Section 6-3-5 of 
this Code. 
 

SOCIALIZATION: Activities that enable a pet animal to develop 
or improve its ability to get along well with 
other pet animals, the owner, or other people. 
 

SPECIAL EVENT: An event or occurrence for which a special 
event permit has been issued by the Town 
pursuant to Title 4, Chapter 13 of this Code.  
 

TETHER: A. To tie, chain, or leash any animal upon an 
owner’s property; or  
B.  To tie, chain, or leash any animal to any 
inanimate object when the animal is not 
located upon the owner’s own property. 
 

VEHICLE: Has the meaning provided in Section 6-3-5 of 
this Code. 
 

TRESPASS: The entry of an animal upon any private 
property other than that of the animal’s owner, 
or upon public property that is posted as not 
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permitting animals, or any specific kind of 
animal. 
 

WILDLIFE: Means all wild vertebrates, including, any part, 
product, egg, or offspring thereof, that exist as 
a species in a natural wild state in their place of 
origin, presently or historically. The term 
“wildlife” does not include:  
 
A. Any domesticated animal which may 
lawfully be kept in the Town pursuant to this 
Code; 

B. Any fish;  

C. Any common rodent, including, without 
limitation, mice, rats and squirrels; or  

D. Any crow or other bird which is commonly 
considered to be a pest or a nuisance. 

WILD BIRD: Includes all undomesticated birds native to 
North America and includes, without 
limitation, any domestic duck or goose 
released by any private person or recreational 
authority upon any recreational area within the 
Town. 
 

WORKING DOG: A dog that is either: 
 
A. Assisting a law enforcement officer;  

B. Assisting in rescue efforts;  

C. Is a recognized service dog; or  

D. Is in the process of being trained for these 
purposes. 

6-2-3: STRICT LIABILITY OFFENSES: Unless clearly indicated to the contrary, each offense 1 
established by this Chapter is a strict liability offense and does not require proof of specific 2 
criminal intent. Proof of performance by a person of conduct that includes a voluntary act or the 3 
omission to perform an act which the person is capable of performing is sufficient to establish a 4 
violation of any strict liability municipal offense established by this Chapter. 5 
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6-2-4: VACCINATION OF DOGS AND CATS REQUIRED: 1 

A. Each owner of a dog  or cat that is harbored, kept, or maintained within the Town shall:  2 

1. have the dog or cat inoculated against rabies by or under the supervision of a licensed 3 
veterinarian;  4 

2. maintain the duration of effectiveness of the vaccination; and  5 

3. maintain proof of current rabies registration for the dog or cat.  6 

The rabies vaccine must be approved by the Colorado Department of Public Health and 7 
Environment. The rabies vaccination shall be repeated as often as is necessary to maintain the 8 
effectiveness of the vaccination as determined by a licensed veterinarian. 9 

B. A dog or cat shall be vaccinated against rabies when it reaches the age of three months, or is 10 
licensed under this Chapter (if applicable), whichever occurs first.   11 

6-2-5: ANNUAL LICENSING OF DOGS:  12 

A. Each dog owned, harbored, kept, or maintained within in the Town shall be individually 13 
licensed pursuant to this Section.  14 

B. The Police Chief may issue a dog license upon the receipt of an executed application, 15 
evidence of current rabies registration, and payment of any applicable license fee. 16 

C. Each dog over the age of three months shall have a valid dog license after the dog has been 17 
harbored, kept, or maintained within in the Town for any consecutive fourteen day period, or 18 
immediately upon the issuance of a citation for any violation of this Chapter, whichever occurs 19 
first. 20 

D. A dog license shall be valid for one year or three years depending upon duration of the rabies 21 
vaccination, and is to be specified at the time of the purchase of said license. An owner shall 22 
obtain the renewal of the dog license prior to the license expiring. 23 

E. A valid dog license tag shall be attached to a collar or harness and shall be worn by the dog at 24 
all times. If a dog is unable to wear a collar or harness because of a permanent medical condition 25 
certified by a veterinarian, the owner of the dog must have the animal tattooed for identification 26 
purposes, or identified by implanted microchip, or in a manner approved by the Police Chief. 27 

F. The fee for the issuance of a dog license shall be: 28 

One year (unsterilized) $20.00 
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Three years (unsterilized) $60.00 

One year (spayed/neutered) $5.00 

Three years (spayed/neutered) $15.00 

Lost or replacement license tag $5.00 

 1 
6-2-6: FAILURE TO CONTROL A PET ANIMAL: It is unlawful and considered a failure to 2 
control a pet animal, when: 3 

A. A pet animal is not under the direct and competent control of the animal’s owner, or other 4 
competent person, by means of a leash not longer than six feet (6’) in length. Provided, however, 5 
it shall not be a violation of this section if the pet animal is either: 6 

1. confined within a motor vehicle; or  7 

2. upon the premises of the animal’s owner, or the animal owner’s authorized agent. and 8 
is constrained:  9 

(a) within the confines of any building or improvement; 10 

(b) within the confines of a fence sufficient to keep the animal on the premises; 11 

(c) by voice and visual control. A person shall not be found to be in voice and visual 12 
control of an animal if such person is located within a motor vehicle or building at 13 
the time he or she is required to be in voice and visual control of the animal. Proof 14 
that an animal has impeded or interfered with the lawful movement of a person 15 
shall create a rebuttable presumption that the animal was not under the voice and 16 
visual control of the animal owner or a competent person; or 17 

(d) by chain, cord, rope, cable or other similar physical device sufficient to restrain 18 
the animal within the boundaries of the premises. 19 

B. A pet animal becomes a hazard or causes damage to any person or property; 20 

C. A pet animal is tethered upon any public or private property without the permission of the 21 
person owning, leasing, or otherwise controlling the property upon which the animal is tethered; 22 

D. Any pet animal reaches past the perimeter of the owner’s premises with its teeth or claws 23 
causing or threatening bodily injury to another animal or a person, or property damage; 24 
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E. A pet animal is allowed to defecate on public or private property and the owner or responsible 1 
person does not remove the animal’s waste before leaving the immediate area where the waste 2 
was deposited; 3 

F. A female pet animal, during estrus, is not under physical control, confined indoors, or 4 
confined within a secure animal enclosure; 5 

G. Any pet animal is kept or left in circumstances that constitute mistreatment, neglect, 6 
abandonment, or in any circumstance requiring protective custody; or 7 

H. Any pet animal is otherwise determined to be a public nuisance as defined in Section 6-2-2. 8 
At the discretion of the Police Chief an allegation that a pet animal is a public nuisance may be 9 
prosecuted as provided in Chapter 1 of Title 5 of this Code. 10 

6-2-7: UNLAWFUL ANIMAL NOISE: 11 

A. It is unlawful for any owner to fail to prevent his or her pet animal from disturbing the peace 12 
of any other person by repeatedly or continuously barking, howling, yelping, or whining, or any 13 
other unprovoked noise, whether the animal is on or off the owner’s property. 14 

B. No person shall be charged with a violation of this Section unless a minimum of one (1) 15 
written warning for a separate violation has been given at least seventy two (72) hours prior to 16 
the issuance of the summon and complaint or penalty assessment notice (if applicable). An 17 
owner shall be deemed to have been issued and received a written warning as required by this 18 
subsection if the warning is personally served upon the owner, posted on the owner’s premises, 19 
or placed in the  U. S. Mail, postage prepaid and addressed to the owner according to the last 20 
address given by the owner to obtain a dog license, or to such other address as may be on file for 21 
the owner with any government agency. 22 

6-2-8: ANIMALS CONFINED IN UNATTENDED VEHICLES:  23 

A. It is unlawful for any vehicle owner, passenger, or operator to place or confine an animal or to 24 
allow the animal to be placed, confined, or to remain in an unattended vehicle without sufficient 25 
ventilation or under conditions or for such period as may reasonably be expected to endanger the 26 
health or well-being of such animal due to heat, cold, lack of water, or such other circumstances 27 
as may reasonably be expected to cause suffering, disability, or death to the animal. 28 

B. Any enforcement officer who finds an animal in a vehicle in violation of this Section may 29 
enter the vehicle by using the amount of force reasonably necessary to remove the animal. The 30 
officer is authorized to impound and dispose of such animal in the manner provided for in 31 
Section 6-2-21 and Section 6-2-22. 32 

6-2-9: ANIMAL FECES:   33 
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A. It is unlawful for any owner to permit the accumulation of animal feces on the premises on 1 
which the animal is kept such that it is detectable visually or odoriferously by a person with a 2 
normal sense of smell from any adjoining lot, parcel, or tract of land not owned by the owner of 3 
animal.  . 4 

B. It is unlawful for any owner to fail to confine pet animal feces, and any part thereof, within 5 
the perimeters of the premises on which the animal is kept, regardless whether such failure is the 6 
result of natural causes, such as surface water flow, or other causes. 7 

C. No person shall be charged with a violation of this Section unless a minimum of two (2) 8 
written warnings for separate violations have been given at least seventy two (72) hours prior to 9 
the issuance of the summon and complaint or penalty assessment notice (if applicable). The 10 
name and address of the complainant shall appear on the written warning. An owner shall be 11 
deemed to have been issued and received a written warning as required by this subsection if the 12 
warning is personally served upon the owner, posted on the owner’s premises, or placed in the  13 
U. S. Mail, postage prepaid and addressed to the owner according to the last address given by the 14 
owner to obtain a dog license, or to such other address as may be on file for the owner with any 15 
government agency. 16 

D. An accumulation of animal feces as described in subsection A of this Section is declared to be 17 
a public nuisance and, at the discretion of the Police Chief, may be prosecuted as a public 18 
nuisance as provided in Chapter 1 of Title 5 of this Code. 19 

6-2-10: INTERFERENCE WITH AN OWNER’S CONTROL OF A PET ANIMAL: It is 20 
unlawful for any person to perform any act that interferes with, prevents, or hinders the efforts of 21 
an owner to control the owner’s pet animal. 22 

6-2-11:  INTERFERENCE WITH AN ENFORCEMENT OFFICER:   23 

A. It is unlawful for any person to interfere with, molest, hinder, prevent, or obstruct an 24 
enforcement officer in the performance of the enforcement officer’s duties under this Chapter, or 25 
other applicable law. 26 

B. It is unlawful for any person to remove any animal from public custody without the consent of 27 
an enforcement officer. 28 

6-2-12:  POISONING OF ANIMALS: It is unlawful for any person to poison any pet animal or 29 
working dog or to distribute poison in any manner with the intent or for the purpose of poisoning 30 
any such pet animal or working dog, with the exception of bats, rats, mice, and insects. 31 

6-2-13: DESIGNATION OF DANGEROUS AND POTENTIALLY DANGEROUS ANIMALS: 32 

A. The Municipal Court shall have the authority to and shall designate any pet animal or working 33 
dog as a dangerous animal or a potentially dangerous animal when the preponderance of 34 
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evidence is that the animal displays any of the characteristics of a dangerous animal or a 1 
potentially dangerous animal as defined and described in Section 6-2-2. 2 

B. An action to have an animal designated as a dangerous animal or a potentially dangerous 3 
animal is a civil proceeding, and shall be heard and determined by the Municipal Judge sitting 4 
without a jury.   5 

C. The burden of proof in an action to have an animal designated as a dangerous animal or a 6 
potentially dangerous animal shall be on the Town.  7 

D. The procedures set forth in this Section, and not the procedures set forth in Section 1-8-10 of 8 
this Code, shall apply to any action to have an animal designated as a dangerous animal or a 9 
potentially dangerous animal. 10 

E. A civil action to have an animal designated as a dangerous animal or a potentially dangerous 11 
animal shall be brought in the name of the Town by filing a complaint in the Municipal Court by 12 
the Police Chief, or the Police Chief’s authorized representative acting pursuant to Section 1-7-2 13 
of this Code that is verified or supported by an affidavit.  14 

F. The appearance date on the summons shall be not less than twenty (20) days from the date of 15 
service of the summons and complaint. The respondent shall file a response or answer on or 16 
before the appearance date specified in the summons. The trial shall be held within sixty 60) 17 
days of the appearance date unless the Municipal Court grants a continuance for good cause 18 
shown. No case shall be continued for more than one hundred twenty (120) days after the 19 
appearance date. 20 

G. If the respondent fails to appear or file a response on the appearance date, and if the Town 21 
proves that proper service was made on the respondent at least twenty (20) days prior to the 22 
appearance date, the Municipal Court may grant such orders as are requested by the Town, 23 
except that, the Municipal Court shall order the enforcement by the Town be stayed for ten (10) 24 
days and that a copy of the Municipal Court’s order be mailed to the respondent at the 25 
respondent’s s last known address.  26 

H. The failure of respondent to appear on any date set for hearing and trial shall be grounds for 27 
entering a default and default judgment against the respondent.  28 

I. Prior to the enforcement of any order issued under this Section resulting from the respondent’s 29 
failure to appear or to file a response, and for good cause shown, the Municipal Court may set 30 
aside an entry of default and the default judgment and order entered thereon.  31 

J. Any disobedience of or interference with an order issued by the Municipal Court pursuant to 32 
this Section may be punished as a contempt of Municipal Court, or by a fine not to exceed five 33 
hundred dollars ($500.00). Each day’s failure to comply with an injunction or order to abate shall 34 
constitute a separate act of contempt for which an additional penalty may be imposed.  35 
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K. To the extent necessary to facilitate just, speedy, informal, and inexpensive determinations of 1 
claims, the Municipal Court may use the Colorado Rules of Civil Procedure as a guideline for 2 
civil proceeding in Municipal Court under this Section.  3 

L. The final judgment of the Municipal Court in a proceeding brought under this Section may be 4 
appealed to the Summit County District Court.  5 

M. Except with respect to an animal trained for or that has engaged in animal fighting as 6 
described in Section 18-9-204, C.R.S., an animal shall not be designated as a dangerous animal 7 
or a potentially dangerous animal if the animal owner proves by a preponderance of the evidence 8 
that: 9 

1. The animal that was attacked was trespassing upon the premises of the owner, and the 10 
attack began, although it did not necessarily end, upon such premises; 11 

2. The animal that was attacked was biting or otherwise threatening or attacking the 12 
owner or the owner’s animal; 13 

3. The person attacked was committing or attempting to commit a criminal offense, 14 
other than a petty offense not including third degree criminal trespass as defined in 15 
Section 18-4-504, C.R.S.,  against a person on the owner’s premises or against the 16 
premises itself, and the attack which did not cause serious bodily injury began, 17 
although did not necessarily end, upon such premises; or 18 

4. The person attacked had tormented, provoked, abused, or inflicted injury upon the 19 
animal that committed the attack. 20 

N. When an enforcement officer reasonably believes that an animal is a potentially dangerous or 21 
a dangerous animal and that the animal is not under proper control, the officer may use any 22 
available means to prevent the endangerment of any person or other animal. Such means shall 23 
include impounding the animal or the immediate destruction of the animal after making every 24 
reasonable attempt to seize and impound the animal, including solicitation of assistance from the 25 
owner if such owner is known and available. If the officer reasonably determines that the animal 26 
cannot be seized and impounded without exposing the officer or other person to danger of bodily 27 
injury or serious bodily injury, it shall be lawful for the officer to destroy the animal without 28 
notice to the owner. 29 

6-2-14:  CONTROL   OF   DANGEROUS   AND   POTENTIALLY   DANGEROUS   30 
ANIMALS: 31 

A. It is unlawful for the owner of a dangerous animal or a potentially dangerous animal to fail to 32 
exercise proper control over such animal. 33 

B. As used in this Section “proper control of a dangerous animal” is: 34 
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1. While on the owner’s premises, a dangerous animal shall be confined indoors or in a 1 
secure animal enclosure; and 2 

2. While off the owner’s premises, a dangerous animal shall be under the physical 3 
control of the owner, keeper, custodian, or other responsible person, and such 4 
dangerous animal shall be muzzled. 5 

C. As used in this Section “proper control of a potentially dangerous animal” is: 6 

1. While on the owner’s premises, a potentially dangerous animal shall be controlled by 7 
a chain, leash, or other method of restraint suitable to prevent the animal from leaving 8 
or reaching outside the owner’s premises; and 9 

2. While off the owner’s premises, a potentially dangerous animal shall be under the 10 
physical control of the owner or other responsible person. 11 

D. This Section shall not apply to any felony offense described in Section 18-9-204.5, C.R.S. 12 

6-2-15:  DOGS PROHIBITED AT DESIGNATED SPECIAL EVENTS: 13 

A.  It is unlawful for the owner of a dog, or a person in charge or control of a dog, to permit such 14 
dog to be within the permitted area of any special event that is held within the Town if: 15 

1. A written notice has been posted at or near each main entrance to the special event 16 
stating that dogs are prohibited at such event. Such notice shall be not less than eight 17 
and one-half inches (8 ½”) in width and eleven inches (11”) in height;  18 

2. The dog owner or person in charge or control of the dog has received actual notice 19 
from an enforcement officer or a representative of the special event that dogs are 20 
prohibited at such event, and the dog owner or person in charge or control of the dog 21 
fails or refuses to promptly remove the dog from the permitted area of the special 22 
event; or,  23 

3. Having previously removed the dog from the permitted area of the special event at the 24 
direction of an enforcement officer or representative of the special event, the dog 25 
owner or person in charge or control of the dog brings the dog back into the permitted 26 
area of the special event. 27 

B. Neither physical control nor immediate control of the dog is a defense to prosecution under 28 
this Section. 29 

C. This section does not apply to: 30 

1. working dogs; or  31 
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2. dogs authorized to be in the permitted area of a special event in the special event 1 
permit issued by the Town.  2 

6-2-16: HARASSING, KILLING, OR INJURING WILDLIFE:  3 

A. It is unlawful for any person to willfully and unnecessarily shoot, throw objects at, capture, 4 
chase, injure or destroy any bird, animal or wildlife anywhere within the Town; provided, 5 
however, that this Section A does not prohibit the throwing of objects at coyotes for the purpose 6 
of hazing as recommended by Colorado Parks and Wildlife. 7 

B. No owner shall intentionally, knowingly, recklessly, or with criminal negligence allow a dog 8 
or cat to harass wildlife, whether the wildlife is actually injured or not. 9 

C. No person shall willfully destroy, rob, or injure the nest, nesting place, burrow, eggs or 10 
offspring of any wild bird or other wildlife anywhere within the town. 11 

D. The provisions of this section do not apply to personnel of any police, fire, or animal control 12 
agency, the Colorado Division of Wildlife, the Colorado Department of Public Health and 13 
Environment, or other state or federal agency when such persons are acting within the scope of 14 
their official duties. The provisions of this Section shall further not apply to any person 15 
authorized by the Colorado Division of Wildlife to kill wildlife which are causing excessive 16 
damage to property. 17 

E. The provisions of this Section are not intended to allow the destruction of any bird or animal 18 
protected by the laws of the state of Colorado or the United States of America. 19 

6-2-17: CERTAIN ANIMALS PROHIBITED WITHIN TOWN:  20 

A. It is unlawful for any person to keep, maintain, possess, or harbor any livestock or any fowl, 21 
swine, chicken, goose, duck, or turkey anywhere within the Town. 22 

B. Nothing in this Section prohibits the keeping of a horse in a commercial stable when 23 
authorized by a development permit issued pursuant to Title 9, Chapter 1 of this Code, or the 24 
keeping of any other animal when authorized by any other Town ordinance or permit. 25 

6-2-18: UNLAWFUL TRADE IN CERTAIN ANIMALS: It is unlawful for any person to own, 26 
keep, maintain, possess, harbor, sell or in any manner deal or traffic within the Town in any 27 
living exotic, wild, dangerous or unusual animal, whether domesticated or tamed, including, 28 
without limitation: bats of any species; felines, other than ordinary domesticated house cats; 29 
gorillas, chimpanzees, orangutans, baboons, or any other infrahuman primate; any member of the 30 
Mustelidae family, including, without limitation, fishers, ferrets, martens, minks, otters, 31 
porcupines, raccoons, skunks, weasels and wolverines; poisonous reptiles; wolves, foxes, 32 
coyotes or other species of canines other than dogs; any animal or bird that has received state or 33 
federal government designation as an endangered species; or any other terrestrial predator or 34 
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other animal determined to be a public nuisance pursuant to the provisions, procedures and 1 
means of abatement established by the ordinances of the Town. 2 

6-2-19:  DUTY TO REPORT ANIMAL BITES AND INJURY CAUSED BY ANIMALS:  It is 3 
unlawful for any medical personnel who provide treatment to a person or animal for an animal 4 
bite or injury caused by a pet animal or working dog to fail to report to the Police Department 5 
any information known regarding the animal bite or injury. The report shall be made within 6 
twenty four (24) hours after such information is received, and shall include with the report the 7 
name, address, and telephone number of the person making the report. The report may be made 8 
by telephone to the front desk of the Police Department, or may be left on the Police 9 
Department’s voice mail or communicated to the Police Department by other electronic means. 10 

6-2-20:  DUTY  TO  PRODUCE  BITING  ANIMAL  FOR  INSPECTION  OR  11 
QUARANTINE: 12 

A. Upon the request of an enforcement officer, an owner shall make available for inspection 13 
and/or quarantine any pet animal or working dog that has bitten a person or is suspected of biting 14 
a person. 15 

B. If the quarantine of a pet animal is deemed necessary, the Police Chief shall determine the 16 
location and place of quarantine. 17 

C. All costs of a quarantine shall be paid by the owner of the quarantined pet animal or working 18 
dog. 19 

D. If the quarantine of a pet animal or working dog is deemed necessary, the disposition of the 20 
animal shall be at the discretion of the Police Chief in accordance with the requirements set forth 21 
in Section 6-2-21 of this Chapter. 22 

6-2-21:  IMPOUNDMENT OF ANIMALS: 23 

A. An enforcement officer may impound any animal that is not under control as required by this 24 
Chapter, or when it or its owner is in violation of any of the provisions of this Chapter. 25 

B. An enforcement officer may impound any dangerous animal or potentially dangerous animal 26 
that is not under proper control if the officer reasonably determines that the animal is in apparent 27 
violation of the applicable provisions of Section 6-2-14. An enforcement officer may perform 28 
such impoundment prior to notifying the owner if such owner is not immediately present to 29 
exercise proper control of such animal. 30 

C. As soon as practical after the impoundment of any animal, an enforcement officer shall make 31 
a reasonable effort to notify the animal’s owner in person, by telephone, by posting of a notice at 32 
the owner’s residence, or by written notice mailed to the owner’s last known address, if the 33 
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identity of the owner is known. If needed to establish the identity of the owner, information 1 
contained on any identification, rabies, or license tag found attached to the animal shall be used. 2 

D. It is the obligation of the owner of any animal that has been impounded to pay all fees and 3 
charges lawfully imposed by the animal shelter in connection with the impoundment, care, and 4 
disposition of the animal. It is unlawful for the owner to fail or refuse to pay such fees and 5 
charges. 6 

E. The failure or refusal to retrieve any impounded animal by the owner of said animal shall not 7 
relieve said owner of the duty to pay the impoundment fee and other charges which have been 8 
assessed.  9 

6-2-22: DISPOSITION OF IMPOUNDED ANIMALS:  Any animal impounded pursuant to the 10 
provisions of this Chapter shall impounded at the animal shelter, and shall become the property 11 
and responsibility of Summit County, Colorado government after the animal has been 12 
impounded for five (5) days without being claimed. After such time the animal may be humanely 13 
euthanized in accordance with the established policies and practice of the animal shelter. For 14 
purposes of this Section, a “day” means a twenty four (24) hour period beginning at time and day 15 
when the animal was taken into public custody. 16 

6-2-23: HABITUAL OFFENDER: It is unlawful for any person to become a habitual offender as 17 
defined in Section 6-2-2. Any person may be charged as a habitual offender in addition to any 18 
other charges brought pursuant to this Chapter. Upon the conviction of an owner as a habitual 19 
offender, the owner’s offending animal(s) may be ordered permanently removed from the Town, 20 
along with any other appropriate penalty imposed by the Municipal Court. 21 

6-2-24: PENALTY ASSESSMENT PROCEDURE APPLICABLE; WHEN:  22 

A. Any infraction described in this Chapter may be written using a penalty assessment procedure 23 
if the such infraction is listed on the Municipal Judge’s list of designated violations the penalties 24 
for which may be paid at the office of the Municipal Court Clerk as described in Rule 201(b) of 25 
the Colorado Rules of Municipal Court Procedure.  26 

B. The penalty assessment procedure for any infraction described in this Chapter shall be as 27 
provided in Section 1-8-12(K) of this Code. 28 

C. In no case may an officer issue a penalty assessment notice for a violation of any infraction 29 
described in this Chapter to a minor under the age of eighteen (18) years. All charges against 30 
minors shall require a mandatory court appearance.  31 

6-2-25: VIOLATIONS; PENALTIES:  32 

A. It is an infraction for any person to violate any provision of this Chapter that not does involve 33 
a dangerous or potentially dangerous animal. Any person found to be in violation of, or against 34 
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whom a default judgment has been entered for any infraction described in this Chapter, shall be 1 
punished as provided in Section 1-4-1-1 of this Code. 2 

B. It is unlawful and a misdemeanor offense for any person to violate any provision of this 3 
Chapter that is not classified as an infraction. Any person found to be in violation of any 4 
provision of this Chapter that is not classified as an infraction shall be punished as provided in 5 
Section C, below. 6 

C. The following fines shall apply to violations of this Chapter and shall be applied either 7 
through a penalty assessment procedure, or by the Municipal Court after conviction, in which 8 
case the Municipal Court shall also assess the appropriate court costs: 9 

1. For all violations not involving a dangerous or potentially dangerous animal: 10 

First offense: $50.00 
Second offense within 18 months: $100.00 
Subsequent offense within 18 months: $200.00 

 11 
2. For all violations involving potentially dangerous animal:  12 

First offense: $200.00 
Second offense within 18 months: $400.00 
Subsequent offense within 18 months: Mandatory court 

appearance and 
mandatory 
minimum fine of 
$600.00 

 13 
3. For all violations involving failure to control a dangerous animal: 14 

Mandatory court appearance and a mandatory minimum fine of $600.00 15 

4. For all violations involving a charge of habitual offender 16 

Mandatory  court appearance and mandatory minimum fine of $300.00. 17 

5. For all other violations of this Chapter the violator shall be punished as provided in 18 
Section 1-4-1 of this Code. 19 

6. The penalties set forth above in this Section C are minimum penalties, and  a violator 20 
who commits a violation of any provision of this Chapter that is not classified as an 21 
infraction is also subject to the general fine and imprisonment provisions of Chapter 4 22 
of Title 1 of this Code. 23 
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6-2-26: MUNICIPAL COURT MAY ORDER DESTRUCTION OF ANIMAL; WHEN: In 1 
addition to any penalties that are provided for in this Chapter, the Municipal Court shall have the 2 
authority, upon making a finding that the animal constitutes a real and present danger to the 3 
citizens of the Town, to order that the animal be destroyed in a humane fashion. 4 

6-2-27: NO LIABILITY FOR ACCIDENT OR SUBSEQUENT DISEASE: Neither the Town, 5 
nor any its elected officials, officers, employees, agents, and persons authorized to enforce this 6 
Chapter, shall be held responsible for any accident or subsequent disease that may be suffered by 7 
a person or an animal as a result of the administration or implementation of this Chapter. 8 

6-2-28: NO RESTRICTION ON PROTECTIVE ACTION: Nothing in this Chapter shall be 9 
interpreted or construed to prevent an enforcement officer from taking whatever action is 10 
reasonably necessary to protect himself, herself, or others from bodily injury or serious bodily 11 
injury caused by any animal. 12 

6-2-29: HOT PURSUIT: An enforcement officer in hot pursuit of any animal in apparent 13 
violation of this Chapter may enter onto private property for the purposes of enforcing this 14 
Chapter, including, for the purpose of effecting an impoundment, removing the animal from the 15 
premises, ascertaining the identity of the animal and/or the current status or existence of a license 16 
tag, or issuing a citation. This Section, however, does not grant any enforcement officer authority 17 
to enter into any dwelling without either permission of the owner, a search warrant, or a 18 
Municipal Court order. 19 

6-2-30: EFFECT OF ADOPTION OF CHAPTER ON PRIOR OFFENSES: The adoption of this 20 
Chapter shall not affect or prevent the prosecution or punishment of any person for any act done 21 
or committed in violation of any Town ordinance that was in effect prior to this Chapter taking 22 
effect. 23 

Section 2. The definition of “Serious Bodily Injury” in Section 6-3-5 of the Breckenridge 24 
Town Codeis amended to read as follows: 25 

SERIOUS BODILY INJURY: Bodily injury which, either at the time of the 
actual injury or at a later time, involves a 
substantial risk of death, a substantial risk of 
serious permanent disfigurement, a substantial 
risk of protracted loss or impairment of the 
function of any part or organ of the body, or 
breaks, fractures, or burns of the second or 
third degree. 

 26 
Section 3. Except as specifically amended by this ordinance, the Breckenridge Town 27 

Code, and the various secondary codes adopted by reference therein, shall continue in full force 28 
and effect. 29 
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Section 4. The Town Council finds, determines, and declares that this ordinance is 1 
necessary and proper to provide for the safety, preserve the health, promote the prosperity, and 2 
improve the order, comfort, and convenience of the Town of Breckenridge and the inhabitants 3 
thereof. 4 

Section 5. The Town Council finds, determines, and declares that it has the power to 5 
adopt this ordinance pursuant to: (i) Section 31-15-401(1)(m), C.R.S.; (ii) the authority granted 6 
to home rule municipalities by Article XX of the Colorado Constitution; and (iii) the powers 7 
contained in the Breckenridge Town Charter. 8 

Section 6. This ordinance shall be published and become effective as provided by Section 9 
5.9 of the Breckenridge Town Charter. 10 

INTRODUCED, READ ON FIRST READING, APPROVED AND ORDERED PUBLISHED 11 
IN FULL this ____ day of _____, 2014.  A public Hearing shall be held at the regular meeting of 12 
the Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge, Colorado on the ___ day of ____, 2014, at 7:30 13 
P.M., or as soon thereafter as possible in the Municipal Building of the Town. 14 
 15 
    TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE, a Colorado 16 
    municipal corporation 17 
 18 
 19 
 20 
     By:______________________________ 21 
           John G. Warner, Mayor 22 
 23 
ATTEST: 24 
 25 
 26 
 27 
_________________________ 28 
Helen Cospolich  29 
Town Clerk 30 
 31 
 32 
 33 
 34 
 35 
 36 
 37 
 38 
 39 
 40 
 41 
 42 
 43 
 44 
500-352\Animal Control Ordinance_5 (08-15-14)(Second Reading) 45 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Town Council 
 
FROM: Julia Puester, AICP, Senior Planner 
 
DATE: August 19, 2014 for meeting of August 26, 2014 
 
SUBJECT: Sign Code Amendment First Reading-Sandwich Board Signage Outside of the 

Town Core 
 
At a previous work session, Council discussed recent issues with the sign code related to sandwich board 
signs and outdoor display of merchandise. The Council gave staff direction to reconvene the 
SustainableBreck Business Task Force to get feedback and direction on potential changes to the code 
regarding sandwich board signs and outdoor display of merchandise within the core of Town.  The first 
meeting of the Business Task Force is scheduled for August 21.   
 
With regard to the area outside of the core of Town, staff heard Council indicate less of a concern for 
allowing sandwich board signs.  The area outside of the core has little pedestrian traffic to interfere with 
such signage and typically has more private property available on which to display a sign. To address the 
area outside of the core of Town immediately, prior to the Task Force working out details on what is 
allowed inside the core, staff has prepared an ordinance for first reading. 
 
The proposed ordinance: 

 
• Applies only to the areas outside of the Town core and is consistent with the land use districts 

which allow for outdoor display of merchandise (Breckenridge Town Code Title 9, Chapter 7); 
• Addresses sandwich board signs only; 
• Allows sandwich board signs on private property; 
• Sets a limit on the material of the sign (non-reflective metal, blackboard, whiteboard, or wood); 
• Sets a limit of 1 per business; and 
• Limits the size to 4 square feet per side. 

 
The Town Attorney has prepared an attached proposed Sign Code Amendment for first reading.  Staff 
will be available at the work session to answer questions.   
 
We welcome Council comments.  
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FOR WORKSESSION/FIRST READING – AUG. 26 1 
 2 

Additions To The Current Breckenridge Town Code Are 3 
Indicated By Bold + Double Underline; Deletions By Strikeout 4 

 5 
COUNCIL BILL NO. ___ 6 

 7 
Series 2014 8 

 9 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 2 OF TITLE 8 OF THE BRECKENRIDGE 10 

TOWN CODE, KNOWN AS THE “BRECKENRIDGE SIGN ORDINANCE,” CONCERNING 11 
SANDWICH BOARD SIGNS 12 

 13 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE, 14 
COLORADO: 15 
 16 

Section 1. The definition of “Sandwich Board Sign” in Section 8-2-3 of the Breckenridge 17 
Town Code is amended to read as follows: 18 
 19 
SANDWICH BOARD SIGN: A sign that is constructed with two (2) pieces 

of material nonreflective metal, blackboard, 
whiteboard, or wood, connected at the top, 
which pieces form a triangular shape and are 
self-supporting; also known as an “A-frame” 
sign. A sandwich board sign may be depicted 
as follows:  
 

 
Section 2. Section 8-2-3 of the Breckenridge Town Code is amended by the inclusion of 20 

the following definitions: 21 
 22 
BUSINESS: The holder of a valid license issued by the 

Financial Services Manager under Chapter 
1 of Title 4 of this Code.  
 

ON PREMISES SIGN: A sign which advertises a business, 
merchandise, product, service or 
entertainment which is sold, produced, 
manufactured, furnished or which is 
available on the property where the sign is 
located. 
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 1 
Section 3. Section 8-2-6 of the Breckenridge Town Code is amended by the addition of a 2 

new subsection Y, which shall read as follows: 3 
 4 

Y.  Sandwich Board Signs:  One (1) on premise sandwich board sign per 5 
business if the sign is located on the private property of the business, and 6 
does not exceed: (a) four square feet per side if it has copy on both sides; or 7 
(b) a total of four square feet if it has copy on only one side; provided, 8 
however, this exemption does not apply within land use districts, 17, 18, 182, 9 
19, 20, 23, 24, 25 and that portion of land use district 11 which lies south of 10 
the intersection of French Street and Highway 9. 11 
 12 
Section 4. Section 8-2-15 of the Breckenridge Town Code is amended to read as follows: 13 

 14 
8-2-15: PROHIBITED SIGNS: 15 
 16 
It shall be unlawful for any person to erect, construct or maintain any of the following 17 
types of signs or devices: 18 

 19 
A.  Attention getting devices. 20 
B.  Backlit signs. 21 
C.  Flashing signs. 22 
D.  Moving signs. 23 
E.  Neon signs.  24 
F.  Off premises signs, except as specifically authorized in subsection 8-2-6I and 25 

Section 8-2-14-1 of this Chapter.  26 
G.  Signs with reflective surfaces. 27 
H. Roof signs.  28 
I.  Sandwich board signs, except as specifically authorized in Subsection 8-2-14B 29 

Subsection 8-2-6Y and Subsection 9-1-19-45A(E)(4) of this Chapter Code.  30 
J.  (Rep. by Ord. 6, Series 2004) 31 
K.  Temporary signs, including banners, except as specifically authorized in Section 32 

8-2-14 of this Chapter. 33 
L.  Window signs, except as specifically authorized pursuant to subsection 8-2-6S of 34 

this Chapter.  35 
 36 

Section 5. Except as specifically amended hereby, the Breckenridge Town Code, and the 37 
various secondary codes adopted by reference therein, shall continue in full force and effect. 38 
 39 

Section 6. The Town Council hereby finds, determines and declares that this ordinance is 40 
necessary and proper to provide for the safety, preserve the health, promote the prosperity, and 41 
improve the order, comfort and convenience of the Town of Breckenridge and the inhabitants 42 
thereof. 43 
 44 

Section 7. The Town Council hereby finds, determines and declares that it has the power 45 
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to adopt this ordinance pursuant to: (i) the Local Government Land Use Control Enabling Act, 1 
Article 20 of Title 29, C.R.S.; (ii) Part 3 of Article 23 of Title 31, C.R.S. (concerning municipal 2 
zoning powers); (iii) Section 31-15-103, C.R.S. (concerning municipal police powers); (iv) 3 
Section 31-15-401, C.R.S.(concerning municipal police powers); (v) the authority granted to 4 
home rule municipalities by Article XX of the Colorado Constitution; and (vi) the powers 5 
contained in the Breckenridge Town Charter. 6 
 7 

Section 8. The Town Council hereby finds, determines and declares that it has the power 8 
to adopt this ordinance pursuant to the authority granted to home rule municipalities by Article 9 
XX of the Colorado Constitution and the powers contained in the Breckenridge Town Charter. 10 
 11 

Section 9. This ordinance shall be published and become effective as provided by Section 12 
5.9 of the Breckenridge Town Charter. 13 
 14 
 INTRODUCED, READ ON FIRST READING, APPROVED AND ORDERED 15 
PUBLISHED IN FULL this ____ day of _____, 2014.  A Public Hearing shall be held at the 16 
regular meeting of the Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge, Colorado on the ___ day of 17 
____, 2014, at 7:30 P.M., or as soon thereafter as possible in the Municipal Building of the 18 
Town. 19 
 20 

TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE, a Colorado 21 
     municipal corporation 22 
 23 
 24 
          By______________________________ 25 
          John G. Warner, Mayor 26 
 27 
ATTEST: 28 
 29 
 30 
_________________________ 31 
Helen Cospolich  32 
Town Clerk 33 
 34 
 35 
 36 
 37 
 38 
 39 
 40 
 41 
 42 
 43 
 44 
 45 
 46 
 47 
 48 
 49 
 50 
800-13\Sandwich Board Sign Ordinance_4 (08-18-14) 51 
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Memorandum 
 

TO:   TOWN COUNCIL 
 
FROM: Dale Stein, Assistant Town Engineer  
 
DATE:  August 20, 2014 
 
RE:        Public Projects Update 
 

 
 
SH 9 Median and Roundabout Improvements 
 
Construction of the SH 9 Median Project began last week with the demolition of the existing 
median from Valley Brook Road to CR 450.  This week, irrigation and electrical conduit is being 
installed, and fill is being imported to prepare for concrete pouring next week. 
 
Currently, one lane of Highway 9 is closed in each direction between Valley Brook Road and CR 
450.  Lane closures will be in place during construction hours for the duration of the project. 
 
No construction activity will occur on Thursday August 21st and Friday August 22nd for the USA 
Pro Cycle Challenge.  Both lanes of Highway 9 will be open on Thursday and Friday for visitors 
to the race.  
 
 
Arts District Build Out 
 
The persistent rain showers have begun to affect the site-work completion schedule. However, 
all site work and landscaping is still planned for completion by mid-September in time for the 
Arts District preview events. Mechanical systems are being fired and programmed in the new 
buildings and final interior details are also being completed.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Concrete crews finish pouring curb 
in the new parking area as the 
afternoon showers begin. 

Interesting angles in the sidewalk 
patterns give the site a unique look.  
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Old Masonic Hall  

The Old Masonic Hall project is making great progress. The building has been successfully 
lowered back down onto its new foundation. This week, the additional structural members are 
being installed in the roof and the new water line is being excavated. The project is scheduled 
for a June 2015 completion.  

 

 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Skate Park 
 
There are no new updates for the Skate Park.  Construction continues on schedule for the 
project. 
 
Artificial Turf Field 
 
There are no new updates for the Artificial Turf Field.  Construction continues on schedule for 
the project. 
 
North Main Street Park     
 
See attached memos 
 
 
Breckenridge Grand Vacations Community Center 
 
 
The Contractor, Spectrum General Contractors, continues to make good progress on the 
renovation of the historic building on Harris Street along with the rehabilitation of the parking lots 
on the north and south sides of the building. 
 
The afternoon rain events have subsided allowing the contractor to place the bottom lift of 
asphalt on the south parking lot, and to begin work grading and reconfiguring the north parking 
lot.  The north parking lot is scheduled to be completed in mid-September. At the same time the 
north parking lot is paved, the top lift of asphalt will be placed on the south side.  Placement of 

Crews work in the rafters installing new structural members. 

-34-



sidewalk, final grading and new landscaping will follow later in September and October.  With 
the dry weather the new roof and outside reading deck surfaces were also recently completed.  
 
Multiple construction activities are continuing on the inside of the building including drywall finish 
and wood floor refinishing in the 1909 building, drywall installation and railing work in the 1921 
building,  and final framing of the new concessions addition. Workers also began this week 
installing the historic windows in the 1909 building.  Previously all the historic windows on the 
building were removed, taken off site, and over the winter refurbished. 
  
A “Sneak Peek” tour of the building was held this past Sunday allowing nearly 400 visitors the 
opportunity to tour the building, comment and get questions answered about the project.  Staff 
would like to thank the more than 50 volunteers, including Council members, who all provided 
their time to promote and assist in the event. 
 

  
 
 
       
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Crews recently installed a new asphalt shingle 
roof, and west parapet cap. 

Work began this week with the installation of the 
refurbished historic windows in the 1909 building 
(Archive room pictured). 

Visitors waiting patiently for the tour of the 
building renovation on Sunday the 17th. 
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Memorandum 

 
TO:  Town Council 
 

FROM: Tom Daugherty, Public Works Director  
   

DATE:  8/20/2014 
 
RE:        Carter Museum Public Bathrooms  
  

During the spring Town Council retreat the Council identified public bathrooms on the 
Carter Museum site as a project.  Staff has been investigating this issue further and some 
concerns have been brought to light. 

Attached is a memo from Peter Grosshuesch that discusses the potential impact to the 
Carter Museum relative to its eligibility to be listed as an individual structure on the 
National Register.  Assuming that moving the bathrooms to another location is acceptable 
to the Council, staff has included the attached map identifying other locations in the area 
to put the public bathrooms. 

 Staff looked at locations that were close to the North Main Street Park that the Town 
owns.  Although the new bathrooms in the Arts District will be online this winter, there 
are very few public bathrooms on the East side of Main Street so locations on the East 
side would be preferred.  In addition, Breckenridge Station is a short distance away to the 
North and West of the park so staff did not consider Town owned properties in that 
direction in order to maintain some spacing between public bathrooms. 

The map has circles at three locations; Courthouse Parking Lot, North Main Street Park 
and Wellington Lot. 

The Courthouse Lot option would displace two parking spaces with the public 
bathrooms. The lot is jointly owned with Summit County and they would have to approve 
any alteration to the parking lot.  This location is further from Main Street and would be 
difficult to find so additional signing to direct people to the bathrooms would be 
necessary.  This bathroom would add to the number of public bathrooms located on the 
East side of Main Street.   

North Main Street Park would be located somewhere in the park and would make the site 
even tighter than it currently is.  A study would have to be done to see if the bathrooms 
can be placed on the site and if any other elements of the park would have to be 
displaced.  This location would be very easy to find and would likely see a high level of 
use.   This would also be another public bathroom located on the east side of Main Street.  
If this option is preferred by the Council, staff will hold off on moving forward with the 
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park construction until we can design a bathroom into the site.  The park and bathrooms 
could then be built together next summer. 

The Wellington Lot option would also displace two parking spaces but would be solely at 
the discretion of the Town.  The Gondola Lot master plan shows some improvements to 
the Wellington lot and a study would have to be done to locate these bathrooms in the 
proper location so that they do not have to move in the future.  The master plan may also 
change in the future which we are not able to address at this point. Their close proximity 
to Main Street would likely see a high level of use similar to the park option. 

Cost of each option has been reviewed and all of them have different impacts but the 
general cost would be around $125,000.  There is not a significant cost difference 
between the sites and a more detailed cost estimate would be done once the location is 
decided. 

The logical place for the bathrooms would seem to be the park because bathrooms have a 
more natural connection with the park and not displace parking which has been a long 
standing concern.  Bathrooms may displace some of the park elements but that would 
have to be further studied before staff can determine that.  Staff recommends locating the 
bathrooms in the park so that the Carter Museum site is not adversely impacted by a non-
historic structure. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

To:  Town Council 
From:  Peter Grosshuesch, Director of Community Development 
Subject: North Main St. Park Bathrooms – Carter Museum Property 
Date:  August 12, 2014 
 
The Town Council asked to include public bathrooms in the area of the North Main Street Park and the 
Carter Museum was identified as the site. We are concerned however that the placement there of new 
improvements may jeopardize any opportunity to have the Carter Property listed individually on the 
National Register of Historic Places. 
 
In October of 2000, Carl McWilliams of Cultural Resource Historians, surveyed the Carter Museum 
property, as part of an ongoing effort to survey and document the historical significance of all properties 
with historic structures within the Town’s Historic District. Mr. McWilliams noted in the survey for the 
Carter Property that, “The Carter Museum is individually eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places”. He went on to state that it qualifies under three separate National Register Criteria. 
Those three criteria being:  
 

Criteria A: Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history; 
Criteria B: Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; 
Criteria C: Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, 
or represents the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or represents a 
significant and indistinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction. 

 
The Sustainable Breck plan has a performance indicator that measures the number of landmarked 
structures within the Town of Breckenridge. During the Council review of the latest Sustainable Breck 
report card, direction was given that we should landmark more of our eligible public properties. 
 
While the Carter Museum property has been recently landmarked at the local level, it appears on the 
National Register as a contributing structure. There are two higher recognitions on the National Register, 
the next one up would be an individual listing. The potential for an individual listing on the National Register 
for the Carter Museum property would present a certain marketing opportunity for the Heritage Alliance and 
the Town.  It would convey the message that we have preserved the first museum in Colorado; that it was 
the location where Edwin Carter, one of the 100 most important individuals to the history of Colorado lived 
and conducted his nationally significant conservation work; and, because it would be individually listed on 
the national register, that we have done a good job preserving it. All of this adds up to a reasonable 
expectation for a history buff, that it would be a worthwhile site to visit.  
 
Public Restrooms 
We have looked into the issue of placing non-historic improvements such as public restrooms on the Carter 
Museum property, and what effect that might have on our potential eligibility for an individual listing on the 
National Register. In addition to consulting Carl McWilliams, are also inquiring with the History Colorado 
staff. What we are hearing back preliminarily is that any alterations that are not preservation or 
interpretative efforts, would certainly be raised as issues in their determination and would most  likely 
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diminish our chances by some degree of receiving such a designation. To what extent, we don’t know. 
Even when we hear back from History Colorado, we note that no opinions are certainties and we won't 
know the answer to our question until and unless we actually apply for the designation and receive a formal 
answer from the keepers of the National Register at the Federal level.  
 
The existing shed is a non historic element that is currently used as storage.  Removing this structure 
would help improve the chances that this property would receive individual listing on the National Register 
and may need to occur prior to applying for the designation.  
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 Breckenridge Recreation 
Department 

Memo 
To:  Town Council Members 

From:  Michael Barney, Director of Recreation 

CC:  Tim Gagen, Rick Holman 

Date:  8/21/2014 

Re:  Naming of Town Features / North Main St. Park 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
As you are aware, Rick Holman recently developed and council approved, a policy governing 
the naming of public property, such as buildings, structures, parks, or features within those 
properties.  This MEMO is intended to update council on two specific naming opportunities 
and to seek direction on how you want staff to proceed. 
 
The first naming opportunity is regarding the park being developed on North Main Street.  At 
this time, no potential names have officially been proposed and staff would recommend that if 
we are going to name the park, we start that process sooner than later.  Staff is asking the Town 
Council for direction on whether or not they desire to have a name for the park, and if so, 
would they like staff to initiate a public process to solicit potential names based on the 
guidelines outlined in the policy?  
 
The second naming opportunity arises from two separate public requests to name the skatepark.  
As you are aware, the skatepark, while being completely rebuilt, is not a new feature within 
Kingdom Park.  In fact, there has been a skatepark at this location for more than 20 years, with 
this current renovation / rebuild being at least the third rendition.  The skatepark feature has 
never been officially named, and has been historically and currently referred to as “The 
Breckenridge Skatepark”.  In looking at other town owned assets or features that may be 
similar to the skatepark, such as tennis courts, the gym, ball fields, and the outdoor ice rink, the 
Town has not pursued naming opportunities nor is it known that names have been suggested for 
these features.   
 
The question for council at this time is to provide direction to staff on whether you want to 
allow for the naming of these features, specifically at this time, the skatepark.  If you elect to 
pursue the naming of this feature within Kingdom Park, I recommend that staff facilitate a 
public process to identify any potential names beyond the two that have been submitted, and 
then weigh the proposals against the criteria identified in the naming policy and make a 
recommendation to council on the most appropriate name.   
 
I will be available at the council work session to address any questions you may have.                     
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MEMO 
 

TO:  Mayor & Town Council 

FROM:  Tim Gagen, Town Manager 

DATE:  August 21, 2014 

SUBJECT: Committee Reports for 8-26-2014 Council Packet 
 
No committee reports were submitted at this time. 
 
Committees   Representative Report Status 
CAST Mayor Warner Verbal Report 
CDOT Tim Gagen No Meeting/Report 
CML Tim Gagen No Meeting/Report 
I-70 Coalition Tim Gagen No Meeting/Report 
Mayors, Managers & Commissions Meeting Mayor Warner Verbal Report 
Liquor Licensing Authority* Taryn Power No Meeting/Report 
Wildfire Council Matt Thompson No Meeting/Report 
Public Art Commission* Jenn Cram No Meeting/Report 
Summit Stage Advisory Board* James Phelps No Meeting/Report 
Police Advisory Committee Chief Haynes No Meeting/Report 
CMC Advisory Committee Tim Gagen No Meeting/Report 
Recreation Advisory Committee Mike Barney No Meeting/Report 
Note:  Reports provided by the Mayor and Council Members are listed in the council agenda.   
* Minutes to some meetings are provided in the Manager’s Newsletter. 
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Financial ReportJuly 31, 2014

Finance &Municipal Services Division
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July 31, 2014

$
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YTD Actual

YTD Budget

ExciseYTD Actual vs. Budget ‐ by Source

Executive Summary

This report covers the year to date as of 7‐31‐2014.

Revenues continue to be strong: Excise Fund revenue is ahead of budget by $1.078MM or 
11% at $12,610,478 vs. budget of $11,406,610. 

Sales Tax, Accommodations Tax and Real Estate Transfer Tax are ahead of budget (see table 
below for details)

For more information on tax revenues (by month and business sector), please see the Tax 
Basics section of the Financials.   

Staff will be available at the August 26 work session to answer any questions you may have.

YTD Actual YTD Budget

% of 

Budget Annual Budget Prior YTD Actual Prior Annual Actual

SALES TAX 8,442,879$       7,753,647$      109% 15,198,907$     7,557,801$          14,839,044$             
ACCOMMODATIONS TAX 1,399,876         1,231,116        114% 2,018,536         1,227,729            2,006,571                  
REAL ESTATE TRANSFER  2,383,022         2,011,313        118% 3,800,001         2,334,794            4,462,232                  
OTHER* 384,701             410,534            94% 761,138            375,996               810,708                     

TOTAL 12,610,478$     11,406,610$     111% 21,778,582$     11,496,321$        22,118,556$             

* Other includes Franchise Fees (Telephone, Public Service and Cable), Cigarette Tax, and Investment Income

$‐

$1,000,000 

SALES TAX ACCOM TAX RETT OTHER

SALES TAX
67%

ACCOM TAX
11%

RETT
19%

OTHER
3%

YTD Actual Revenues ‐ Excise
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2011 2012 2013 2014

% change 

from PY
Jan $39,457,505 $41,718,482 $51,515,786 $52,659,931 2.22%

Feb $39 794 165 $43 279 998 $47 640 982 $52 870 485 10 98%

Net Taxable Sales by Sector ‐ Town of Breckenridge Tax Base

Total Net Taxable Sales

Apr

Mar

Feb

Jan

Feb $39,794,165 $43,279,998 $47,640,982 $52,870,485 10.98%

Mar $51,127,532 $53,068,463 $59,291,948 $67,712,551 14.20%

Apr $19,740,992 $20,550,689 $19,831,779 $25,671,985 29.45%

May $9,607,534 $11,552,549 $13,054,797 $14,060,189 7.70%

Jun $17,133,963 $20,161,932 $21,816,474 $24,286,402 11.32%

Jul $27,600,727 $30,306,091 $33,165,450 $0 n/a

Aug $24,681,057 $26,378,253 $29,604,219 $0 n/a

Sep $20,454,070 $23,534,713 $25,121,556 $0 n/a

Nov

Oct

Sep

Aug

Jul

June

May

Apr

Mar

2014

2013

2012

2011

Oct $13,185,469 $14,052,583 $17,153,301 $0 n/a

Nov $17,694,164 $17,500,298 $20,674,610 $0 n/a

Dec $51,828,677 $50,233,000 $57,382,332 $0 n/a

Total $332,305,855 $352,337,052 $396,253,232 $237,261,542

Retail

2011 2012 2013 2014

% change 

from PY

Retail

Feb

Jan

$0  $500,000,000 

Dec

Nov

Oct

2011 2012 2013 2014 from PY
Jan $8,873,745 $9,332,951 $12,915,558 $11,412,626 ‐11.64%

Feb $9,025,467 $9,561,486 $10,677,768 $11,682,555 9.41%

Mar $12,371,926 $12,894,030 $14,176,541 $15,399,802 8.63%

Apr $4,281,042 $4,535,877 $4,659,700 $6,105,944 31.04%

May $1,874,691 $2,460,868 $2,958,170 $3,344,142 13.05%

Jun $4,051,674 $4,935,052 $5,458,467 $5,879,808 7.72%

Jul $6,378,646 $7,291,230 $8,149,686 $0 n/a

Aug $5 206 454 $6 103 157 $7 364 816 $0 /Sep

Aug

Jul

June

May

Apr

Mar

Feb

Jan

2014

2013

2012

2011
Aug $5,206,454 $6,103,157 $7,364,816 $0 n/a

Sep $4,509,144 $5,600,950 $6,559,718 $0 n/a

Oct $2,949,134 $3,253,812 $4,582,626 $0 n/a

Nov $4,372,344 $4,647,092 $5,850,669 $0 n/a

Dec $12,521,962 $12,981,465 $13,743,368 $0 n/a

Total $76,416,228 $83,597,969 $97,097,087 $53,824,877

Weedtail

$0  $100,000,000  $200,000,000 

Dec

Nov

Oct

Sep

Aug
2011

2011 2012 2013 2014

% change 

from PY
Jan $98,400 $112,836 $213,016 $951,609 346.73%

Feb $101,156 $112,024 $182,322 $787,796 332.09%

Mar $114,141 $138,857 $236,589 $1,068,198 351.50%

Apr $101,758 $151,697 $207,583 $597,513 187.84%

May $79,694 $130,681 $165,344 $397,864 140.63%

Jun $90,530 $143,525 $173,564 $493,672 184.43%
A

Jul

June

May

Apr

Mar

Feb

Jan

2014

2013

2012 Jun $90,530 $143,525 $173,564 $493,672 184.43%

Jul $74,297 $166,596 $198,017 $0 n/a

Aug $87,638 $167,634 $226,347 $0 n/a

Sep $87,116 $180,635 $203,715 $0 n/a

Oct $74,763 $160,677 $189,368 $0 n/a

Nov $73,632 $171,386 $192,819 $0 n/a

Dec $97,903 $189,064 $205,254 $0 n/a

Total $1,081,028 $1,825,612 $2,393,937 $4,296,652
$0  $5,000,000 

Dec

Nov

Oct

Sep

Aug

Jul

June 2013

2012

2011

$0  $5,000,000 
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2011 2012 2013 2014

% change 

from PY
Jan $9,132,858 $10,000,475 $11,226,637 $12,405,110 10.50%

Feb $8,708,081 $10,576,852 $10,663,258 $12,240,942 14.80%

Mar $10,231,641 $12,086,391 $12,896,428 $14,690,522 13.91%

Apr $4 227 322 $4 662 012 $4 291 147 $6 011 972 40 10%

Restaurant / Bar

June

May

Apr

Mar

Feb

Jan

2014
Apr $4,227,322 $4,662,012 $4,291,147 $6,011,972 40.10%

May $1,629,285 $1,975,658 $2,539,806 $2,328,801 ‐8.31%

Jun $3,761,795 $5,006,301 $4,967,871 $5,291,390 6.51%

Jul $7,179,297 $7,964,540 $8,087,291 $0 n/a

Aug $6,655,377 $6,905,724 $7,623,862 $0 n/a

Sep $4,725,746 $5,423,426 $5,222,070 $0 n/a

Oct $2,675,462 $2,924,663 $3,438,520 $0 n/a

Nov $3,522,382 $3,613,665 $4,364,337 $0 n/a

Dec $9 843 423 $9 534 760 $10 835 131 $0 /
$0 $50 000 000 $100 000 000

Dec

Nov

Oct

Sep

Aug

Jul

June

May

Apr

2014

2013

2012

2011

Dec $9,843,423 $9,534,760 $10,835,131 $0 n/a

Total $72,292,669 $80,674,467 $86,156,358 $52,968,737

2011 2012 2013 2014

% change 

from PY
Jan $12,273,406 $12,980,188 $15,750,214 $17,209,494 9.27%

Feb $12,861,701 $14,098,863 $15,918,238 $17,215,846 8.15%

Short‐Term Lodging

$0  $50,000,000  $100,000,000 

Dec

Apr

Mar

Feb

Jan

$ , , $ , , $ , , $ , ,

Mar $18,399,939 $18,334,344 $21,203,324 $24,749,159 16.72%

Apr $4,053,070 $4,477,551 $3,299,059 $4,889,399 48.21%

May $832,715 $1,088,308 $1,274,026 $1,285,059 0.87%

Jun $2,532,271 $3,498,126 $3,481,386 $4,273,180 22.74%

Jul $5,513,083 $6,619,464 $6,891,430 $0 n/a

Aug $4,617,400 $5,172,991 $5,399,014 $0 n/a

Sep $3,209,320 $3,501,612 $3,681,586 $0 n/a

Oct $1,353,845 $1,495,331 $1,778,689 $0 n/aNov

Oct

Sep

Aug

Jul

June

May

Apr

Mar

2014

2013

2012

2011

Oct $1,353,845 $1,495,331 $1,778,689 $0 n/a

Nov $2,982,078 $2,764,095 $3,275,376 $0 n/a

Dec $16,181,397 $15,265,907 $18,071,603 $0 n/a

Total $84,810,225 $89,296,780 $100,023,946 $69,622,138

2011 2012 2013 2014

% change 

from PY

Grocery / Liquor

$0  $100,000,000  $200,000,000 

Dec

Nov

Oct

Mar

Feb

Jan

Jan $4,853,813 $4,857,276 $6,202,934 $5,396,830 ‐13.00%

Feb $4,803,009 $4,962,402 $5,467,845 $5,757,737 5.30%

Mar $5,179,766 $5,219,990 $5,450,296 $6,142,330 12.70%

Apr $3,261,348 $3,469,430 $2,961,839 $3,595,478 21.39%

May $2,053,046 $2,309,947 $2,527,526 $2,494,945 ‐1.29%

Jun $2,757,191 $3,097,820 $3,378,083 $3,390,191 0.36%

Jul $4,219,220 $4,489,506 $4,954,547 $0 n/a

Aug $4,271,490 $4,540,829 $4,724,946 $0 n/aSep

Aug

Jul

June

May

Apr

Mar

Feb

Jan

2014

2013

2012

2011 g $ , , $ , , $ , , $ /

Sep $3,278,161 $3,404,220 $3,465,662 $0 n/a

Oct $2,647,930 $2,855,324 $2,930,066 $0 n/a

Nov $2,598,982 $2,778,270 $2,869,441 $0 n/a

Dec $7,776,073 $7,705,640 $8,615,254 $0 n/a

Total $47,700,028 $49,690,652 $53,548,439 $26,777,510$0  $50,000,000  $100,000,000 

Dec

Nov

Oct

Sep

Aug
2012

2011

-46-



2011 2012 2013 2014

% change 

from PY
Jan $563,647 $752,255 $1,072,239 $1,129,003 5.29%

Feb $633,474 $703,811 $964,673 $1,171,370 21.43%

Mar $890,826 $881,518 $1,008,645 $1,121,396 11.18%

Apr $770,474 $779,206 $1,055,938 $1,140,743 8.03%

Construction

Jul

June

May

Apr

Mar

Feb

Jan

2014

2013 May $836,918 $1,761,256 $978,334 $1,699,762 73.74%

Jun $1,630,112 $1,540,822 $1,653,588 $2,027,078 22.59%

Jul $1,625,460 $1,366,520 $1,903,161 $0 n/a

Aug $1,594,166 $1,670,785 $1,870,078 $0 n/a

Sep $1,722,226 $2,297,356 $2,454,362 $0 n/a

Oct $1,595,351 $1,521,388 $1,858,158 $0 n/a

Nov $1,437,391 $1,482,393 $1,555,679 $0 n/a

Dec $1,392,964 $1,226,412 $1,568,060 $0 n/a
$0 $10 000 000 $20 000 000

Dec

Nov

Oct

Sep

Aug

Jul

June

May 2014

2013

2012

2011

Dec $1,392,964 $1,226,412 $1,568,060 $0 n/a

Total $14,693,010 $15,983,720 $17,942,915 $8,289,352

Disposable Bag Fees

The Town adopted an ordinance April 9, 2013 (effective October 15, 2013) to discourage the use of disposable bags and 
achieve a goal of the SustainableBreck Plan. The ten cent fee applies to most plastic and paper bags given out at retail 
and grocery stores in Breckenridge. The program is intended to encourage the use of reusable bags and discourage the 
use of disposable bags, thereby furthering the Town’s sustainability efforts. Revenues from the fee are used to provide 
public information about the program and promote the use of reusable bags. Retailers are permitted to retain 50% of 
the fee (up to $1000/month through October 31, 2014; $100/month beginning November 1, 2014) in order to offset 
expenses incurred related to the program. 

$0  $10,000,000  $20,000,000 

Dec

Disposable Bag Fees

The Town adopted an ordinance April 9, 2013 (effective October 15, 2013) to discourage the use of disposable bags and 
achieve a goal of the SustainableBreck Plan. The ten cent fee applies to most plastic and paper bags given out at retail 
and grocery stores in Breckenridge. The program is intended to encourage the use of reusable bags and discourage the 
use of disposable bags, thereby furthering the Town’s sustainability efforts. Revenues from the fee are used to provide 
public information about the program and promote the use of reusable bags. Retailers are permitted to retain 50% of 
the fee (up to $1000/month through October 31, 2014; $100/month beginning November 1, 2014) in order to offset 
expenses incurred related to the program. 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2013 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23,401 50,084 129,511

2014 93,595 101,281 111,001 51,905 28,675 47,239

0

50,000

100,000

150,000

# of Disposable Bags Reported by Month

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2013 $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $1,814  $4,856  $10,398 

2014 $7,271 $7,957  $8,641  $3,879  $1,650  $3,104 

$0 

$5,000 

$10,000 

$15,000 

Bag Fees Remitted by Month
Net of Retained Percentage*

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2013 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23,401 50,084 129,511

2014 93,595 101,281 111,001 51,905 28,675 47,239

0

50,000

100,000

150,000

# of Disposable Bags Reported by Month

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2013 $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $1,814  $4,856  $10,398 

2014 $7,271 $7,957  $8,641  $3,879  $1,650  $3,104 

$0 

$5,000 

$10,000 

$15,000 

Bag Fees Remitted by Month
Net of Retained Percentage*

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2013 $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $1,814  $4,856  $10,398 

2014 $7,271 $7,957  $8,641  $3,879  $1,650  $3,104 

$0 

$5,000 

$10,000 

$15,000 

Bag Fees Remitted by Month
Net of Retained Percentage*

*Retailers are permitted to retain 50% of the fee (up to $1000/month through October 31, 2014; $100/month beginning November 1, 
2014) in order to offset expenses incurred related to the program. The retained percent may be used by the retail store to provide 
educational information to customers; provide required signage; train staff; alter infrastructure; fee administration; develop/display 
informational signage; encourage the use of reusable bags or promote recycling of disposable bags; and improve infrastructure to
increase disposable bag recycling.
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2012 2013 2014 % change 2014 Budget +/‐ Budget

Jan $132,557 $358,948 $242,770 ‐32.37% $309,216 ‐$66,446

Feb $234,630 $234,357 $311,353 32.85% $201,887 $109,466

Mar $114,921 $281,202 $367,107 30.55% $242,242 $124,865

Apr $174,514 $380,279 $343,886 ‐9.57% $327,592 $16,294

May $292,708 $446,840 $461,783 3.34% $384,931 $76,852

Jun $251,397 $259,659 $246,452 ‐5.09% $223,684 $22,768

Jul $252,104 $373,510 $409,671 9.68% $321,761 $87,910

Aug $388,749 $504,694 $88,359 ‐82.49% $434,769 ‐$346,410

Sep $311,285 $509,838 $0 n/a $439,301 n/a

Oct $387,028 $381,475 $0 n/a $328,622 n/a

Nov $389,275 $403,015 $0 n/a $347,178 n/a

Dec $761,919 $328,416 $0 n/a $238,918 n/a

Total $3,691,087 $4,462,232 $2,471,381 $3,800,000 $25,299
*August #s are as of 08/14/2014

by Category

Real Estate Transfer Tax

Total RETT

$‐ $200,000  $400,000  $600,000 

Jul

Jun

May

Apr

Mar

Feb

Jan

2014

2013

New Items of Note:
● Revenue for the month of July was ahead of prior year by 8.94%, and surpassed the monthly budget by $88,808.
● YTD Collections are up 2% from prior year, and ahead of budget by $371,709 (through 7/31). 
● We fell short of the prior year churn by 8.37% year to date (through 7/31).
● Condominium sales now account for the majority of the sales (29.00%), with Single Family Homes surpassing 
Timeshares as the category with the next highest sales (27.79%) subject to the tax.
● In 2013, Single Family Homes held the majority share. YTD in 2014, Single Family Homes rank in second place.
Continuing Items of Note:
● 2014 Real Estate Transfer Tax budget is based upon the monthly distribution for 2013. 

by Category

2013 YTD 2014 YTD $ change % change % of Total

8,700$             9,762$             1,062 12.20% 0.39%

507,702 716,897 209,195 41.20% 29.00%

507,524 667,799 160,276 31.58% 27.02%

672,233 686,965 14,732 2.19% 27.79%

130,263 258,253 127,990 98.26% 10.45%

266,494 132,038 (134,456) ‐50.45% 5.34%

2,092,916$     2,471,714$     378,798 18.10% 100.00%

Commercial

Total

Vacant Land

Description

Condominium

Timeshare

Single Family

Townhome

$‐

$1,000,000 

$2,000,000 

$3,000,000 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul

YTD Churn Analysis

2013 YTD 2014 YTD

$‐ $500,000  $1,000,000 

Commercial

Condominium

Timeshare

Single Family

Townhome

Vacant Land

2014 
YTD

2013 
YTD
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General Fund Revenues Summary

July 31, 2014

These next two pages report on results in our General Fund.  This area contains most "Government
Services," such as public works, police, planning, recreation facilities, and administrative function.

General Fund Revenue: At this date, the Town's General Fund is at 106% of YTD budget ($13.9 
million actual vs. $13.15 million budgeted).  The variances are described below. 

Variance Explanations:

Transit over budget due to grants received.

Community Development over budget primarily due to building permits and plan check fees.

Public Works: over budget due to miscellaneous 
income such as Ice Castles.

Recreation: ahead of budget due to Summer 
Recreation Fees, Resident Passes, Sleigh Ride 
Royalty and Nordic Passes.

Property tax‐timing. Most payments have been
received.  Late payments will continue to trickle in.

GENERAL FUND YTD REVENUES
Public Safety

4%
Transit
3%

Community 
Dev.
8%

Public Works
4%

Recreation
12%

Property Tax
16%

618,489 

478,076 

1,041,080 

482,258 

1,651,633 

2,271,765 

596,815 

260,201 
589,672 

419,457 

1,578,606 

2,360,331

$‐

$500,000 

$1,000,000 

$1,500,000 

$2,000,000 

$2,500,000 

Public Safety Transit Community 
Dev.

Public Works Recreation Property Tax

YTD 
Actual

YTD 
Budget

Gen. Fund YTD Revenue Act vs. Bud  ‐ by Program

12%

Transfers/
other
53%
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General Fund Expenditures Summary

July 31, 2014

This page details the expense side of the General Fund.  These figures represent the cost of 
providing the services contained in this fund (Public Safety, Transit, Recreation, Public Works, 
Community Development, and Administration).

The General Fund actual expenditures through July 31, 2014 were under budget by 4% at 
$11,594,098 vs. budget of $12,072,949 .  

Variance Explanations:

Public Safety under budget due to wages (open positions) .

Admin under budget due to legal services and wages.

Transit under budget due to wages (open positions) .

Comm Dev under budget due to wages and training.

Public works over budget primarily due winter season 
snow hauling and bus barn remodel.

Recreation under budget due to a number of operational 
items (wages, advertising, utilities and pro shop 
purchases at the ice rink, janitorial services, etc.).

"Other" category:

Public 
Safety 
16%

Admin. 
13%

Transit 
12%

Comm

Rec. 
22%

Other 
3%

YTD Actual Expenses

1,867,357 

1,496,642  1,407,702 

843,347 

3,131,066 

2,488,870 

358,959 

2,023,553 

1,590,870 

1,524,388 

876,833 

3,045,046 

2,598,767 

413,492 

$‐

$500,000 

$1,000,000 

$1,500,000 

$2,000,000 

$2,500,000 

$3,000,000 

$3,500,000 

Public Safety Admin. Transit Comm Dev Public Works Rec. Other

YTD 
Actual

YTD 
Budget

Gen. Fund YTD Expenditures Act. vs. Bud. ‐ by Program

Other  category:
•Nordic Center financing‐did not draw as much as                                                                                 
anticipated 
•Green Team: purchases of reuseable bags                                                                                      

(not yet spent)

Comm 
Dev 7%

Public 
Works 
27%
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REVENUE YTD Actual YTD Budget

% of  YTD 

Bud. Annual Bud.

General Governmental

1 Gen/Excise/MMJ/Child Cr/Spec Prj 19,996,229$        18,141,405$        110% 31,657,818$   

2 Special Revenue 3,496,885 3,019,715 116% 6,014,918        

3 Internal Service 2,050,111 2,003,019 102% 3,461,464        

4 Subtotal General Governmental 25,543,225$        23,164,139$        110% 41,134,200$   

5 Capital Projects 1,407,677 559,250 252% 593,000

Enterprise Funds

6 Utility Fund 2,130,307 1,755,169 121% 4,284,789        

7 Golf 1,283,806 1,265,526 101% 2,137,530        

8 Cemetery 18,950 13,556 140% 22,518            

9 Subtotal Enterprise Funds 3,433,064$          3,034,251$          113% 6,444,837$     

10 TOTAL REVENUE 30,383,965 26,757,640 114% 48,172,037     

11 Internal Transfers 19,191,429 19,104,346 100% 26,506,374     

12 TOTAL REVENUE incl. x‐fers 49,575,394$        45,861,986$        108% 74,678,411$   

EXPENDITURES

YTD Actual YTD Budget % of Bud. Annual Bud.

General Governmental

1 General and Excise Fund 13,765,835$        14,918,528$        92% 25,105,706$   

2 Special Revenue 3,522,462           5,032,984           70% 8,234,682        

3 Internal Service 1,642,488           2,179,391           75% 3,514,128        

4 Subtotal General Governmental 18,930,785$        22,130,903$        86% 36,854,516$   

5 Capital Projects 7,592,713 9,147,683 83% 9,147,683         *

Enterprise Funds

6 Utility Fund 1,300,854 1,661,556 78% 3,005,074        

7 Golf 844,967 956,317 88% 1,757,661        

8 Cemetery 0 7,917 0% 13,572            

9 Subtotal Enterprise Funds 2,145,820$          2,625,790$          82% 4,776,307$     

10 TOTAL EXPENDITURES 28,669,318 33,904,376 85% 50,778,506     

11 Internal Transfers 19,191,429 19,104,339 100% 26,506,374     

12 TOTAL EXPENDITURES incl. x‐fers 47,860,747$        53,008,715$        90% 77,284,880$   

13 TOTAL REVENUE less EXPEND. 1,714,648$          (7,146,729)$        N/A (2,606,469)$     *

General Governmental Funds ‐ General, Excise, Child Care, Marijuana and Special Projects

Special Revenue Funds ‐ Marketing, Affordable Housing, Open Space, and Conservation Trust

Internal Service Funds ‐ Garage, Information Technology (IT), and Facilities

Combined Statement of Revenues and Expenditures
All Funds July 31, 2014

*The full 2014 budget amount is shown in the YTD Budget column as the timing of capital expenditures 

does not follow a predictable trend.
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July 31, 2014

40,000,000

YTD Actual Revenues and Expenditures vs. 
Budget

As stated in the Executive Summary section of this month's 
report, tax revenues are ahead of budget.

Most other revenue variances are due to timing.

Capital Fund: 
•Revenue: 

•Over budget due to County contributions for Harris Street 
building (timing‐was budgeted in 2013) as well as other 
fundraising for this project

•Expense: 
•Under budget due to timing of capital expenditures
•The Capital Fund is the primary cause of the gap in YTD 
budget vs. actual expenses in the graph at right

Special Revenue Funds:  
•Revenue:  

•Marketing Fund ahead of budget due to sales tax,  
accommodation tax and business licenses
•Affordable Housing over budget due to impact fees

•Expense: 
•Overall, Special Revenue Funds are under budget due to 
timing of capital expenditures.  There is one exception‐the 
Marketing Fund is ahead of budget due to acceleration of 
GoBreck payment ($250k)

ALL FUNDS REPORT

Fund Descriptions:

General Governmental ‐
General, Excise, Capital, Special 
Projects, Child Care, Marijuana

Special Revenue Funds ‐
Marketing, Affordable Housing, 
Open Space, and Conservation 
Trust

Enterprise Funds: Golf, Utility, 
Cemetery

Internal Service Funds ‐ Garage, 
Information Technology (IT), and 
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Actual

Budget

Marketing Fund is ahead of budget due to acceleration of 
GoBreck payment ($250k)

Utility: 
•Revenue:  

•Ahead of budget due to water rents, bulk water (ice castle) 
and PIF's.

•Expense: 
•Under budget due to capital expenditures budgeted but not 
spent‐timing

Internal Service Funds:
•Revenue:  ahead of budget due to insurance recoveries 
•Expense: under budget due to timing of capital expenditures
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1 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

To:  Mayor and Town Council 
From:   Shannon Haynes, Chief of Police 
Date:  August 20th, 2014 
Subject: Parking/Transit Survey Results  

At the Council retreat on June 2nd staff provided a summary of the Parking and Transit Survey 
results to date.  The summary of information was developed from surveys collected from guests, 
employees and residents in December, March and April (employees/residents only).  Staff has now 
received a final report from RRC Associates that includes the last survey conducted in July.   

The following summary highlights new information received after the July survey was complete.  
Staff plans to return to Council in September to discuss priorities for the Parking and Transit Master 
Plan.  

Summer Results 

Summer survey results are broken down into the same components as previously provided and 
highlight the following: 

• Persons per Vehicle/Method of Travel 
• Purpose of Trip 
• Intention to Visit Main Street 
• Parking Meters 
• F Lot Parking Structure 
• Comments 

Persons per Vehicle/Method of Travel 

Summer vehicle occupancies were reported to be higher than winter occupancies with the average 
vehicle occupancy in summer at 3.0 versus 2.6 in winter.  In addition, the number of single 
occupancy vehicles dropped considerably with only 10% in summer versus 17% in winter.    

The number of respondents using alternative travel methods during the summer decreased from 
15% in winter to only 5% in summer.  During the summer only 8% of respondents reported 
traveling by bus/shuttle.  With regard to rental car use, 21% of March visitors were in rental cars.  
This number dropped in the summer and was lowest in December.  RRC Associates recommends 
evaluating rental car use and considering opportunities for targeting this group of guests. 

 
Purpose of Trip 

While 95% of winter visitors reported skiing/riding as the primary reason for their visit, summer 
visitors reported dining and drinking as a primary reason for their trip.  As a comparison, only 
slightly fewer summer visitors came for work/business (37% versus 39%); and more summer 
visitors reported they were visiting for activities (31% versus 20%) or to shop (24% versus 8%).  
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Intention to Visit Main Street 
Summer visitors are the most likely to visit Main Street with 89% of respondents expecting to do 
so.  This is much higher than the 46% in March and 41% in December.   
 
Parking Meters 

Surveys conducted in March, April (employee/resident) and July included an inquiry regarding 
parking meters in the core of Town.  The same inquiry was included in the summer survey.  
Overnight summer visitors appear to be more opposed to parking meters than overnight winter 
visitors as the overall percentages in that category increased for those opposed and decreased 
significantly for those “open with provisions”.  Again, the overall response indicates that integration 
of parking meters into the parking management program would require considerable education and 
outreach.  The table below provides survey data from all surveys. 

 

Parking Meters Strongly 
Oppose 

Somewhat 
Oppose 

Open with 
provisions 

Somewhat   
Support 

 
Support 

Local/Regional 53% 37% 0% 5% 5% 
Day Visitor 38% 32% 21% 7% 3% 
Overnight Visitor 41% 38% 13% 6% 2% 
      
Employee/Resident 52% 19% 18% 7% 4% 

 

Comments concerning provisions for meters were consistent from winter to summer and 
considerations included:   

• If parking was free after a certain time in the afternoon  
• If there was convenient parking close to their employer  
• If there was frequent and convenient public transportation  
• If the cost and time limits were reasonable 

F lot 

Summer responses have been added the data charts below concerning opinions on an F lot parking 
structure.  Overall there is little opposition from visitors; however 22% of locals expressed some 
opposition.  

F Parking  Structure 
 Strongly 

Oppose 
Somewhat 
Oppose 

Neutral Somewhat 
Support 

Strongly 
Support 

      
Local 11% 11% 33% 17% 28% 

Day Visitor 1% 4% 47% 21% 27% 
Overnight 5% 5% 52% 20% 18% 

Ee/Resident* 10% 9% 22% 21% 37% 
F Lot Structure for skiing/riding 

 Not at all 
Likely 

 Somewhat 
Likely 

 Very Likely 

Local 35% 12% 24% 18% 12% 
Day Visitor 11% 13% 29% 11% 36% 
Overnight 27% 9% 28% 16% 19% 

Ee/Resident* 47% 10% 17% 6% 20% 
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F Lot Structure for shopping 
 Not at all 

Likely 
 Somewhat 

Likely 
 Very Likely 

Local 24% 24% 35% 6% 12% 
Day Visitor 19% 8% 32% 6% 35% 
Overnight 18% 14% 24% 15% 29% 

Ee/Resident* 28% 9% 24% 10% 30% 
      

F Lot Structure for work 
 Not at all 

Likely 
 Somewhat 

Likely 
 Very Likely 

Ee/Resident* 61% 6% 9% 5% 19% 

*Results are from the Employee/Resident Survey only 

 

Comments 

Summer respondents were also offered an opportunity to provide open ended comments related to 
their experience in Breckenridge.    There were no unusual new comments from summer guests.  
Summer respondents did comment on the three key areas noted by winter visitors.  The general feel 
of comments in the areas of cost of parking, signage, and the frequency of buses are captured 
below.  

Cost of Parking:  Summer respondents reported being pleased with free summer parking. 

Signage:  As with winter results, summer respondents reported being confused on where to find 
parking and felt signage was lacking. 

Busing:  Summer comments regarding transit focused on temperature (too hot), lack of bike racks, 
and infrequency of stops. 

 

Conclusion 

With summer data included, the information provided in the current RRC surveys provides for a 
clearer picture of the demographics, patterns, and behaviors of our users, as well as information on 
what they are looking for from a parking and transit management plan.   This information will be 
valuable in determining priorities for the Parking and Transit Master Plan when we meet again in 
September.  

 

I will be available at the work session on August 26th to answer questions.   

 

 

-55-



MEMORANDUM 
 
To:  Mayor and Town Council 
From:   Shannon Haynes, Chief of Police 
Date:  August 20, 2014 
Subject: Restrictions for Marijuana Establishments in the Downtown Overlay District  

 
At the last work session staff heard Council indicate a preference to review restrictions for 
marijuana establishments in the Downtown Overlay District.  The ordinance provided to Council at 
the last meeting has been revised to exclude a ballot question and include language related to a cap 
on the number of licenses.  The ordinance also includes restrictions previously agreed upon by 
Council.  Further, Tim Berry has added several definitions that provide clarity and allow for 
simplification of details within the ordinance. 
 
Restrictions previously discussed with Council include prohibiting the location of a cultivation 
operation or a manufacturing facility for either retail or medical marijuana in the Downtown 
Overlay District, as well as the following language prohibiting a marijuana business from being 
located: 
 

• Within 500’ of a licensed childcare facility; 
• Within 500’ of any educational institution or school, college or university, either public or 

private (Note: A “School” as defined in the Colorado Retail Marijuana Code is “a public or 
private preschool or a public or private elementary, middle, junior high, high school, or 
institute of higher education);  

• Within 500’ of any half way house; 
• Adjacent to a structure being used for a residential use; provided the restriction does not 

apply to an adjacent mixed use structure containing both residential and commercial units; 
• Within any building or structure that contains a residential unit; 
• On the ground floor, if located within the downtown core;  
• In any premise that was used as a residence at any time within the one (1) year period 

immediately preceding the approval of the license for medical or retail marijuana sale. 
 
Staff would like Council direction regarding a cap on the number of licenses, defining split level 
restrictions, and implementing a proximity restriction.   
 
 
The draft ordinance also includes a process for a random drawing of applications for a new 
license(s) if the number of licenses should fall below the cap chosen by Council. 
 
Split level buildings 
 
I have been working with community development to look at split level structures in the Downtown 
Overlay District to ensure draft language could be administered in a fair and consistent manner.   
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After looking at the split level structures in the Downtown Overlay District staff found that these 
structures vary in design and height above street and sidewalk level.   Staff believes defining a 
prohibition based on height measurements would be problematic for a variety of reasons including, 
a height requirement could require hiring a surveyor at a cost to determine actual height, sloping 
sidewalks create issues in determining where to measure from, and it will be difficult to establish a 
single height requirement that would work for all split level structures.  
 
A split level structure is defined in the Licensing Ordinance as: “a building or structure, or portion 
of a building or structure, that include multiple floors with the lowest floor visible from the street 
front having a finished grade below the finished grade level of the street front sidewalk”.  Staff 
found these structures were very easy to identify. 
 
Currently marijuana establishments would be prohibited from being located “on any floor 
immediately above and immediately below the sidewalk located at street level of any split level 
structure.”   
 
Staff recommends keeping the current language regarding the prohibition of split level structures. 

 
Proximity Restrictions 
 
In the draft ordinance, restrictions on the distance between marijuana establishments place a limit of 
one marijuana business in each of the blocks that abut Main Street in the Overlay District and 
creates a spacing requirement of not less than 100 feet between marijuana businesses.  This spacing 
will eliminate the possibility of two establishments opening on two different Main Street blocks, but 
across an intersection from one another. 
 
Would Council like to keep the proximity restrictions as stated? 
 
Cap on Licenses 
 
Would Council prefer: 
 

a) A cap on the overall number of marijuana licenses in the Town? 
b) A cap on the number of retail sales operations (medical marijuana centers, retail marijuana 

stores, and dually located medical marijuana centers and retail marijuana stores) in the 
Downtown Overlay District? 

 
If Council would like to see any of the caps noted above, what should the cap be set at? 
 
I will be present at the work session to answer questions.   
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FOR WORKSESSION DISCUSSION – AUG. 26 1 
 2 

Additions To The Current Breckenridge Town Code Are 3 
Indicated By Bold + Double Underline; Deletions By Strikeout 4 

 5 
COUNCIL BILL NO. ____ 6 

 7 
Series 2014 8 

 9 
AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO CHAPTER 14 OF TITLE 4 OF THE 10 
BRECKENRIDGE TOWN CODE , KNOWN AS THE “TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE 2013 11 

MARIJUANA LICENSING ORDINANCE” 12 
 13 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE, 14 
COLORADO: 15 
 16 

Section 1.   Section 4-14-2(F) of the Breckenridge Town Code is deleted. 17 

 Note:  The deleted Section is a “finding” that reads as follows: 18 
 19 

F.  The presence of medical marijuana businesses and retail marijuana 20 
establishments within the Town’s Downtown Overlay District may discourage 21 
tourism, which is the economic lifeblood of the community. As such, except for 22 
the limited time period described in this Chapter, medical marijuana businesses 23 
and retail marijuana establishmentsshould all be located outside of the Downtown 24 
Overlay District in order to protect, defend,and preserve the economic vitality of 25 
the Town. 26 

 27 
Section 2. Section 4-14-5 of the Breckenridge Town Code is amended by the addition of 28 

the following definitions: 29 

BUILDING OR STRUCTURE: Anything built or constructed that is 
used or intended for supporting or 
sheltering any use or occupancy.     
 

DUALLY LOCATED: A medical marijuana business and a 
retail marijuana establishment that are 
located at the same location (i.e., 
collocated) in accordance with the 
requirements and limitations of this 
Chapter, the applicable code, and the 
applicable administrative regulations.  
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RETAIL SALES OPERATION: Includes only medical marijuana 
centers, retail marijuana stores, and 
dually located medical marijuana 
centers and retail marijuana stores. 

 1 
Section 3. The following definitions in Section 4-4-5 of the Breckenridge Town Code are 2 

amended to read as follows: 3 

GROUND FLOOR: The floor of a building or structure at 
approximately the same elevation as the natural 
grade of the surrounding area. 
 

SPLIT LEVEL BUILDING OR 
STRUCTURE: 

A building or structure, or portion of a 
building or structure, that includes multiple 
floors with the lowest floor visible from the 
street front having a finished grade below the 
finished grade level of the street front 
sidewalk. 

 4 
Section 4. Section 4-14-8(D) of the Breckenridge Town Code is amended to read as 5 

follows: 6 

D.  Until January 1, 2015 only licensees who hold both a valid Town medical 7 
marijuana license and a valid state license issued under the Colorado Medical 8 
Marijuana Code on the effective date of this Chapter may submit an application 9 
for a new license for a new retail marijuana establishment licenseof any type 10 
under this Chapter; provided, however, that between the effective date of this 11 
Chapter and January 1, 2015 a licensee who holds both a valid Town medical 12 
marijuana or retail marijuana license and a valid state license of the same type 13 
may transfer ownership of the local license in accordance with the applicable 14 
codes, the applicable administrative regulations, and Section 4-14-19 of this 15 
Chapter. The Local Licensing Authority shall not accept or process any 16 
application submitted in violation of this provision. 17 

 18 
Section 5. Section 4-4-9 of the Breckenridge Town Code is amended by the addition of a 19 

new Section G, which shall read as follows: 20 

G.  For administrative convenience the Town Clerk is authorized to round 21 
any fee established by this Section to the next lowest whole dollar.  22 

 23 
Section 6. Section 4-14-19(D) of the Breckenridge Town Code is deleted.  24 

 Note:  The deleted Section reads as follows: 25 
 26 

D.  On or after the effective date of this Chapter: 27 
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 1 
1. The permanent location of a licensed premises shall not be changed from one 2 
location within the Downtown Overlay District to another location within the 3 
Downtown Overlay District; and 4 
 5 
2.  The permanent location of a licensed premises shall not be changed so as to 6 
relocate the licensed premises into the Downtown Overlay District from a 7 
location outside of the Downtown Overlay District. 8 
 9 
Section 7. Section 4-14-9(E) of the Breckenridge Town Code is amended to read as 10 

follows: 11 

E.  The licensed premises may be modified in accordance with the applicable 12 
code, the applicable administrative regulations, and this Chapter; provided, 13 
however, that no licensed premises located within the Downtown Overlay District 14 
as of the effective date of this Chapter may be modified to increase the square 15 
footage of such licensed premises. 16 
 17 
Section 8. Section 4-14-20 of the Breckenridge Town Code is amended to read as 18 

follows: 19 

4-14-20: CONSIDERATION OF NUMBER OF EXISTING LICENSES:  Before 20 
entering a decision approving or denying an application the Local Licensing 21 
Authority shall consider, among the other relevant factors described in the 22 
applicable codes, the number, type, and availability of medical marijuana 23 
businesses and retail marijuana establishments located in or near the premises for 24 
which the application has been submitted. 25 

4-14-20: LIMITATION ON NUMBER OF LICENSES; EXCEPTIONS:  26 

A. Effective October 1, 2014, the Local Licensing Authority shall not issue any new 27 
licenses under this Chapter, except as provided in this Section. This prohibition does 28 
not affect the validity of any license issued by the Local Licensing Authority prior to 29 
October 1, 2014, or the ability of a licensee to: (i) renew or transfer a license issued 30 
by the Local Licensing Authority prior to October 1, 2014; or (ii) change the 31 
location of, or modify any licensed premises that are the subject of a license issued 32 
by the Local Licensing Authority prior to October 1, 2014. 33 

B. Notwithstanding Subsection A of this Section, the Local Licensing Authority 34 
shall issue a new license to a licensee: (i) upon the renewal of such license; (ii) to 35 
reflect a change of location or modification of the licensed premises; (iii) to replace a 36 
misplaced or stolen license; or (iv) for any other reason authorized by law. 37 

C. Notwithstanding Subsection A of this Section, the Local Licensing Authority 38 
shall issue a new license to a transferee if a license is transferred in accordance with 39 
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Section 4-14-19, or any other applicable law. 1 

D. Notwithstanding Subsection A of this Section, a licensee who holds a valid license 2 
on October 1, 2014, or the transferee of any such license, may apply for and obtain, 3 
subject to compliance with the applicable provisions of this Chapter, any additional 4 
type of license that the Local Licensing Authority is authorized to issue under this 5 
Chapter. 6 

E. Effective October 1, 2014, if a license issued by the Local Licensing Authority is: 7 
(i) revoked; (ii) abandoned; (iii) voluntarily surrendered; or (iv) not renewed, then 8 
the license shall not be reissued. 9 

[OR] 10 

A.  Within the Downtown Overlay District the total number of retail sales 11 
operations shall not exceed ________.  The Local Licensing Authority shall not 12 
allow more retail sales operations within the Downtown Overlay District than is 13 
authorized by this subsection A. 14 

 15 
B.  If the total number of retail sales operations within the Downtown Overlay 16 
District ever drops below the total number established in subsection A of this 17 
Section, the Local Licensing Authority shall conduct a random drawing to 18 
determine which qualified applicant will be permitted to operate a retail sales 19 
operation within the Downtown Overlay District. To be permitted to participate in 20 
the drawing an applicant must have: (i) submitted a completed application and all 21 
accompanying documentation; (ii) paid all required application fees; and (iii) been 22 
determined by the Local Licensing Authority to be qualified under applicable law. 23 
The Local Licensing Authority may establish further rules and regulations for the 24 
administration of the required random drawing by administrative rule and 25 
regulation adopted pursuant to Section 4-16-33. Such rules and regulations shall be 26 
consistent with the requirements of this Section. 27 
 28 
Section 9. Section 4-14-21 of the Breckenridge Town Code  is amended to read as 29 

follows: 30 

 4-14-21:  LOCATION OF LICENSED PREMISES; CO-LOCATION: 31 
 32 

A. No medical marijuana business or retail marijuana establishment shall be located at a 33 
location that does not conform to the requirements of this Section. 34 

B. No medical marijuana business or retail marijuana establishment shall be located 35 
within the Town except within Land Use Districts 5, 9, 11,182, 19, 20, or 31. 36 

C. Notwithstanding Subsection B of this Section any licensed premises that are lawfully 37 
located within the Downtown Overlay District as of this effective date of this Chapter 38 
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may remain in such location until the first to occur of: 1 

1. the licensee looses legal right to possession of the licensed premises for 2 
any reason; or  3 

2.  February 2, 2015. 4 

Upon the first to occur of item (i) or item (2) of this Subsection B, the licensed 5 
premises shall be permanently closed, but may be relocated to a location outside 6 
of the Downtown Overlay District in accordance with Section 4-14-19.  7 

 8 
DC. In addition to the restriction imposed by Subsection B of this Section, nNo space 9 

used as a medical marijuana business or retail marijuana establishment shall be 10 
located: 11 

(1) Within five hundred feet (500') of a licensed child care facility; 12 

(2) Within five hundred feet (500') of any educational institution or school, 13 
college or university, either public or private; 14 

(3) Within five hundred feet (500') of any halfway house;  15 

(4) Adjacent1 to propertya building or structure being used for a residential use; 16 
provided, however, this restriction does not apply to an adjacent mixed use 17 
building or structure containing both residential and commercial units; or 18 

(5) Within any building or structure that contains a residential unit;. 19 

(6)  On the ground floor, if located within the Downtown Overlay District; or 20 

(7)  On any floor immediately above and below the sidewalk fronting at street 21 
level of any split level structure within the Downtown Overlay District.  22 

D. In addition to the restrictions imposed by Subsection C of this Section, the 23 
following restrictions apply to the location of all medical marijuana businesses 24 
and retail marijuana establishments within the Downtown Overlay District: 25 

1. No optional premises cultivation operation, medical marijuana-infused product 26 
manufacturing facility, retail marijuana cultivation facility, or retail 27 

                                                 
1 Note:  The term “adjacent” is defined in the Licensing Ordinance as “adjacent to or contiguous with the proposed 
location of a medical marijuana business or retail marijuanaestablishment. Adjacency is to be determined without 
regard to the existence of a platted or dedicated public street or alley, and real property that would otherwise be 
determined to be adjacent to a proposed medical marijuana business or retail marijuana establishment does not lose 
its adjacency by virtue of the existence of a platted or dedicated public street or alley.” 
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marijuana products manufacturer facility shall be located with the Downtown 1 
Overlay District. Only retail sales operations may lawfully be located within 2 
the Downtown Overlay District. 3 

2. Not more than one retail sales operation may be located in the following blocks 4 
that abut Main Street: 5 

North Main Street: 6 
 7 
100 Block (both east and west sides of Main Street) 8 
200 Block (both east and west sides of Main Street) 9 
300 Block (both east and west sides of Main Street) 10 
 11 
South Main Street:  12 

 13 
100 Block (both east and west sides of Main Street) 14 
200 Block (both east and west sides of Main Street) 15 
300 Block (both east and west sides of Main Street) 16 
400 Block (both east and west sides of Main Street) 17 
500 Block (both east and west sides of Main Street) 18 

 19 
3. There shall be not less than one hundred (100) feet between a retail sales 20 

operation and the closest retail sales operation. 21 

4.   No medical marijuana business or retail marijuana establishmentretail sales 22 
operation shall be located on the ground floor of any building or structure; and 23 

5.   No medical marijuana business or retail marijuana establishmentretail sales 24 
operation shall be located on any floor immediately above and immediately 25 
below the sidewalk fronting located at street level of any split level structure. For 26 
the purpose of this subsection, the “Riverwalk” as defined in Section 6-3H-27 
5(A) of this Code2 shall be considered to be a sidewalk. 28 

6. No retail sales operation shall be located in any space that was used as a 29 
residence at any time within the one (1) year period immediately preceding 30 
the approval of the license for the licensed premises. 31 

7.  The distances described in SubsectionsC and D of this Section shall be computed 32 
by direct, straight-line measurement from the nearest property line of  the existing 33 
land use described in Subsections D1, D2, or D3C1, C2, C3, and D2, 34 
above,(whichever is applicable) is located to the nearest portion of the 35 

                                                 
2 Note:  The “Riverwalk” is defined as “the area comprised of Town owned easements and fee interests in real 
property which is located adjacent to and easterly of the Blue River between Ski Hill Road and South Park Avenue 
where the Town has constructed public improvements in order to make the area more attractive for use by the 
residents of, and the visitors to, the Town. 
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structurespace for which the license is requested, using a route of direct pedestrian 1 
access. 2 

E. The distance limitations established by SubsectionsC and D of this Section shall 3 
control over the distance limitations set forth in any applicable code or applicable 4 
administrative regulation. 5 

F. Nothing in this Chapter prevents a licensee from physically delivering medical 6 
marijuana to a homebound patient when done in compliance with the Colorado  7 
Medical Marijuana Code and the applicable administrative regulations.  8 

G. No licensed premises shall be operated as a “home occupation” as described in 9 
Section 9-1-19-38A of this Code. 10 

H. A medical marijuana business may be located at the same location as a retail 11 
marijuana establishment, subject to the limitations of subsection D6 and the 12 
requirements of the applicable code and the applicable administrative regulations.  13 

Section 10.  Except as specifically amended hereby, the BreckenridgeTownCode, and the 14 
various secondary codes adopted by reference therein, shall continue in full force and effect. 15 

Section 11.  The Town Council finds, determines and declares that it has the power to 16 
adopt this ordinance pursuant to: (i) the Colorado Medical Marijuana Code, Article 43.3 of Title 17 
12, C.R.S.; (ii) Section 16 of Article XVIII to the Colorado Constitution; (iii) the Colorado Retail 18 
Marijuana Code, Article 43.4 of Title 12, C.R.S.; (iv) the applicable administrative regulations; 19 
(v) The Local Government Land Use Control Enabling Act, Part 1 of Article 20 of Title 29, 20 
C.R.S.; (vi) Part 3 of Article 23 of Title 31, C.R.S. (concerning municipal zoning powers); (vii) 21 
Section 31-15-103, C.R.S. (concerning municipal police powers); (viii) Section 31-15-401, 22 
C.R.S. (concerning municipal police powers); (ix) Section 31-15-501, C.R.S. (concerning 23 
municipal authority to regulate businesses); (x) the authority granted to home rule municipalities 24 
by Article XX of the Colorado Constitution; and (xi) the powers contained in the Breckenridge 25 
Town Charter. 26 

Section 12.  The Town Council further finds, determines, and declares that this ordinance 27 
is necessary and proper to provide for the safety, preserve the health, promote the prosperity, and 28 
improve the order, comfort and convenience of the Town of Breckenridge and the inhabitants 29 
thereof. 30 

Section 13.   This ordinance shall be published and shall become effective as provided by 31 
Section 5.9 of the BreckenridgeTownCharter. 32 

 INTRODUCED, READ ON FIRST READING, APPROVED AND ORDERED 33 
PUBLISHED IN FULL this ____ day of _____, 2014.  A Public Hearing shall be held at the 34 
regular meeting of the Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge, Colorado on the ___ day of 35 
____, 2014, at 7:30 P.M., or as soon thereafter as possible in the Municipal Building of the 36 
Town. 37 
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TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE, a Colorado 1 
     municipal corporation 2 
 3 
 4 
 5 
     By:______________________________ 6 
           John G. Warner, Mayor 7 
 8 
ATTEST: 9 
 10 
 11 
 12 
_________________________ 13 
Helen Cospolich  14 
Town Clerk 15 
 16 
 17 
 18 
 19 
 20 
 21 
 22 
 23 
 24 
 25 
 26 
 27 
 28 
 29 
 30 
 31 
 32 
 33 
 34 
 35 
 36 
 37 
 38 
 39 
 40 
 41 
 42 
 43 
 44 
 45 
 46 
 47 
 48 
 49 
 50 
900-174\License  Ordinance Amendment (Nonelection Version)_6 (08-20-14) 51 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO:  Town Council    
FROM: Open Space and Trails staff 
DATE: August 19, 2014 (for the August 26, 2014 meeting) 
SUBJECT: Summit Huts Association’s Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut Proposal Draft 

Decision Notice 
 
Summit Huts Association (SHA) has been working for years to develop a new 
backcountry hut proposal in the vicinity of Bald Mountain.  SHA’s goal is to add a fourth 
hut to their system to better accommodate increasing demand for backcountry ski and 
snowshoe hut access in the area, and to offer hut-to-hut skiing opportunities between the 
existing huts (e.g. Francie’s and the Section House) and the proposed new Weber Gulch 
hut.  
 
After several years of planning, SHA has worked with SE Group and the U.S. Forest 
Service to develop an Environmental Assessment (EA) for public review and, last month, 
the U.S. Forest Service issued a Draft Decision Notice approving the Proposed Action 
and the construction of a 16-person, winter-only backcountry hut. 
 
Previously, both the Breckenridge Town Council and the Summit Board of County 
Commissioners supported the Weber Gulch Hut proposal. This support is important 
because the proposal is predicated on a new trail access to be constructed across joint 
Town/Summit County open space properties on the flanks of Bald Mountain. SHA has 
developed its current proposal based on the previous indication of support for 
construction of the new trail.  
 
Despite general support for the hut concept, in its September 11, 2013 letter, Town 
Council requested the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) more thoroughly evaluate two 
potential issues: hut capacity and the Sallie Barber Road/Lincoln Townsite Trailhead.  
 
Those two issues were specifically addressed in both the EA and Draft Decision Notice. 
Forest Supervisor Scott Fitzwilliams and the USFS personnel concluded that the 16-
person hut capacity would have “minor impacts on recreation, traffic and parking” 
relative to current use when compared with a smaller hut (i.e. an 8-person hut). 
Regarding the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead issue, the Draft Decision Notice requires 
SHA to develop an annual operations plan in cooperation with the USFS, Town of 
Breckenridge, and Summit County staff to minimize the chance for conflict between hut 
guests and day users, and to address winter and summer maintenance concerns.  
 
Per the USFS planning process, the Draft Decision Notice offers an opportunity for 
entities who have already commented on a proposal (i.e. the Town of Breckenridge) to 
appeal the proposed project based on previous specific written comments or new 
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information. BOSAC reviewed the Draft Decision Notice at its August 18th meeting and 
found no basis for a formal objection to the decision. 
 
Staff requests Town Council review the Draft Decision Notice and answer the following 
question: 

1. Does Town Council concur with BOSAC’s recommendation to not appeal 
the Draft Decision Notice for the Summit Huts Association Proposed Weber 
Gulch Backcountry Hut Environmental Assessment? 
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SUMMIT HUTS ASSOCIATION
PROPOSED WEBER GULCH 
BACKCOUNTRY HUT
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

DRAFT DECISION NOTICE

July 2014

USDA Forest Service
White River National Forest

Dillon Ranger District
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The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on the basis of race, 
color, national origin, age, disability, and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, sexual 
orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or part of an individual's income is derived from any 
public assistance program. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative means 
for communication of program information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 
720-2600 (voice and TDD). 

To file a complaint of discrimination, write USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, 
DC 20250-9410 or call (800) 795-3272 or (202) 720-6382 (TDD).

USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer.
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Summit Huts Association Proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut 

Environmental Assessment 
DN-1 

DRAFT Decision Notice 

Summit Huts Association 
Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut Project 

Environmental Assessment 

USDA Forest Service 
Dillon Ranger District, White River National Forest 

Summit County, Colorado 

DECISION AND REASONS FOR THE DECISION 

After thoroughly considering the Purpose and Need for Action, issues, range of alternatives and analyses 
presented in the Summit Huts Association (SHA) Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut Project Environmental 
Assessment (EA), as well as public comments that were received, I am approving Alternative 2 – the 
Proposed Action. All Management Requirements identified in Table 2-2 of the EA (attached here at 
Appendix A) are hereby required as part of this decision. 

The Selected Alternative will amend SHA’s SUP to include construction and operation of a backcountry 
hut (including access trails and a dedicated parking lot) on NFS lands on the northern aspect of Bald 
Mountain. The attached figure identifies components of the Selected Alternative, which include: 

Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut 

SHA is approved to construct a backcountry hut, and while architectural designs have not been 
completed, it can be one- or two-stories and between 1,400 and 2,000 square feet in size. The overnight 
capacity of the hut is not to exceed 16 guests, in addition to a small hut master’s quarters. The hut will be 
designed to conform to the Forest Service’s Built Environment Image Guide (BEIG). 

The hut is authorized for winter use only between the third week in November and April 30th of each 
year. 

Guest Access to the Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut 

Guest access to the hut will be accommodated by following a mix of existing and new roads/trails that 
begin at the existing Sallie Barber Road Trailhead. Hut users will access the hut as follows: 

1. Climb (typically with backcountry/touring gear or snowshoes) Sallie Barber Road for 
approximately 1.3 miles (350 vertical feet). This is labeled as Trail Segment A. 

2. At the Sallie Barber Mine (at the summit of the climb up Sallie Barber Road), hut users would 
turn left (south) and ascend approximately 0.9 mile (200 vertical feet) of the existing Nightmare 

on Baldy trail. This is labeled as Trail Segment B. 

-70-



Draft Decision Notice 

 
Summit Huts Association Proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut 

Environmental Assessment 
DN-2 

3. At that point, hut users would turn left (east) onto a new segment of single track trail that is 
proposed to be constructed. This new segment of single track would climb approximately 
0.6 mile and 300 vertical feet (passing Upper Trail of Tears), continuing eastward for 
approximately 0.7 mile (200 vertical feet) to the proposed hut. These are labeled as Trail 
Segments C and E, respectively. 

Parking 

A dedicated overnight parking area (approximately 19 spaces) is approved to be constructed just east of 
the existing Sallie Barber Road Trailhead, on the north side of French Gulch Road (at the intersection 
with Humbug Hill). 

The approved parking area will accommodate Weber Gulch backcountry hut users during winter months. 
Approximately two parking spaces will be allocated to non-hut user overnight parking. Non-hut users will 
need to obtain authorization from Summit Huts Association to park overnight in the parking lot. When the 
Weber Gulch backcountry hut is not in operation (late spring, summer, and fall) the parking lot will be 
closed to public use. Parking at the Breckenridge Ice Rink will be an option for hut users; however, 
people who chose to park there would need to rely on the Summit Stage to access the trail system from 
the Bald Mountain trailhead. 

Construction and Maintenance Access to the Proposed Weber Gulch 
Backcountry Hut 

The hut will likely be assembled in modular sections off-site then transported to the construction site via 
helicopters and all-terrain vehicles (ATVs). For construction and on-going maintenance access, Mt. Baldy 
Road will be used by motorized vehicles. Just beyond the Iowa Mill, an existing 4WD road will be 
utilized for approximately 1,000 feet. The Upper Trail of Tears (a singletrack trail on NFS lands) is 
approved to be widened and improved to create a 50-inch wide ATV trail. From that point, the trail 
becomes a dual-purpose access route for the final (approximately) 3,300 feet to the hut, accommodating 
non-motorized hut users in the winter, as well as motorized (ATV) administrative use in the summer. 
Refer to Sections “D” and “E” on the attached figure. 

Public motorized use of the ATV route will be strictly prohibited. Gates and signage will be installed at 
key intersections along the proposed ATV route to discourage public motorized use. 

Cuts and fills resulting from construction of the proposed ATV route will be revegetated to promote soil 
stabilization. 

Supervisor’s Closure 

The Analysis Area is functional as foraging, denning, diurnal security habitat, and is part of a Canada 
lynx movement corridor. Accordingly, a wildlife conservation measure—in the form of a Forest 
Supervisor’s closure—has been included in the Proposed Action to minimize disturbance to Canada lynx, 
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also benefitting other forest carnivores and elk. The conservation measure is a required component of my 
decision. 

During the summer, Trail Segment “E” will be closed (signed and gated) at its intersection with Upper 

Trail of Tears (Trail Segment D) and proposed Trail Segment “C.” This Forest Supervisor’s closure is 
designed to prevent hiking and biking use of Trail Segment “E” to the hut outside the winter operating 
season. Refer to Figure 2 for the location of Trail Segment “E.” 

BACKGROUND 

Purpose and Need for Action 

Colorado has one of the most well-established and heavily used networks of non-motorized backcountry 
huts in the United States. These huts have been very popular with the public since the founding of the 
10th Mountain Division Hut Association (TMHA) in the mid-1980s, which manages and acts as 
reservation agent for 29 huts, including those managed by SHA. Since 1995 the TMHA has operated near 
capacity during the high season (defined as between late December through late March). Additionally, 
many of the huts experience moderate levels of use throughout the summer season. 

The primary Purpose and Need for Action is to respond to the demand for backcountry huts in Summit 
County. The secondary purpose is to provide the public with, and to improve upon, an interconnected 
series of huts that were originally envisioned by SHA. As an indicator of demand, hut operators generally 
observe that as new huts are built, reservations for weekends and popular weeks are nearly immediately 
filled without decreasing the reservations of existing huts.1 To meet the Purpose and Need for Action, 
numerous potential locations for a new hut in Summit County were considered by SHA and the WRNF; 
however, there were certain critical factors that ultimately led to the location in Weber Gulch. (Refer to 
the “Alternatives Considered but Eliminated” section in Chapter 2 of the EA for more information on the 
factors that go into a hut location, as well as other alternative locations that were considered but 
eliminated.) 

DECISION RATIONALE 

In reaching my decision I relied heavily upon an Interdisciplinary (ID) Team comprised of Forest Service 
resource specialists who analyzed the effects of the two alternatives documented in the EA. I fully 
considered public feedback received during the scoping and EA comment periods. In addition, I 
considered this proposal in the context of opportunities for dispersed recreation throughout Summit 
County. 

                                                 
1 Filled reservations do not equate to 100 percent occupancy, as many parties will reserve an entire hut for a group that does not 

completely fill all of its beds. Mid-week availability is common throughout the season. 

Zobbe, 2013 
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SHA/WRNF Mission 

SHA is a locally-based, non-profit corporation and special use permittee on the White River National 
Forest. It operates four backcountry huts in Summit and Park counties, emphasizing non-motorized, self-
reliant backcountry travel and recreation, as well as a connection with the natural environment. SHA’s 
mission is very much in alignment with that of the Forest Service, as we continually seek ways to better 
engage people with their National Forests. 

NFS Lands in the Analysis Area 

These are public lands that are managed for all to enjoy, and the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut 
will offer another opportunity for people to experience their National Forest. This proposal is fully 
consistent with pertinent management direction found in the WRNF’s 2002 Forest Plan. 

As a gateway to the White River National Forest, and given its proximity to Front Range communities, 
Summit County is an extremely important and popular year-round recreation destination. Although 
inbounds skiing at the four Summit County ski areas represents the most prominent winter activities 
locally, dispersed cross-county and backcountry skiing are important recreational components to locals 
and tourists alike. 

The Analysis Area on the north side of Bald Mountain receives high year-round recreational use; this area 
is particularly important in the early winter as Sallie Barber Road is often one of the first locations in 
Summit County to receive and retain enough snow to support cross-country skiing. The popularity of 
Sallie Barber Road is due, in part, to how accessible it is from Breckenridge. 

Note: The approved hut site is considered a special use area and located on public lands currently open to 
mineral entry. However, the Forest Service does not necessarily request mineral withdrawals of small 
special use areas such as campgrounds, recreation sites, scenic areas, or roadside zones. Potential 
incompatible uses between recreation and mining in such areas can be addressed by refusal to consent to 
leasing or restrictive stipulations associated with approval of mining plans of operations. 

Dispersed Recreation and the Opportunities for Solitude 

The sense of solitude that can accompany cross-country and backcountry skiing is an important part of the 
overall recreational experience throughout the Analysis Area. I wish to point out that there are, and will 
continue to be, abundant opportunities for backcountry activities and solitude within the Analysis Area, as 
well as on the WRNF throughout Summit County. An argument has been made that backcountry areas 
have been lost throughout Summit County over the years to developed skiing at the four Summit County 
resorts. That said, no backcountry terrain will be lost as result of my approval and this approval does not 
increase access to backcountry skiing on Bald Mountain; skiers will still need to get there on their own 
power. Beyond solitude, I understand that backcountry skiers search out untracked snow. While 
construction of the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut will certainly add to use of some backcountry 
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terrain on Bald Mountain, I believe this is a good use of public lands and is consistent with the 
WRNF/SHA mission of promoting enjoyment of the natural environment. 

While opportunities for solitude can be found occasionally on Sallie Barber Road, it is more notable for 
its connection to an array of Forest trails across Bald Mountain—many of which provide the user with 
varying degrees of solitude, depending on how far off the beaten path one is willing to venture. The 
Forest Service received comments that the potential for an additional 32 skiers per day associated with the 
proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut will eliminate the sense of solitude that can be found on trails 
that branch off of Sallie Barber Road, including Nightmare on Baldy and the Trail of Tears.2 To put it 
into context, the Selected Alternative incorporates a total of 3.5 miles of roads and trails to access the 
proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut; 3.5 miles out of literally hundreds of miles of trails across the 

WRNF in Summit County alone.3 Approximately 1.3 miles of this total are attributable to Sallie Barber 

Road, and another 1.3 miles are new trails that will be built specifically to access the proposed Weber 
Gulch backcountry hut. That leaves 0.9 mile of the existing Nightmare on Baldy trail that will experience 
higher use. In the context of the number of trails that offer opportunities for a backcountry experience and 
solitude throughout Summit County, I am convinced that this small impact to day users is outweighed by 
the recreational opportunities that the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut will bring to people who 
want to use their National Forest. 

Sallie Barber Road Trailhead 

The Sallie Barber Road Trailhead has limited parking available, and as a result of the popularity of this 
area, parking becomes an issue throughout the winter. The Forest Service and SHA factored this into the 
Proposed Action by including the hut-specific parking area located east of the existing day use parking 
area. The parking lot has been properly sized to accommodate an overlap in hut parties, as well as spaces 
allocated for overnight use. As a result, I do not anticipate any conflicts between day users and hut guests 
at the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead. 

Changes to the Proposed Action and Additional Requirements 

Removing the summer component from the proposal addressed some important issues—primarily 
wildlife and recreation. To be clear, the Selected Alternative does not approve summer uses at the hut, 
and no site-specific NEPA analysis has been performed on summer uses. 

As indicated throughout the EA and Response to Comments, I am requiring SHA to coordinate with my 
staff at the Dillon Ranger District, as well as staff with the Town of Breckenridge and Summit County, 
for the preparation of an annual operations plan for the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut. The 
annual operations plans will define management of the parking lot during the hut’s operating season to 
minimize the chance for conflict between hut guests and day users at the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead. 
                                                 
2 This is considered a “worst case scanario” and assuming 100 percent occupancy of the hut. It acounts for skiers who are both 

accessing and departing from the hut throughout the day. Refer to page 3-12 of the EA. 
3 This does not account for the 0.6 mile ATV route that would be used in the summer from Mt. Baldy Road. 
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Furthermore, the operations plan will address maintenance of the parking area during the winter and 
summer. 

Consideration of a Lower Capacity Hut 

Throughout the EA the impacts to all biological, physical and human resources are analyzed based on a 
hut with an overnight capacity of 16 people. However, throughout both the scoping and EA comment 
periods, the suggestion was made to reduce the capacity to roughly eight persons to address potential 
impacts on recreation, traffic and parking in the analysis area. Although this concept is included in the 
“Alternatives and Design Components Considered But Eliminated from Detailed Analysis” section of the 
EA (pages 2-5 through 2-8), I have further considered this option in making my decision. The potential 
impacts of a hut with an overnight capacity of 8 versus 16 are displayed in the following table. Note: 

Although most of the analyses in the EA assume an average hut occupancy of 90 percent across the 

operating season, the following table uses 100 percent for comparative purposes.  

Table DN-1: 
Summary Comparison of Hut Capacity Impacts 

 HUT CAPACITY: 8 HUT CAPACITY: 16 
Annual User Days 

 1 hut user = 1 user day. Therefore, a single guest who stays 
for 2 nights accounts for 2 user days 

 Assumes a 160-Day Operating Season  

1,280 people 2,560 people 

Average Daily Vehicles 
Assumes an average vehicle occupancy of 2.8. 
 Does not account for parties staying for multiple nights  

6 to 8 vehicles 12 to 16 vehicles 

Daily Hut Users on Sallie Barber Road and Nightmare on Baldy 
 Accounts for both arriving and departing parties. 
 Assumes each party stays for a single night. 

16 skiers 32 skiers 

Average Daily Backcountry Use On Baldy Terrain 
 Assume 50% of hut guests venture into backcountry  

4 skiers 8 skiers 

My conclusion is that 16 additional overnight guests will have a minor impact on recreation, traffic and 
parking in the Analysis Area relative to current use. Therefore, reducing the overnight capacity to eight is 
not warranted. 

Other Alternatives Considered 

No alternatives to the Proposed Action were analyzed in detail in the EA; however, multiple alternatives 
and design components were considered early in the NEPA process. These included changes to: hut 
location, hut design, trailhead locations and trail access. Each concept was thoroughly considered by the 
Forest Service (SHA was consulted, as necessary) and, for a mix of operational, recreational, and 
environmental factors, none were carried forward into detailed analysis. 
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As discussed previously, suggestions were made to minimize the overnight capacity of the proposed 
Weber Gulch backcountry hut in order to preserve a more intimate guest experience at the hut and on 
trails that would be used to access it. Backcountry huts have high overhead for management, operations, 
and upkeep; a capacity of 16 people, plus hut master’s quarters, was determined to best balance these 
factors. For reference, other SHA-managed huts range in capacity from 12 to 20 people. 

Alternative trailhead locations and access trails were suggested by commenters during the scoping period. 
While the Forest Service appreciates these suggestions, none of these locations were deemed suitable due 
to limited available parking space, current recreational use at these trailheads, and the unavailability of 
overnight parking. The suggestion to confine hut users to the old Nightmare on Baldy alignment (in order 
to avoid/minimize trail conflicts with day users on the realigned Nightmare on Baldy trail) was not carried 
forward because of its steepness and difficulty for ascending/descending on snow, particularly with 
backpacks and gear. 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

On October 24, 2011 a scoping notice was released to the public initiating a 30-day comment period. 
Additionally, a public open house was held on November 3, 2011 at the Stephen C. West Ice Arena in 
Breckenridge. Representatives were present from the WRNF and SHA to answer questions and provide 
additional information on the project. 

The 25 letters that were received during scoping were utilized by the Forest Service Interdisciplinary (ID) 
Team to identify substantive issues and to consider potential alternatives to the Proposed Action. After 
reviewing public comments, as well as internal concerns raised by Forest Service specialists, a list of 
issues was generated that guided the EA analysis. Issues are identified in Chapter 1 of the EA. 

In August 2013, the EA was released for public review and comment. In response to the release of the 
EA, a total of 13 comment letters were received. The substantive comments included in those 13 
comment letters form the basis for the Response to Comments, which is included with this Decision 
Notice. 

CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER LAWS AND REGULATIONS 

This decision is consistent with the 2002 White River National Forest Land and Resource Management 
Plan (Forest Plan) as required by the National Forest Management Act and all other laws, regulations and 
policies that govern Forest Service actions. With modifications made mid-way through the NEPA 
process, the project was designed to conform to the Forest Plan and all other laws, regulations and 
policies. Site-specific Management Requirements (Table 2-2 of the EA) and Forest Plan standards and 
guidelines will be applied, as appropriate, to meet Forest Plan goals and desired conditions. 
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In addition, the Selected Alternative meets requirements under the following laws, regulations and 
policies: 

 Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 

 Clean Air Act of 1955, as amended 

 Clean Water Act of 1948, as amended 

 Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended 

 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended 

 National Forest Ski Area Permit Act of 1986, as amended 

 National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended 

 Protection of Wetlands Executive Order 11990 

OPPORTUNITY TO OBJECT THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

This proposed project is subject to the objection process pursuant to 36 CFR 218, subparts A and B. 
Objections will only be accepted from those who have previously submitted specific written comments 
regarding the proposed project during the comment period in accordance with §218.5(a). Issues raised in 
objections must be based on previously submitted, timely and specific written comments regarding the 
proposed project unless based on new information arising after the designated comment opportunities. 

Incorporation of documents by reference is not allowed, except for the following items that may be 
referenced by including date, page, and section of the cited document, along with a description of its 
content and applicability to the objection: 1) All or any part of a Federal law or regulation; 2) Forest 
Service directives and land management plans; 3) Documents referenced by the Forest Service in the 
proposed project environmental analysis document that is subject to objection. All other documents must 
be included with the objection. 

At a minimum, an objection must include the following: objector’s name and physical mailing address; 
signature or other verification of authorship upon request; identification of the lead objector when 
multiple names are listed; name of the proposed project; name and title of responsible official; and name 
of national forest unit(s) on which the project will be implemented (§218.8[d]). 

Objections, including attachments, must be filed via mail, fax, email, hand-delivery, express delivery, or 
messenger service (Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., excluding holidays) to: Reviewing 
Officer, Dan Jirón, Regional Forester, USDA Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Region, 740 Simms, 
Golden, CO 80401; FAX: (303) 275-5134, or email appeals-rocky-mountain-regional-office@fs.fed.us. 

Objections must be submitted within 45 calendar days following the publication of a legal notice in the 
Glenwood Post Independent. The publication date in the newspaper of record is the exclusive means for 
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calculating the time to file an objection. Those wishing to object should not rely upon dates or timeframe 
information provided by any other source. The regulations prohibit extending the time to file an objection. 

It is the objector’s responsibility to ensure timely filing of a written objection with the reviewing officer 
pursuant to §218.9, which includes: date of U.S. Postal Service postmark or shipping date for delivery by 
private carrier for an objection received before the close of the fifth business day after the objection filing 
period; agency’s electronically generated date and time for email and facsimiles; or official agency date 
stamp showing receipt of hand delivery. All objections are available for public inspection during and after 
the objection process. 

APPROVAL AND IMPLEMENTATION 

If no objections are filed within the 45-day time period, approval of the decision may occur on, but not 
before, five (5) business days from the close of the objection filing period. 

CONTACT 

For additional information concerning this decision or the Forest Service objection process, contact: 

Shelly Grail Braudis 
Snow Ranger, Dillon Ranger District 
sgrail@fs.fed.us 
(970) 262-3484 

 

__________________________________________ ____________ 

Scott Fitzwilliams Date 
White River National Forest Supervisor 
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Environmental Assessment Table 2-2 
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Table 2-2: 
Management Requirements and Project Design Features  

CULTURAL 
If undocumented historic and/or prehistoric properties are located during ground disturbing activities or planning activities associated with approved 
construction activities, all construction in the immediate vicinity would cease and they would be treated as specified in 36 CFR 800.11 concerning Properties 
Discovered During Implementation of an Undertaking. 
The Lincoln Townsite grave will be avoided during construction and maintenance of the proposed parking lot to ensure that its integrity is not compromised.  
SCENERY 
Conform site development, sustainability, and architectural character of the Weber Gulch backcountry hut to the Forest Service’s Built Environment Image 
Guide (BEIG).  
WILDLIFE 
All construction activities will be confined to daylight hours, excluding emergencies. 
SHA’s guests, and construction workers, are prohibited from bringing dogs to the hut site. 
If boreal owl nests are detected within impact areas, direct mortality of eggs and/or nestlings will be avoided by avoiding trees that could support nest cavities, 
limbing (vs. cutting) trees to provide the required clearance, or conducting tree removal in potential nesting habitat outside of the May 21 to July 15 nesting 
(with eggs/young) period. 
If olive-sided flycatcher nests are detected within impact areas, direct mortality of eggs and/or nestlings will be avoided by avoiding trees that could support 
nest cavities, limbing (vs. cutting) trees to provide the required clearance, or conducting tree removal in potential nesting habitat outside of the June 1 to July 
15 nesting period. 
If American marten dens are detected within impact areas, direct mortality of current year recruitment will be avoided by avoiding trees that could support 
dens, limbing (vs. cutting) trees to provide the required clearance, or conducting tree removal in potential denning habitat outside of the March 1 to June 15 
period. 
To minimize impacts to Canada lynx, elk, and forest carnivores, the new trail extension to the hut, where it departs from the existing Upper Trail of Tears 
(Segment E), shall be closed (signed and gated, via a Forest Supervisor’s closure) to prevent hiking and bike access to the hut outside the winter operating 
season. Limiting hut use to the winter season only (i.e., no summer use) and preventing summer human access along those corridors to the hut is important to 
minimize potential impacts to lynx habitat use (including, but not limited to movements, denning, and diurnal security use) within this portion of the Southern 
Summit County lynx conservation corridor. A monitoring plan with be developed to identify unauthorized summer use of the area that is subject to the 
Supervisor’s closure. 
Precluding skier use in terrain below (north of) the hut would reduce snow compaction while minimizing disturbances to lynx habitat (including potential 
denning) in a large, intact, higher quality habitat block. Display posters and other informational educational materials at the hut to inform guests about the 
local lynx issue, lynx natural history, the lynx movement corridor, proper waste disposal, and the habitat below the hut and access trail (see below). 
Implement adaptive management to more effectively close the higher quality habitat block below the hut and access trail if periodic monitoring suggests that 
non-compliance is reaching levels that could adversely affect habitat values of lynx and its prey base. 
SHA and the Forest Service will ensure that maintenance trips involving the use of ATVs are conducted outside of the hunting season each year. 
Minimize outdoor lighting at the hut and utilize downcast lighting to further minimize fugitive light. 
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Table 2-2: 
Management Requirements and Project Design Features  

The Great Flume Trail is shown as a “snow compacted route” on the WRNF 2002 Baseline Snow Compaction Map. Ground verification and documentation 
shows that this route, which is approximately 3.8 miles long, does not receive regular use during winter months that causes snow compaction. Therefore, this 
route will be removed from the 2002 Baseline Snow Compaction Map.  
VEGETATION 
As needed, re-vegetation would be completed around the proposed hut site and parking area using native species where feasible, preferably collected from 
local genetic stock or seed available from local Forests’ Native Plant Materials programs. (Forest Plan Biodiversity Standard #1; Forest Plan Biodiversity 
Guideline #1; FSM 2070) 
All mulch, hay and straw used will be certified weed-free. A seed mix will be approved by the USFS. (Forest Plan Weeds Standard #3) 
Tree clearing limits would be adequately marked to minimize mistakes in clearing limits during construction.  
Any Engelmann spruce that is felled must be either removed from the area or treated within one year after felling to prevent the buildup of spruce bark beetle. 
Treatments can include burning, burying or peeling the bark off felled Engelmann spruce. 
A vegetation management plan would be prepared by SHA (in conjunction with the Forest Service), including measures to minimize overstory vegetation 
removal and adequately establish desirable vegetation in disturbed areas. 
SOIL RESOURCES 
Stabilize and maintain disturbed areas such as the parking lot, trail and the hut site during and after construction to control erosion (Forest-wide Standards and 
Guidelines for Soils, #1) 
Construct the parking lot, trail and hut site to minimize sediment discharge into streams, lakes, and wetlands (Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines for Soils, 
#3) 
Maintain or improve long-term levels of organic matter and nutrients on all lands. Stockpile topsoil and return surface soils after construction to restore site 
organic matter where possible surrounding hut, parking lot and trail disturbance (WCPH Management Measure 14). 
WATER RESOURCES 
Manage land treatments to conserve site moisture and to protect long-term stream health from damage by increased runoff. Specifically (a) minimize 
connected disturbed area by ensuring that parking areas, roads, road ditches, trails, and other disturbed areas drain to undisturbed soils rather than directly to 
streams; and (b) manipulate drainage from disturbed areas as necessary using natural topography, rolling dips, waterbars, ditch-relief culverts, etc., to 
disconnect disturbed areas from streams (WCPH Management Measure 1) 
Slope disturbed sites, the parking lot and trail away from French Gulch and the Weber Gulch drainage. Use rolling grades, grade reversals and drain dips on 
trails, particularly where trails approach streams or swales, to minimize the length of trail surface that drains directly to streams. 
Keep heavy equipment out of streams, swales, riparian areas, and wetlands, except to cross at designated points.  
Keep logging slash and debris out of ditches and drainage channels.  
Reclaim disturbed areas promptly to prevent resource damage and invasion of noxious weeds. (WCPH Management Measure 12) 
After operations are completed provide stable drainage to disconnect disturbed areas.(WCPH Management Measure 12) 
Keep equipment on designated trails. (WCPH Management Measure 13) 
Locate vehicle service and fuel areas on gentle upland sites at least 100 feet away from streams to prevent pollutants from contaminating water. (WCPH 
Management Measure 15) 
Design and construct water bars to discharge surface runoff originating from the parking area and trail areas away from the WIZ and into well-vegetated areas, 
effectively disconnecting disturbed areas from the stream channel. 
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Table 2-2: 
Management Requirements and Project Design Features  

Design water bars to encourage sediment separation and dispersion of flow by using straw bales and fiber logs or other appropriate management at discharge 
points. 
Mulch and seed disturbed areas promptly upon project completion. Use appropriate revegetation tools such as weed-free straw, wood chips, bark, jute mat, etc. 
NOXIOUS WEEDS 
To minimize the spread of noxious weeds during construction, the following measures would apply: 

a. Clean construction equipment prior to entry onto NFS land. 
b. Equipment may require USFS inspection prior to moving it from areas infested with invasive species of concern to areas free of such invasive 

species. Coordinate with the USFS Weed Program Manager. Take reasonable measures to make sure equipment is free of soil, seeds, vegetative 
matter, or other debris that could contain noxious weed seeds before moving into the Project Area. 

c. All equipment surfaces should be cleaned, especially drive systems, tracks and “pinch points” to ensure removal of potentially invasive debris. 
Reasonable measures include pressure-washing or steam cleaning in an offsite location so oil, grease, soil and plant debris can be contained and 
provide optimal protection of project areas. 

d. A USFS Representative shall be notified at least 24 hours in advance of off-road equipment arriving on the Forest, to provide the option of inspecting 
the equipment to ensure it has been cleaned as required. 

e. Equipment may also require inspection prior to moving it from areas infested with invasive species of concern to areas free of such invasive species. 
Those areas can be identified prior to project implementation with the USFS Weed Program Manager.  

f. Reasonable measures include pressure-washing or steam cleaning in an offsite location so oil, grease, soil and plant debris can be contained and 
provide optimal protection of project areas. (Noxious Weed Standards #1 and 4 [p. 2-30]) 

PARKING 
SHA will prepare an annual operations plan that clearly articulates the management/maintenance of the parking area and submit it to the Dillon Ranger 
District. The Operations Plan will be developed in coordination with the Town of Breckenridge and Summit County. The Plan will address, but not be limited 
to, the following issues: 

 Parking lot maintenance 
 Snow removal 
 Monitoring and Enforcement 
 Signage  
 Overnight parking authorization and limits 
 Summer parking management 
 Design/appearance of parking lot 
 Access to adjacent authorized uses 
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Abstract: The Summit Huts Association (SHA) is a 501-(c)(3) non-profit corporation based in 
Breckenridge, Colorado. It operates four backcountry huts under special use permit (SUP) from the Forest 
Service in Summit and Park counties. SHA emphasizes non-motorized, self-reliant backcountry travel and 
an intimate connection with the natural environment. This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been 
prepared to analyze a proposal designed to respond to current and anticipated consumer demands for 
public enjoyment and dispersed winter and backcountry recreation desires on the White River National 
Forest (WRNF) in Summit County.  

The purpose of the proposed project is for the construction of a new hut on National Forest System (NFS) 
lands administered by the Dillon Ranger District of the WRNF. The proposed Weber Gulch backcountry 
hut site is located at an approximate elevation of 11,500 feet on the northern aspect of Baldy Mountain, 
east of Breckenridge. Baldy Mountain is a popular year-round recreation destination for backcountry 
skiers, snowshoers, mountain bikers, and hikers. Weber Gulch provides backcountry skiing opportunities, 
especially in the northern-aspect trees. This EA discusses the Purpose and Need for the proposal, the 
process used to develop alternatives, potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of implementing 
the No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) and the Proposed Action (Alternative 2), and project design 
criteria (PDC). 

Important Notice: A draft Decision Notice accompanies this EA. Only those who submitted timely and 
specific written comments during the EA comment period have eligibility to file an objection to the draft 
decision under 36 CFR §218.8. Individuals and organizations wishing to be eligible to object must meet 
the information requirements in 36 CFR §218.25(a)(3).  
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1. PURPOSE AND NEED 

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

The White River National Forest (WRNF) has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
compliance with NEPA and other relevant federal and state laws and regulations. This EA contains 
analyses consistent with NEPA, Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, and Forest Service 
policy. It discloses potential direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental effects on the human and 
biological environment anticipated to result from implementation of the Proposed Action. Additionally, it 
is intended to ensure that planning reflects the environmental and social values of the Project Area and 
that potential resource conflicts are minimized or avoided.  

Note: This Final EA contains changes and revisions as a result of comments received during the EA 
public comment period, which extended from August 12 through September 11, 2013. As a result of 
public comments, numerous portions of this Final EA were revised to address those concerns, in 
particular: Chapter 1, Chapter 2, Chapter 3 Section A (Recreation), and Chapter 3 Section B (Parking and 
Traffic). In addition, the figures included in Chapter 7 have been revised. The reader is referred to the 
Response to Comments on the Environmental Assessment (contained in Appendix D) which identifies 
specific pages throughout the aforementioned chapters that have been revised. Finally, a Finding of No 
Significant Impact has been incorporated as Chapter 4.  

The document is organized into the following seven chapters and four appendices: 

 Chapter 1 – Purpose and Need: includes information on the history of the project proposal, the 
purpose of and need for the project, and the proposal for achieving that purpose and need. 
Chapter 1 also details how the Forest Service informed the public of the proposal and how the 
public responded (scoping). 

 Chapter 2 – Description of Alternatives: provides a detailed description of the two alternatives 
that are analyzed in detail—No Action and the Proposed Action. This discussion also includes 
alternatives considered but eliminated from further analysis and mitigation measures.  

 Chapter 3 – Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences: provides a description 
of the affected environment (i.e., existing conditions) according to resource area and describes the 
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environmental consequences of implementing the No Action Alternative and the Proposed 
Action. Chapter 3 is organized by resource topic. 

 Chapter 4 – Finding of No Significant Impact: judges “significance” in terms of both context 
and intensity per 40 CFR 1508.27(b).  

 Chapter 5 – Consultation and Coordination: provides a list of preparers and agencies 
consulted during the preparation of this EA. 

 Chapter 6 – References: provides complete references for documents cited within this EA. 

 Chapter 7 – Figures: includes the figures that are referred to throughout the analysis. 

 Appendices: 
○ Appendix A: Cumulative Effects Projects, includes a table of cumulative effects 

projects and project descriptions.  

○ Appendix B: Civil Rights Impact Analysis, includes the Civil Rights Impact 
Analysis pertaining to the Forest Supervisor’s closure of NFS lands at the Weber 
Gulch Backcountry Area.  

○ Appendix C: Alternate Hut Locations, includes hut locations that were considered 
but not analyzed in the EA.  

○ Appendix D: Response to Comments, includes responses to comments submitted 
on the EA.  

Additional documentation, including more detailed analyses of Project Area resources, may be found in 
the project administrative record located at the Dillon Ranger District office of the WRNF. 

B. BACKGROUND 
The Summit Huts Association (SHA) is a 501-(c)(3) non-profit corporation based in Breckenridge, 
Colorado. It operates four backcountry huts under special use permit (SUP) from the Forest Service in 
Summit and Park counties. SHA emphasizes non-motorized, self-reliant backcountry travel and an 
intimate connection with the natural environment. 

SHA has proposed the construction of a new hut on National Forest System (NFS) lands administered by 
the Dillon Ranger District of the WRNF. The proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut site is located at an 
approximate elevation of 11,500 feet on the northern aspect of Bald Mountain, east of Breckenridge. 
Refer to Figure 2 for the location of the proposed hut.  

Bald Mountain is a popular year-round recreation destination for backcountry skiers, snowshoers, 
mountain bikers, and hikers. Weber Gulch provides backcountry skiing opportunities, especially in the 
northern-aspect trees.  
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The popularity of backcountry huts and associated skiing has grown exponentially in Colorado, and SHA 
has been operating at-capacity throughout the winter season for many years. SHA has long identified the 
need for an additional hut in Summit County that is not only accessible from Breckenridge, but also 
provides a linkage for hut-to-hut travel throughout the greater hut system (though this accounts for a small 
percentage—less than five percent—of total use). These topics are discussed in greater detail in the 
following sections. 

C. RELATIONSHIP TO PREVIOUS ANALYSES AND APPROVALS 
SHA completed a Master Development Plan (MDP) in 1989, which identified five primary hut sites on 
the WRNF and three secondary sites that could be located on private property. Over the past two decades, 
two of these huts were analyzed, approved and built on WRNF. In 1989 the Forest Service completed an 
EA that approved construction of Janet’s Cabin, which opened for public use in January 1991. The EA for 
Francie’s Cabin—the second hut of the SHA system—was completed in November 1990 and the hut 
opened to the public in January 1995. In addition, the Section House and Ken’s Cabin—at the top of 
Boreas Pass—are restorations of historical buildings; these two buildings are owned by the Forest 
Service. 

As part of each hut, SHA plans for parking and access trails. Portions of the travel route proposed in 
conjunction with the Weber Gulch backcountry hut are within the “Golden Horseshoe,” an area of 
Summit County (composed of Forest System, Town of Breckenridge and Summit County lands) valued 
for its diversity of natural resources, recreation opportunities and cultural resources. The route is located 
on both WRNF and Town of Breckenridge/Summit County Open Space property. The proposal to use 
Town of Breckenridge/Summit County Open Space property for travel routes has been reviewed and is 
supported by the Breckenridge Open Space Advisory Committee, Breckenridge Town Council, Summit 
County Open Space Commission and the Summit County Board of County Commissioners. 

D. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
Colorado has one of the most well-established and heavily used networks of non-motorized backcountry 
huts in the United States. These huts have been very popular with the public since the founding of the 
10th Mountain Division Hut Association (TMHA) in the mid-1980s, which manages and acts as 
reservation agent for 29 huts, including those managed by SHA. Since 1995 the TMHA has operated near 
capacity during the high season (defined as between late December through late March). Additionally, 
many of the huts experience moderate levels of use throughout the summer season. 

The primary purpose of this proposal is to respond to demand for backcountry huts in Summit County. 
The secondary purpose is to provide the public with, and to improve upon, an interconnected series of 
huts that were originally envisioned by SHA. As an indicator of demand, hut operators generally observe 
that as new huts are built, reservations for weekends and popular weeks are nearly immediately filled 
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without decreasing the reservations of existing huts.1 As defined under the Proposed Action, numerous 
potential locations for a new hut in Summit County were considered by SHA and the WRNF; however, 
there were certain critical factors that ultimately led to the proposed location in Weber Gulch. (Refer to 
the Proposed Action description as well as “Alternatives Considered but Eliminated” in Chapter 2 for 
more information on the factors that go into a hut location, as well as other alternative locations that were 
considered but eliminated.) 

E. SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 
In response to the Purpose and Need, and prior to the selection of the Weber Gulch site, the WRNF and 
SHA considered numerous other potential locations for a backcountry hut. The Weber Gulch location on 
the northern aspect of Bald Mountain in Breckenridge was selected for consideration based on numerous 
factors, including its ability to provide the public with the best overall hut experience, quality and quantity 
of skiing, views, access, and other factors (described in depth in Chapter 2). 

The Proposed Action is to amend SHA’s SUP to include construction and operation of a backcountry hut 
on NFS lands, to include a hut on the northern aspect of Bald Mountain, in Weber Gulch. Specific 
elements include:  

 Location – The proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut site is located at approximately 
11,500 feet in elevation on the northern aspect of Bald Mountain, east of Breckenridge on the 
WRNF. The proposed travel routes are located on WRNF lands and also within the Golden 
Horseshoe planning area on Summit County Open Space and Breckenridge Open Space property.  

 Recreation Opportunities – The proposed hut is intended for winter use only, primarily 
backcountry skiing and snowshoeing. In order to minimize disturbance to Canada lynx, elk and 
forest carnivores, the proposed hut and a section of the associated access trail would be closed to 
summer use.  

 Hut Specifications – The proposed hut would be either one or two stories and would incorporate a 
variety of “green” building elements. It is proposed to accommodate up to 16 guests, plus a small 
hut master’s quarters. Heat would be provided through a combination of passive solar and a wood 
or propane stove. Potable water would be accommodated by melting snow. The site would also 
include a leach field to handle grey water from kitchen sinks and discharge from composting 
toilets. 

 Recreation Access – Non-motorized winter access to the proposed hut would be provided through 
a combination of existing and proposed trails, including the Sallie Barber Road, Nightmare on 
Baldy, and new segments of trail on NFS and non-NFS lands leading to the hut location. 

                                                 
1 Filled reservations do not necessarily equate to 100 percent occupancy, as many parties will reserve an entire hut 
for a group that does not completely fill all of its beds. Mid-week availability is common throughout the season. 
Zobbe, 2013 
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 Maintenance Access – The existing Trail of Tears (which branches off of Mt. Baldy Road), in 
conjunction with a proposed new trail segment, would be used for motorized (ATV) access to the 
hut during the summer for on-going maintenance needs.  

 Construction Access – Since there is no road access to the proposed hut site, SHA proposes to use 
a helicopter to ferry heavy building materials and construction machinery to the site. 
Transportation of light building material would occur via the maintenance access route, as 
previously described on the existing Trail of Tears and on the new trail segment. 

 Parking – A new, dedicated parking area is proposed to be located east of the existing parking 
area for the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead. The proposed lot would consist of 19 spaces, with a 
portion allocated for overnight parking by non-hut users. The vehicle capacity of the lot is 
necessary to accommodate overlap between arriving and departing groups of hut users. 

F. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
On October 24, 2011 a scoping notice was released to the public initiating a 30-day comment period. 
Additionally, a public open house was held on November 3, 2011 at the Stephen C. West Ice Arena in 
Breckenridge. Representatives were present from the WRNF and SHA to answer questions and provide 
additional information on the project. 

The 25 letters that were received during scoping were utilized by the Forest Service Interdisciplinary (ID) 
Team to identify substantive issues and to consider potential alternatives to the Proposed Action. The 
issues that provide the foundation of this environmental analysis are discussed below, and are specifically 
addressed in Chapter 3 – Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences.  

A public notice for review of the 2013 Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut EA was published in the Glenwood 
Post Independent on August 12, 2013. The comment period on the EA extended through September 11, 
2013, yielding thirteen comment letters—both oppositional and supportive. A petition advising against 
the hut’s proposed location was signed by approximately sixty people.2 Substantive comments were 
addressed in the Response to Comments document, and names and affiliations of commenters were 
entered into a master database. 

G. ISSUES AND INDICATORS 
Based on the results of internal and public scoping, the Forest Service identified specific issues to address 
in this EA. Issues generally require in-depth analysis and disclosure, and are utilized to generate 
alternatives, if necessary. In some cases, they can be addressed by Project Design Features or mitigation 
measures. Each of the following issue statements includes a list of indicators that are means of measuring 
or quantifying the anticipated level of impact on a particular resource. While some indicators are 

                                                 
2 Many signatures on the petition were illegible. 
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necessarily qualitative in nature, every effort was made to utilize indicators that are quantitative, 
measurable, and predictable. 

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT 

Recreation 

Due to its close proximity to Breckenridge, and because Sallie Barber Road is one of the first trails to 
hold snow each season, the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead and associated trails receive some of the highest 
winter backcountry and Nordic skiing/snowshoeing use in the area. Per the 2002 WRNF Land and 
Resource Management Plan, motorized travel is prohibited in the Project Area except when authorized by 
SUP for administration of permitted facilities, for Forest Service administration, or for emergency 
purposes. 

Issue: The proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut has the potential to alter the recreational 
experience for backcountry and Nordic skiers as well as snowshoers in the Project Area, including the 
nearby Bald Mountain backcountry terrain and surrounding trails (Sallie Barber, Little French, 
Minnie Mine, Gold Run, B&B, Turk’s, Bald Mountain, Nightmare on Baldy and Upper Trail of 
Tears). The potential effects include quality of snow and trail conditions, increased use of trails, 
backcountry user capacity and loss of solitude values. 

Analytical Indicators & Requirements: 

 Miles of existing/proposed trails served by the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead 

 Estimated number of current winter trail users (daily + annual) in the Project Area 

 Estimated number of winter trail users associated with the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry 
hut (daily + annual) 

Parking and Traffic 

Issue #1: A hut with an overnight capacity of 16 people would increase traffic volumes on French 
Gulch Road and past the Wellington neighborhood during the winter.  

Issue #2: Parking for the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead is already constrained throughout the year. 
Adding a dedicated overnight parking area for hut users may induce additional parking issues, and 
may be difficult to enforce, even if the general public is allocated a certain number of day use spots.  

Issue #3: Snow removal along French Gulch Road and at the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut 
parking area needs to be coordinated with Summit County Road and Bridge to ensure that safe and 
efficient access and parking is provided.  

Issue #4: In order to eliminate much of the vertical gain needed to access the proposed hut, some hut 
users may choose to park at the Mt. Baldy Trailhead instead of at the proposed dedicated parking area 
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proposed near the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead. This could displace users at the Bald Mountain 
Trailhead during the winter.  

Analytical Indicators and Requirements: 

 Estimated current daily vehicular traffic on French Gulch Road  

 Estimated potential daily vehicular traffic on French Gulch Road related to the proposed hut 

 Potential for huts users to park overnight at the Mt. Baldy Trailhead  

Scenery 

Issue: The Project Area is relatively undeveloped and has high scenic qualities. The potential visibility 
of the proposed hut needs to be analyzed and disclosed.  

Analytical Indicators and Requirements: 

 Disclosure of the level of visibility of the hut location from key viewpoints (trails, Town of 
Breckenridge, etc.) 

Cultural Resources 

Issue: The Project Area on the north aspect of Bald Mountain includes both recorded and unrecorded 
historic archaeological features in the form of cabins, adits, and prospect pits. If any sites are 
determined to be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, then appropriate design criteria 
will need to be formulated to mitigate impacts to the resource. This project requires a Class III 
inventory, a full Section 106 report including site forms, and SHPO correspondence. 

Analytical Indicators and Requirements: 

 Summary of result of cultural surveys completed to date in the vicinity of the Project Area 

 Management measures to minimize potential impacts to known cultural resources 

BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT 

Wildlife 

Issue #1: The proposed hut is located within a lynx movement area and both deer and elk summer 
range and movement corridors.  

Issue #2: The parking lot, road and lower section of the access trail are in close proximity to boreal 
toad habitat, requiring site-specific surveys.  

Issue #3: The Project Area is in a cutthroat trout watershed and additional protection measures may 
need to be implemented. 

Issue #4: Implementation of the proposed project (including construction and use) would necessitate 
vegetation removal and ground disturbance and would increase human presence in the winter. 
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Increased winter use of the area, loss of habitat, and habitat fragmentation could affect Threatened, 
Endangered and Sensitive (TES) and Management Indicator (MIS) wildlife and aquatic species. 

Analytical Indicators and Requirements: 

 Acreage of tree removal for construction of proposed hut, parking lot and trail segments  

 Net increase in snow compacted trails associated with the proposed hut 

 Estimated number of current winter trail users (daily + annual) 

 Estimated number of winter trail users associated with the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry 
hut (daily and annual users) in the Analysis Area 

 Identification of Lynx Analysis Unit (LAU) boundaries, lynx habitat loss and lynx habitat 
connectivity in relation to the Analysis Area 

 Impacts to Region 2 MIS and TES Listed and Candidate species and habitat (acres) 

 Identification and analysis of impacts to threatened and endangered aquatic species and habitat 
(acres) 

 Analysis of physical stream health in the Analysis Area and the effects on aquatic life 

 Assessment of trout and macroinvertebrate populations in Project Area on streams and at 
reference sites, as based on field surveys 

 Documentation of presence/absence of sensitive amphibians and their habitat within the Analysis 
Area 

Vegetation 

Issue: Plant communities (including TES species, WRNF Species with an Identified Viability Concern 
[SIVC] and invasive plant species) may be impacted as a result of construction of the proposed hut, 
parking lot, and new trail segments. In addition, snow compaction may impact special status plants.  

Analytical Indicators and Requirements: 

 Identification of threatened and endangered plant species and habitat present in the Analysis Area 

 Identification of Region 2 sensitive plant species and habitat present in the Analysis Area 

 Identification of WRNF species with an identified viability concern and habitat present in the 
Analysis Area 

 Quantification (acreage) of proposed ground disturbance and overstory vegetation removal 
associated with the proposed hut 

 Identification of invasive species in the vicinity of the Project Area and use of Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) to limit their spread 
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Soil Resources 

Issue #1: Soil and geologic conditions (i.e., erosivity and hydrologic function) could be altered or 
affected by the implementation of the proposed trail and hut construction.  

Issue #2: On-site disposal and treatment of wastewater from the proposed hut could have deleterious 
effects to soil and water conditions if the system is not sited, designed, and installed properly. 

Analytical Indicators and Requirements: 

 Discussion of site-specific soil conditions and baseline inventory of soil organic matter. 

 Area (acres) of temporary and permanent disturbance according to high/moderate/low erodibility 
soils classes. 

 Analysis of increased erosion hazard due to ground disturbance. 

 Analysis of slope stability and geological constraints associated with project components. 

Water Resources 

Issue: Ground disturbing activities associated with the construction of the proposed parking lot, the hut 
and new trail segments (particularly at stream crossings) may result in increased erosion and 
sedimentation, thereby impacting stream health within the immediate vicinity of disturbance. 

Analytical Indicators and Requirements: 

 Identification/quantification of waters of the U.S., including wetlands in the Analysis Area 

 Narrative description of effects to wetland functions and values 

 Quantification of connected disturbed areas (CDA) in the vicinity of the Analysis Area (stream 
health) 

 Identification of clearing in the Water Influence Zone (WIZ) (stream health) 

 Identification of any Clean Water Act (CWA) impaired or threatened waterbody segments in the 
Analysis Area 

 Full description(s) of proposed trail alignments, particularly at stream crossings 

H. ISSUES NOT CARRIED FORWARD FOR DETAILED ANALYSIS 
 Air Quality: Due to the scope and scale of this proposal, air quality was not a resource that 

warranted further analysis. Aside from short-term, construction-related impacts to air quality 
(which can be addressed with Best Management Practices), the proposed facilities do not include 
anything that results in measurable output of pollutants to the atmosphere. The effects to air 
quality in the Project Area would be negligible. 
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 Social and Economic Resources: Due to the scope and scale of this proposal, social and economic 
impacts were not deemed necessary for detailed analysis in this EA. SHA would construct and 
maintain the hut primarily with its staff and volunteers. Beyond that, any short-term, 
construction-related employment would be expected to be minimal. No additional County 
services would be required.  

 Trespass: Trespass concerns were raised early in the planning process, when the hut was being 
considered for summer use. Owners of patented mining claims in the project area expressed 
concern that hut users would be inclined to explore the area, especially during the summer. 
However, this issue was not further analyzed because the proposal now only includes winter use. 
Should a request for summer use of the hut be submitted, and accepted, in the future, a separate 
NEPA evaluation would be required.  

I. SCOPE OF ANALYSIS 
Scope consists of the range of actions, alternatives, and impacts to be considered within this EA. 
Furthermore, it includes the spatial and temporal boundaries associated with the actions, alternatives, and 
impacts. Individual project elements that compose the Proposed Action are discussed in detail in 
Chapter 2, and are illustrated in associated figures. The scope of this environmental analysis varies by 
resource. Therefore, the scope of analysis is presented at the beginning of each resource section in 
Chapter 3. This EA analyzes direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on a resource-by-resource basis. 

J. FOREST SERVICE POLICY AND DIRECTION 

2002 LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DIRECTION 

The 2002 WRNF Land and Resource Management Plan (2002 Forest Plan) identifies the NFS lands in the 
vicinity of the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut site as within Management Area 1.31: 
Backcountry Recreation-Non-Motorized.3 Motorized travel is prohibited in Management Area 1.31, 
except where authorized by SUP for administration of permitted facilities, for Forest Service 
administration, or for emergency purposes. 

 The Theme of this management area is “Backcountry, non-motorized recreation areas are 
managed to provide recreation opportunities in a natural-appearing landscape.”  

 The Desired Condition for this management area includes: “A variety of non-motorized 
recreation opportunities are provided in a natural or natural-appearing setting…improvements 
such as trailheads, trails, signs, bridges, fences, huts or shelters that enhance the recreational 
experience may be present.”4 

                                                 
3 USDA Forest Service, 2002 p. 3-12 
4 Huts are permitted by the Forest Service under a Forest Service Manual (FSM) 2721.14, Shelter Permit – 114 use 
code, which includes “trail shelters, waiting sheds, and similar structures of a recreational nature.” 
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As part of this analysis, the Proposed Action and Purpose and Need were reviewed to identify potential 
inconsistencies with the Forest-wide Goals and Objectives as well as the specific Standards and 
Guidelines for Management Area 1.31. No inconsistencies were identified.  

2008 SOUTHERN ROCKIES LYNX MANAGEMENT DIRECTION 

The 2008 Southern Rockies Lynx Management Direction (SRLMD) amended the 2002 Forest Plan with 
respect to Forest-wide and Management Area Canada lynx standards and guidelines. The Proposed 
Action was compared against pertinent Forest-wide and Management Area standards and guidelines; no 
inconsistencies between the proposal and pertinent standards and guidelines were identified. 

2012 SOUTHERN SUMMIT COUNTY LYNX ASSESSMENT 

The Southern Summit County Lynx Assessment was prepared by the WRNF to aid land management 
planning efforts in southern Summit County by providing a large-scale view of current and projected 
Canada lynx habitat needs, and providing a focus area for lynx conservation and habitat management 
projects that can improve habitat effectiveness. The 2012 Assessment was prepared to address the 
Problem Statement: Existing, past, and potential future land use can cumulatively lead to the severing of 
landscape connectivity and reduction of the availability and effectiveness of functional habitat for 
Canada lynx (and other wildlife species). It is designed to be a planning tool that decision makers can use 
to understand the contextual impacts of land management decisions and the cumulative impacts to lynx 
habitat from a holistic viewpoint. The 2012 Assessment contains four Objectives: 

1) Develop a lynx cumulative effects analysis for southern Summit County; 

2) Identify a lynx conservation corridor within southern Summit County where the Forest Service 
can promote and implement lynx habitat conservation; 

3) Develop a list of management practices and opportunities that can conserve or improve the 
functionality of lynx habitat and promote lynx conservation; and 

4) Communicate a lynx conservation strategy in southern Summit County to both internal and 
external partners.  

K. DECISION TO BE MADE 
Based on preliminary internal Forest Service analysis and external public scoping, and a preliminary 
evaluation of the context and intensity factors contained in 36 CFR 1508.27, the Forest Service 
determined early on that an EA is appropriate to review, analyze, and document the potential impacts to 
the human, physical and biological environment anticipated to result from implementation of the 
Proposed Action. This EA is a disclosure rather than a decision document and its purpose is to determine 
if there are any potentially significant impacts.  
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A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is included as a part of this EA (Chapter 4). In addition, a 
draft Decision Notice has been released in conjunction with this EA.  

L. OTHER NECESSARY PERMITS, LICENSES, ENTITLEMENTS 
AND/OR CONSULTATION 

The Forest Service decision would apply only to NFS lands analyzed within this EA. However, other 
federal, state, and local entities may also have jurisdiction. Decisions by jurisdictions to issue or not issue 
approvals related to this proposal may be aided by the analyses presented in this EA. While the Forest 
Service assumes no responsibility for enforcing laws, regulations, or policies under the jurisdiction of 
other governmental agencies, Forest Service regulations require permittees to abide by applicable laws 
and conditions imposed by other jurisdictions. In addition to requisite Forest Service approvals, 
consultation with the following entities, or permits, may be required to implement any approved projects: 

 This project meets all criteria for programmatic concurrence under the Colorado Lynx Project 
Decision Screens. Therefore, consultation for Canada lynx is considered complete for this 
proposed project.  

 Compliance with Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment Stormwater 
Construction Activities Permit  

 Summit County General Construction Permit, Conditional Use Permit and/or other current county 
process 

 Summit County Conditional Use Permit for trail construction 
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2. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

A. INTRODUCTION 
Chapter 2 describes the alternatives considered within this environmental analysis. Management 
Requirements and Project Design Features (PDFs) included in the Proposed Action to lessen or avoid 
impacts are also detailed.  

The Proposed Action was modified in response to scoping, which is discussed following the Proposed 
Action description in Alternatives and Design Components Considered but Eliminated from Detailed 
Analysis.  

B. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 

ALTERNATIVE 1 – NO ACTION 

A No Action Alternative has been included in this analysis for review alongside the Proposed Action. By 
definition, the No Action Alternative represents a continuation of existing management practices without 
changes, additions, or upgrades to existing conditions. Existing conditions of the Project Area are 
depicted on Figure 1.  

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no hut constructed in Weber Gulch, or associated access 
trails and parking improvements. 

ALTERNATIVE 2 – THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The Proposed Action is to amend SHA’s SUP to include construction and operation of a backcountry hut 
(including access trails and a dedicated parking lot) on NFS lands on the northern aspect of Bald 
Mountain. Components of the Proposed Action are depicted on Figure 2. Photos of the proposed hut 
location are included in Chapter 3 Section C – Scenery.  

The proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut site is located at an approximate elevation of 11,500 feet. 
The proposed travel routes (discussed below) cross NFS lands within the Golden Horseshoe planning 
area, Summit County Open Space and Breckenridge Open Space property. The proposal to use Summit 
County and Breckenridge Open Space land for travel routes has been reviewed and approved by the 
Summit County Open Space Commission and the Summit County Board of County Commissioners. 

Hut Design and Specifications 

As part of the Proposed Action, SHA intends to incorporate green building techniques with construction 
of the proposed hut, including passive solar. Construction would include post and beam with 
prefabricated panels of high insulation properties. In general, the design parameters of the structure are: 
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 One- or two-story 

 Between 1,400 and 2,000 square feet in size 

 Accommodations for up to 16 guests  

 Private hut master’s quarters to accommodate two to four people 

 Heat provided by a combination of passive solar design and wood or propane burning stove 

 Composting toilets 

 A wood burning sauna (either part of the building or a separate structure) 

 A leach field to handle grey water from kitchen sinks and discharge from the composting toilets 

 Electricity for lights provided by photovoltaic cells 

Guest Access to the Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut 

Guests would access the hut by following a route composed of a mix of existing and proposed roads/trails 
beginning at a proposed parking area at the existing Sallie Barber Road Trailhead. These routes are 
identified (Trail Segments A through E) in Figure 2, as well as in Table 2-1, below. Hut users would 
access the hut as follows: 

1. Climb (typically with backcountry/touring gear or snowshoes) Sallie Barber Road for 
approximately 1.3 miles (350 vertical feet). This is labeled as Trail Segment A.  

2. At the Sallie Barber Mine (at the summit of the climb up Sallie Barber Road), hut users would 
turn left (south) and ascend approximately 0.9 mile (200 vertical feet) of the existing Nightmare 
on Baldy trail to the intersection with True Romance. This is labeled as Trail Segment B.  

3. At that point, hut users would turn left (east) onto a new segment of single track trail that is 
proposed to be constructed. This new segment of single track would climb approximately 
0.6 mile and 300 vertical feet (passing Upper Trail of Tears), continuing eastward for 
approximately 0.7 mile (200 vertical feet) to the proposed hut. These are labeled as Trail 
Segments C and E, respectively.  

The final segment of trail between the Upper Trail of Tears and the hut site (Segment E) would be 
constructed to accommodate non-motorized users in the winter, as well as all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) for 
construction/maintenance of the hut during the summer and early fall only. Segment E would be closed to 
summer use (discussed below). 

In total, the proposed access route would extend 3.5 miles. It would utilize 2.2 miles of Sallie Barber 
Road and Nightmare on Baldy, and would involve 1.3 miles of new trail construction. Total vertical gain 
between the proposed parking area and the hut is roughly 1,050 feet. SHA proposes to construct this route 
with minimal tree removal and to follow Forest Service standards for cross country skiing and 
snowshoeing trails. 
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Table 2-1: 
Summary Table of Trail Segments 

# Trail Name Distance (miles) Existing/Proposed 

A Sallie Barber Road 1.3 Existing 
B Nightmare on Baldy 0.9 Existing 
C Nightmare on Baldy Extension 0.6 Proposed 
D Upper Trail of Tears (ATV only) 0.6 Existing 
E Upper Trail of Tears Extension 0.7 Proposed 

SHA would be responsible for the cost of construction and maintenance of new travel routes. Possibilities 
for construction include utilizing large crews of volunteers to build the trail by hand and the use of trail 
building machinery such as a SWECO dozer. Travel routes to the hut would be maintained by SHA and 
would be clearly marked with appropriate signage.  

Forest Supervisor’s Closure 
The Analysis Area is functional as foraging, denning, diurnal security habitat, and is part of a lynx 
movement corridor. Accordingly, a wildlife conservation measure—in the form of a Forest Supervisor’s 
closure—has been included in the Proposed Action to minimize disturbance to Canada lynx, also 
benefitting other forest carnivores and elk. The Forest Supervisor’s closure is explained here, and 
included in Table 2-2, as well.  

Proposed Trail Segment “E” would be closed (signed and gated) at its intersection with Upper Trail of 
Tears (Trail Segment D) and proposed Trail Segment “C”. This Forest Supervisor’s closure is designed to 
prevent hiking and biking use of proposed Trail Segment E to the hut outside the winter operating season. 
Refer to Figure 2 for the location of proposed Trail Segment “E”.  

Parking 

The existing Sallie Barber Road trailhead experiences considerable day use throughout the year and is a 
major access portal to the Golden Horseshoe area. Therefore, a dedicated overnight parking area for 
registered hut guests (approximately 19 spaces) is proposed just east of the existing Sallie Barber Road 
Trailhead, on the north side of French Gulch Road (at the intersection with Humbug Hill). The proposed 
parking area is shown in Photo 3C-5 (refer to Chapter 3 Section C – Scenery). 

The proposed parking area would accommodate Weber Gulch backcountry hut users during winter 
months. Approximately two parking spaces would be allocated to non-hut user overnight parking. Non-
hut users would need to obtain authorization from Summit Huts Association to park overnight in the 
parking lot. 

One other parking option exists for hut users—the Breckenridge Ice Rink. This parking option would be 
identified in the general hut use information packet provided by SHA. Hut users would be able to leave 
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their cars at the Ice Rink overnight (after they acquire a permit from the Town of Breckenridge) and take 
the Summit Stage to the Bald Mountain Trailhead. Overnight parking is currently, and will remain, 
strictly prohibited at the Bald Mountain Trailhead. 

Water 

As is the case with all huts managed by SHA, potable water would come from melted snow that the hut 
user could then treat for consumption.  

Construction and Maintenance Access to the Proposed Weber Gulch 
Backcountry Hut 

There currently is no road access to the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut site. The closest road that 
is suitable for full size vehicle traffic is Mt. Baldy Road (FDR 5-520W.3).  

Designing the building so that it can be assembled in modular sections would enable much of it to be 
constructed off-site and transported to the site. For transportation of light building materials and 
construction equipment, as well as for long-term maintenance of the hut (including seasonal stocking), a 
motorized access route to the hut is required. The most logical solution to meet this need is to utilize the 
existing Mt. Baldy Road. Beyond the Iowa Mill, an existing 4WD road would be utilized for 
approximately 1,000 feet. At that point, the Upper Trail of Tears (a singletrack trail on NFS lands) is 
proposed to be widened and improved for 3,815 feet to create a 50-inch wide ATV trail. The improved 
ATV trail would intersect the previously-identified non-motorized access trail. From that point, the trail 
would become a dual-purpose access route for the final 3,270 feet to the hut, accommodating non-
motorized hut users in the winter, as well as motorized administrative use in the summer. These are 
identified as Trail Segments D and E on Figure 2. SHA may choose to use a helicopter to expedite 
construction of the hut. In the event that a helicopter is used, staging areas would be defined. 
Construction-related parking areas would be identified by SHA in the Summit County’s Conditional Use 
Permit process. 

Public motorized use of the ATV route would be strictly prohibited. Gates and signage would be installed 
at key intersections along the proposed ATV route to preclude public motorized use. Cuts and fills 
resulting from construction of the proposed ATV route would be revegetated to promote soil stabilization. 
As previously indicated, a Forest Supervisor’s closure is also proposed at the intersection of Trail 
Segments C, D and E to prevent use of Trail Segment E during the summer. SHA and the Forest Service 
will ensure that maintenance trips involving the use of ATVs are conducted outside of the hunting season 
each year. Motorized use of this trail during the winter would only occur in the event of an emergency; 
SHA does not own a snowmobile and does not plan to use one for maintenance or operations. 

Hut masters would be expected to travel to the hut approximately once a week during the winter for 
routine maintenance and upkeep. They would be expected to spend the night approximately half of the 
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time, and typically have a guest with them approximately half of the time. SHA tightly manages the use 
of hut masters’ quarters to regulate the timing of occupancy. 

Backcountry Ski Terrain Associated with the Proposed Weber Gulch 
Backcountry Hut 

The Weber Gulch backcountry hut is proposed for winter use, between approximately the third week in 
November and April 30th. Backcountry ski terrain exists throughout Weber Gulch, primarily in northern-
aspect treed slopes on the north side of Baldy Mountain. There are several above tree line bowls to the 
southwest of the site that provide skiing opportunities with appropriate slope and snow coverage for 
backcountry skiing (refer to Figures 1, 2 and 3). Avalanche terrain dominates slopes to the southeast of 
the proposed hut site, but can be easily recognized and avoided by anyone with basic backcountry skills 
and awareness.  

C. MODIFICATIONS MADE TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 
The Weber Gulch backcountry hut was originally proposed (and scoped to the public) for year-round use. 
However, as a result of both public and internal Agency concerns, summer use of the hut was dropped 
from the proposal to minimize impacts from summer recreation in the Project Area to Canada lynx 
and elk. Should a request for summer use arise in the future, and should that requested be accepted by the 
Forest Service, a separate NEPA evaluation would be required. 

D. ALTERNATIVES AND DESIGN COMPONENTS CONSIDERED 
BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED ANALYSIS 

HUT LOCATION 

Based on experience and an examination of hut reservation data and hut user surveys, SHA has a clear 
understanding of what characteristics make a hut successful and popular with the public. A multitude of 
qualities are important—from both operational and user perspectives. Critical components of hut location 
selection include, but are not limited to: 

 Solar Exposure and Views: Good views and sunny decks (preferably south-facing) contribute to 
the public’s enjoyment of the hut experience and appreciation of their public lands. Furthermore, 
good solar gain is critical for the photovoltaic cells to generate electricity and for a passive solar 
design to heat a hut.  

 Terrain Quality: Good backcountry terrain is very important for the success of a hut. Huts that do 
not have quality backcountry terrain nearby, and/or do not have easy access, will not be as popular 
with the public. A hut site with good skiing opportunities will generally have north/east aspect 
slopes that are between 20 and 30 degrees.  
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 Travel Routes: Most huts have some sort of regulatory travel restriction surrounding them, which 
preserves the quiet, non-motorized nature of the backcountry hut experience. Non-motorized 
access into huts is preferred and most huts have at least one non-motorized route; however, shared 
(i.e., motorized and non-motorized) routes are also common.  

 Operational Considerations: Other operational considerations include: a flat building site, soils 
that are appropriate to accommodate a septic system, and summer access for stocking/maintaining 
the hut.  

 Hut-to-Hut Touring: The original concept of the TMHA system and the SHA system was founded 
on the hut-to-hut vision and the original MDPs for these organizations were devised with an 
emphasis on this concept.  

The proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut location was thoroughly vetted and studied. In the planning 
phase of this proposal, SHA created a committee to identify and evaluate potential new hut sites that 
would realize the goals of the 1989 SHA MDP. The group identified numerous potential sites to examine 
and several group field visits were made. Dillon Ranger District representatives participated in these site 
visits. These potential sites included:  

 Weber Gulch 

 Wise Mountain 

 Humbug Gulch 

 Farncomb Hill 

 Lower Cataract Lake 

 Ophir Mountain 

 South Peak 

The ability to fulfill the 1989 SHA MDP and provide a connection relatively free of avalanche danger 
between the Breckenridge area and the Montezuma/Keystone area weighed heavily in the final selection. 
All hut sites examined had positive and negative traits but two sites were selected as the preferred sites 
(Wise Mountain and Weber Gulch) for their ability to provide the public with the best possible hut 
experience.  

These two preferred sites offered a combination of excellent ski touring, spectacular views, and a remote 
feel. They have flat building sites that are free of wetlands. These sites offer not only recreation 
opportunities near the huts themselves, but provide the potential for hut-to-hut tours between them. The 
routes between the huts are consistent with the original and current SHA master plan and vision and give 
the backcountry tourer the potential to connect from Breckenridge to Montezuma via a marked, 
maintained trail system. 

The Wise Mountain site was eliminated from consideration at the direction of wildlife specialists due to 
issues with Canada lynx habitat and lack of consistency with the 2002 Forest Plan, as the site was within 
a 5.5 Management Area-Landscape Linkage Area that specifies light or minimal impact from human use. 
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During the planning phase, SHA seriously considered a hut site east of Weber Gulch in Black Gulch. 
However, it was determined that its location was on an unpatented mining claim. The owner of the 
unpatented mining claim was contacted regarding use/purchase of these NFS lands, but an agreement 
could not be reached. SHA also proposed to the Summit County and Breckenridge Open Space Advisory 
Committees to utilize their jointly-owned Black Gulch site, but they determined this was not an 
appropriate use of their land. 

Other site alternatives were Humbug Gulch and Lower Cataract Lake. Humbug Gulch had many good 
attributes; however, it was determined that it does not have sufficient acreage of quality backcountry 
terrain to support a 16-person hut. A great deal of the Humbug Gulch area is private property owned by 
Climax mine and Climax management has in the past indicated little interest in entering an agreement 
with SHA for access to a hut through their property for the general public. Lower Cataract Lake was 
determined to have limited backcountry terrain and questionable snow quality and length of snow season 
due to its low elevation.  

Farncomb Hill, Ophir Mountain and South Peak were eliminated for a number of reasons, including: 
proximity to a trailhead; quantity/quality of backcountry terrain; elevation; private land issues; motorized 
use nearby; and location within Keystone’s SUP boundary (South Peak).  

Refer to Appendix C – Alternate Hut Locations, which includes a matrix of criteria for an ideal hut 
location, and how each site met the criteria.  

Furthermore, numerous other locations for a backcountry hut were suggested by commenters during the 
scoping period. These suggestions were made in response to the proposed hut’s location, capacity and 
access, and included: 

 Peru Creek  Glacier Mountain  North Tarryall Creek/Deadwood Creek 

 Chihuahua Gulch  Horseshoe Basin  French Pass 

 Saints John  Ptarmigan Peak  Indiana Creek 

 Cinnamon Gulch  Monitor Gulch  Grizzly Gulch 

 Hunkidori Mine  Black Gulch  Wise Mountain 

Each of these locations was considered by SHA and the Forest Service, but for a mix of operational, 
recreational, and environmental factors, was not carried forward into detailed analysis.  

HUT DESIGN 

Suggestions were made to minimize the overnight capacity of the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut 
in order to preserve a more intimate guest experience. The proposed hut’s size/capacity was thoroughly 

-115-



Chapter 2: Description of Alternatives 

 
Summit Huts Association Proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut 

Environmental Assessment 
2-8 

considered in light of the hut user’s experience, resource impacts, and SHA’s financial realities (i.e., the 
cost of construction and operations). Backcountry huts have high overhead for management, operations, 
and upkeep; a capacity of 16 people, plus hut master’s quarters, was determined to best balance these 
factors. For reference, other SHA-managed huts range in capacity from 12 to 20 people. 

TRAILHEAD LOCATIONS 

Alternative trailhead locations from which to access the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut were 
suggested by commenters in the scoping period—including at the end of Mt. Baldy Road and at the 
Mt. Baldy Road/Sallie Barber intersection. Neither of these locations were deemed suitable due to limited 
available parking space, current recreational use at these trailheads, and the unavailability of overnight 
parking.  

TRAIL ACCESS 

The suggestion was made to confine hut users—both arriving and departing—to the old Nightmare on 
Baldy alignment. This was suggested to avoid/minimize trail conflicts with day users on the realigned 
Nightmare on Baldy trail. However, the old Nightmare on Baldy was realigned into its current 
configuration precisely because of its steepness and difficulty for ascending/descending on snow. 
Confining hut users to the old alignment was considered but eliminated from detailed analysis as it is too 
steep for people who are approaching/descending with heavy packs. In addition, skier traffic on 
Nightmare on Baldy is light, especially during the timeframe when hut users would be approaching and 
descending.  

E. MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS  
In order to minimize potential resource impacts from construction and implementation of any approved 
projects, Management Requirements have been incorporated into Alternative 2. These are identified in 
Table 2-2.  

Management Requirements are composed of project design features (PDF) which are devised in the pre-
analysis and analysis phases to reduce environmental impacts that must be complied with by law, 
regulation or policy. They include, but are not limited to, BMPs, standards and guidelines, and standard 
operating procedures. 

PDF were designed by Forest Service and consulting resource specialists involved in this analysis. They 
come from federal, state, and local laws, regulations and policies, forest plans, scientific research, and 
from experience in designing similar projects. The bulk of the PDF are considered common practices that 
have been historically used in alpine and sub-alpine environments to prevent or decrease potential 
resource impacts. They are highly effective methods that can be planned in advance and adapted to site 
conditions, as needed. 
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The potential effects of implementing the Proposed Action (provided in Chapter 3) were analyzed with 
these PDF applied. 

Responsibility for ensuring that required PDF are implemented rests with SHA and the Forest Service. In 
all cases, the ultimate enforcement mechanism for implementation of the specified PDF would be the 
Decision Notice, and would extend from the Forest Supervisor to the District Ranger, to the Forest 
Service SUP Administrator. 
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Table 2-2: 
Management Requirements and Project Design Features  

CULTURAL 

If undocumented historic and/or prehistoric properties are located during ground disturbing activities or planning activities associated with approved 
construction activities, all construction in the immediate vicinity would cease and they would be treated as specified in 36 CFR 800.11 concerning Properties 
Discovered During Implementation of an Undertaking. 
The Lincoln Townsite grave will be avoided during construction and maintenance of the proposed parking lot to ensure that its integrity is not compromised.  
SCENERY 

Conform site development, sustainability, and architectural character of the Weber Gulch backcountry hut to the Forest Service’s Built Environment Image 
Guide (BEIG).  
WILDLIFE 

All construction activities will be confined to daylight hours, excluding emergencies. 
SHA’s guests, and construction workers, are prohibited from bringing dogs to the hut site. 
If boreal owl nests are detected within impact areas, direct mortality of eggs and/or nestlings will be avoided by avoiding trees that could support nest cavities, 
limbing (vs. cutting) trees to provide the required clearance, or conducting tree removal in potential nesting habitat outside of the May 21 to July 15 nesting 
(with eggs/young) period. 
If olive-sided flycatcher nests are detected within impact areas, direct mortality of eggs and/or nestlings will be avoided by avoiding trees that could support 
nest cavities, limbing (vs. cutting) trees to provide the required clearance, or conducting tree removal in potential nesting habitat outside of the June 1 to July 15 
nesting period. 
If American marten dens are detected within impact areas, direct mortality of current year recruitment will be avoided by avoiding trees that could support 
dens, limbing (vs. cutting) trees to provide the required clearance, or conducting tree removal in potential denning habitat outside of the March 1 to June 15 
period. 
To minimize impacts to Canada lynx, elk, and forest carnivores, the new trail extension to the hut, where it departs from the existing Upper Trail of Tears 
(Segment E), shall be closed (signed and gated, via a Forest Supervisor’s closure) to prevent hiking and bike access to the hut outside the winter operating 
season. Limiting hut use to the winter season only (i.e., no summer use) and preventing summer human access along those corridors to the hut is important to 
minimize potential impacts to lynx habitat use (including, but not limited to movements, denning, and diurnal security use) within this portion of the Southern 
Summit County lynx conservation corridor. A monitoring plan with be developed to identify unauthorized summer use of the area that is subject to the 
Supervisor’s closure. 
Precluding skier use in terrain below (north of) the hut would reduce snow compaction while minimizing disturbances to lynx habitat (including potential 
denning) in a large, intact, higher quality habitat block. Display posters and other informational educational materials at the hut to inform guests about the local 
lynx issue, lynx natural history, the lynx movement corridor, proper waste disposal, and the habitat below the hut and access trail (see below). 
Implement adaptive management to more effectively close the higher quality habitat block below the hut and access trail if periodic monitoring suggests that 
non-compliance is reaching levels that could adversely affect habitat values of lynx and its prey base. 
SHA and the Forest Service will ensure that maintenance trips involving the use of ATVs are conducted outside of the hunting season each year. 
Minimize outdoor lighting at the hut and utilize downcast lighting to further minimize fugitive light. 
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Table 2-2: 
Management Requirements and Project Design Features  

The Great Flume Trail is shown as a “snow compacted route” on the WRNF 2002 Baseline Snow Compaction Map. Ground verification and documentation 
shows that this route, which is approximately 3.8 miles long, does not receive regular use during winter months that causes snow compaction. Therefore, this 
route will be removed from the 2002 Baseline Snow Compaction Map.  
VEGETATION 

As needed, re-vegetation would be completed around the proposed hut site and parking area using native species where feasible, preferably collected from local 
genetic stock or seed available from local Forests’ Native Plant Materials programs. (Forest Plan Biodiversity Standard #1; Forest Plan Biodiversity Guideline 
#1; FSM 2070) 
All mulch, hay and straw used will be certified weed-free. A seed mix will be approved by the USFS. (Forest Plan Weeds Standard #3) 
Tree clearing limits would be adequately marked to minimize mistakes in clearing limits during construction.  
Any Engelmann spruce that is felled must be either removed from the area or treated within one year after felling to prevent the buildup of spruce bark beetle. 
Treatments can include burning, burying or peeling the bark off felled Engelmann spruce. 
A vegetation management plan would be prepared by SHA (in conjunction with the Forest Service), including measures to minimize overstory vegetation 
removal and adequately establish desirable vegetation in disturbed areas. 
SOIL RESOURCES 

Stabilize and maintain disturbed areas such as the parking lot, trail and the hut site during and after construction to control erosion (Forest-wide Standards and 
Guidelines for Soils, #1) 
Construct the parking lot, trail and hut site to minimize sediment discharge into streams, lakes, and wetlands (Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines for Soils, 
#3) 
Maintain or improve long-term levels of organic matter and nutrients on all lands. Stockpile topsoil and return surface soils after construction to restore site 
organic matter where possible surrounding hut, parking lot and trail disturbance (WCPH Management Measure 14). 
WATER RESOURCES 

Manage land treatments to conserve site moisture and to protect long-term stream health from damage by increased runoff. Specifically (a) minimize connected 
disturbed area by ensuring that parking areas, roads, road ditches, trails, and other disturbed areas drain to undisturbed soils rather than directly to streams; and 
(b) manipulate drainage from disturbed areas as necessary using natural topography, rolling dips, waterbars, ditch-relief culverts, etc., to disconnect disturbed 
areas from streams (WCPH Management Measure 1) 
Slope disturbed sites, the parking lot and trail away from French Gulch and the Weber Gulch drainage. Use rolling grades, grade reversals and drain dips on 
trails, particularly where trails approach streams or swales, to minimize the length of trail surface that drains directly to streams. 
Keep heavy equipment out of streams, swales, riparian areas, and wetlands, except to cross at designated points.  
Keep logging slash and debris out of ditches and drainage channels.  
Reclaim disturbed areas promptly to prevent resource damage and invasion of noxious weeds. (WCPH Management Measure 12) 
After operations are completed provide stable drainage to disconnect disturbed areas.(WCPH Management Measure 12) 
Keep equipment on designated trails. (WCPH Management Measure 13) 
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Table 2-2: 
Management Requirements and Project Design Features  

Locate vehicle service and fuel areas on gentle upland sites at least 100 feet away from streams to prevent pollutants from contaminating water. (WCPH 
Management Measure 15) 
Design and construct water bars to discharge surface runoff originating from the parking area and trail areas away from the WIZ and into well-vegetated areas, 
effectively disconnecting disturbed areas from the stream channel. 
Design water bars to encourage sediment separation and dispersion of flow by using straw bales and fiber logs or other appropriate management at discharge 
points. 
Mulch and seed disturbed areas promptly upon project completion. Use appropriate revegetation tools such as weed-free straw, wood chips, bark, jute mat, etc. 
NOXIOUS WEEDS 

To minimize the spread of noxious weeds during construction, the following measures would apply: 
a. Clean construction equipment prior to entry onto NFS land. 
b. Equipment may require USFS inspection prior to moving it from areas infested with invasive species of concern to areas free of such invasive species. 

Coordinate with the USFS Weed Program Manager. Take reasonable measures to make sure equipment is free of soil, seeds, vegetative matter, or 
other debris that could contain noxious weed seeds before moving into the Project Area. 

c. All equipment surfaces should be cleaned, especially drive systems, tracks and “pinch points” to ensure removal of potentially invasive debris. 
Reasonable measures include pressure-washing or steam cleaning in an offsite location so oil, grease, soil and plant debris can be contained and 
provide optimal protection of project areas. 

d. A USFS Representative shall be notified at least 24 hours in advance of off-road equipment arriving on the Forest, to provide the option of inspecting 
the equipment to ensure it has been cleaned as required. 

e. Equipment may also require inspection prior to moving it from areas infested with invasive species of concern to areas free of such invasive species. 
Those areas can be identified prior to project implementation with the USFS Weed Program Manager.  

f. Reasonable measures include pressure-washing or steam cleaning in an offsite location so oil, grease, soil and plant debris can be contained and 
provide optimal protection of project areas. (Noxious Weed Standards #1 and 4 [p. 2-30]) 

PARKING 

SHA will prepare an annual operations plan that clearly articulates the management/maintenance of the parking area and submit it to the Dillon Ranger District. 
The Operations Plan will be developed in coordination with the Town of Breckenridge and Summit County. The Plan will address, but not be limited to, the 
following issues: 

 Parking lot maintenance 
 Snow removal 
 Monitoring and Enforcement 
 Signage  
 Overnight parking authorization and limits 
 Summer parking management 
 Design/appearance of parking lot 
 Access to adjacent authorized uses 
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3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

INTRODUCTION 
Chapter 3 describes the existing physical, biological, social, and economic components of the project area 
which have potential to be affected by implementing any of the alternatives (i.e., the Affected 
Environment). Each Affected Environment description is followed by an Environmental Consequences 
discussion that provides an analysis of the potential effects of implementation of each of the alternatives. 

Chapter 3 is organized by resource area, and follows the organization of issues and resources requiring 
further analysis (and indicators) as presented in Chapter 1. Each resource section in Chapter 3 is 
organized in the following order: 

SCOPE OF ANALYSIS 

The scope of analysis briefly describes the geographic area(s) potentially affected by the alternatives for 
each issue. The scope of analysis varies according to resource area and may be different for direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects.  

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The Affected Environment section provides a description of the environment potentially affected, as 
based upon current uses and management activities/decisions. 

DIRECT AND INDIRECT ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This section provides an analysis of direct and indirect environmental effects of implementing each of the 
alternatives, according to the issues or resources requiring additional analysis and indicators identified in 
Chapter 1. Cumulative effects are discussed separately. 

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

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

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

Past, present and reasonably-foreseeable future projects are identified in Appendix A.  
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A. RECREATION 

SCOPE OF ANALYSIS 

Summit County and the WRNF are popular recreation destinations. A myriad of activities draw people 
there year-round, from biking and hiking, to fishing, boating, mountaineering, camping, skiing and 
snowshoeing.  

While year-round recreational activities are abundant across the WRNF and Summit County, this analysis 
focuses on wintertime activities within the Weber Gulch backcountry area, which typically occur from 
November through April, depending on snow conditions. For the purposes of this analysis, the Weber 
Gulch backcountry area, or “Project Area” is defined as the north-easterly aspect of Bald Mountain. The 
area is comprised of not only NFS land, but also Summit County Open Space, Summit County/Town of 
Breckenridge Open Space, and private lands. Tree line occurs at approximately 11,800 feet in elevation, 
above which is popular for open bowl skiing. Generally, the Illinois Gulch trail and the Upper Trail of 
Tears form the western perimeter of the Weber Gulch area; Mt. Baldy Road provides the southern 
perimeter; and the northern and eastern boundaries are defined by very steep, gladed terrain and the Bald 
Mountain ridgeline. 

Photo 3A-1: 
View West of the Ten Mile Range – Above the Proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut Site 
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As stated in Chapter 1, the Project Area includes lands owned by Summit County and Breckenridge Open 
Space, as well as those administered by the Dillon Ranger District of the WRNF. The 2002 Forest Plan 
identifies the NFS lands in the Project Area as within Management Area 1.31: Backcountry Recreation – 
Non-Motorized. The Desired Condition for this management area states: “A variety of non-motorized 
recreation opportunities are provided in a natural or natural-appearing setting…improvements such as 
trailheads, trails, signs, bridges, fences, huts or shelters that enhance the recreational experience may be 
present.” Per the 2002 Forest Plan, motorized travel is prohibited in the Project Area except when 
authorized by special use permit for administration of permitted facilities, for Forest Service 
administration, or for emergency purposes. 

In addition to the 2002 Forest Plan, the 2011 WRNF Travel Management Plan (TMP) prescribes the 
allowable use and management guidelines for NFS-designated trails within the Project Area.  

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Overview 

Refer to Figure 3 for the recreational context of the project area on and around Bald Mountain. 

Dispersed Recreation 
On NFS lands, “developed” recreation takes different forms: downhill skiing/riding at resorts that operate 
within defined special use permit areas, and camping at designated campgrounds are two such examples. 
Dispersed forms of recreation—both winter and summer, including designated wilderness areas—occur 
across NFS lands both on and off designated trails and roadways.  

Millions of people recreate every year in Summit County, especially in the winter. Developed, lift-served 
skiing is the primary winter attraction, with Breckenridge Ski Area reporting an average of 1.6 million 
skier visits annually between the 2008/09 and 2010/11 seasons.5 Beyond developed skiing, Summit 
County offers an array of dispersed winter recreational opportunities, primarily on WRNF lands, but also 
on Town of Breckenridge and County lands. Recreationists have access to hundreds of miles of cross-
country ski and snowshoe trails Many of the trails in the Project Area that are used for hiking and 
mountain biking in the summer are also used as cross country skiing and snowshoeing during the winter.  

Backcountry Uses 
For those who are knowledgeable, experienced, and prepared, there are numerous backcountry areas that 
provide varying levels of opportunity for open bowl and tree skiing/riding throughout Summit County. 
Bald Mountain and the Project Area are no exception. Backcountry activities are typically human-
powered (with the exception of snowmobiles, where authorized). The potential for solitude, abundance of 
                                                 
5 USDA Forest Service, 2012 
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terrain, and necessary self-reliance offer an experience that cannot be found at a developed ski area; 
however, the experience is also one that is accompanied by inherent difficulty and risks. Backcountry 
users should be knowledgeable of the inherent dangers associated with backcountry travel, including 
avalanche safety and outdoor protocols, and must be fit enough to participate in strenuous activities.  

The popularity of backcountry recreation has grown exponentially in recent years, and different 
people/users value different aspects of backcountry recreation. Many factors have contributed to this 
growth trend, including advances in technology and gear, increases in avalanche and backcountry 
education, the proliferation of backcountry-focused movies and media, and the increased desire amongst 
the general public for more adventurous and/or remote experiences that cannot be obtained at developed 
ski areas. According to industry reports, sales of specialty backcountry ski gear (including Alpine touring, 
telemark, split boards, and associated ascent/safety gear) doubled between 2010 and 2011.6 

Backcountry Hut System 
In Colorado, backcountry huts play an important role in the realm of year-round dispersed and 
backcountry recreation, offering destinations for overnight and multi-day excursions. Colorado has one of 
the most well-established and heavily-used non-motorized backcountry hut networks in the United States. 
In total, there are over 60 backcountry huts in Colorado. Of those, the 10th Mountain Division Hut 
Association (TMHA) acts as the reservation agent for 30 huts—including the 10th Mountain Division 
Huts, with nineteen huts mostly in Eagle County; the SHA, with three huts in Summit County; the Braun 
and Friends Huts, with seven huts mostly in Pitkin County; and the Grand Huts, with one hut in Grand 
County. There are approximately 350 miles of suggested routes that connect these huts.  

The TMHA manages operations and administration only for the huts it owns. The other huts are owned 
and managed by entities listed above. The three huts operated by SHA in Summit and Park Counties are 
Francie’s Cabin, Janet’s Cabin, and Section House (Ken’s Cabin is associated with Section House, and 
both are in Park County).  

Huts have been especially popular with the public since the TMHA and SHA were founded in the mid-
1980s. Since 1995, huts whose reservations are recorded by TMHA have operated near-capacity during 
the high season (defined as between late December through late March). As a general observation from 
hut operators, as new huts are built, they meet existing demand.7 This is indicated by the fact that they fill 
up without impacting (i.e., decreasing) the reservations of other huts. Such has been the case during the 
2012/13 season with the recently built Broome Hut in Grand County and the Opus Hut near Telluride. 

                                                 
6 Welch, 2012 
7 Zobbe, 2013 
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SHA completed a MDP in 1989 which identified five potential hut sites on the WRNF and three 
secondary sites that could be located on private property. At that time, there were no SHA huts in 
existence. In 1989, the WRNF completed an EA that analyzed construction of Janet’s Cabin. Upon 
approval, Janet’s opened for public use in January of 1991. The EA for Francie’s Cabin—the second hut 
of the SHA system—was completed in November 1990 and the hut opened to the public in January of 
1995. Section House and Ken’s Cabin are restorations of historical buildings and are owned by the 
WRNF and managed by SHA. The following map illustrates the locations of SHA’s existing huts in 
relation to Breckenridge (Janet’s Cabin is not on the map). 

Existing SHA Hut Location Map 
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Existing Recreation in the Project Area 

A substantial network of designated trails is found on WRNF, Summit County and Town of Breckenridge 
lands throughout the Weber Gulch backcountry area. These allow for a range of recreational activities, 
including hiking, mountain biking, skiing, snowshoeing, and horseback riding. Within a 3-mile radius of 
the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut location, there are approximately 116 miles of existing trails. 
A portion of those have been decommissioned or are scheduled to be decommissioned by the WRNF, per 
the 2011 TMP; however, given the ubiquitous nature of trails in this area, they will likely continue to be 
used by some degree of recreationists until they are actively closed (e.g., barriers put in place, restored, 
revegetated).  

Trailhead Access for the Project Area 
French Gulch Road is the primary access point for most recreationists accessing the Weber Gulch 
backcountry area from the north. There are two feeder roads into French Gulch Road: Wellington Road, 
which originates off of Main Street in downtown Breckenridge, and French Gulch Road, which stems off 
of Highway 9 just north of Breckenridge. Both travel through residential neighborhoods before 
intersecting with each other near the Wellington neighborhood. From there, French Gulch Road continues 
past the Wellington neighborhood for another 2.8 miles before meeting Sallie Barber Road and its 
associated parking area and trailhead (refer to Photos 3B-1 and 3B-2 in Chapter 3 Section B – Parking 
and Traffic). French Gulch Road continues for 0.7 of a mile to the Mountain Meadows gate. There are 
several trailheads accessible from French Gulch Road, which is maintained by Summit County in the 
winter to the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead.  

Due to its close proximity to Breckenridge, and because Sallie Barber Road is typically one of the first 
trails to hold snow each season, the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead and associated trails receive some of the 
highest winter backcountry and Nordic skiing/snowshoeing use in the area. Most recreational use 
originating from the French Gulch side of the Project Area during the winter is people skiing or 
snowshoeing up Sallie Barber Road, to the historic Sallie Barber Mine (about 1.3 miles), and back. It is 
possible to continue on Sallie Barber Road past (west of) the mine, and descend to Mt. Baldy Road. Some 
snowmobilers park at the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead and venture up French Gulch Road and 
elsewhere, though they are not permitted on Sallie Barber Road. 

The primary access point to the Project Area from the south is Mt. Baldy Road, which is paved. Mt. 
Baldy Road stems off of Boreas Pass Road, both of which travel through dense residential development 
above the Town of Breckenridge. Recreationists have two options from this direction. At approximately 
0.9 mile past the turnoff of Boreas Pass Road onto Mt. Baldy Road, it intersects with Sallie Barber Road. 
Skiers and snowshoers can park at a small trailhead and continue onto Sallie Barber Road to the mine. 
Many people who reside or are staying in this part of Breckenridge can easily access this route. The 
second option is to continue another 0.4 mile up Mt. Baldy Road to a parking area (this is the end of 
pavement on Mt. Baldy Road. The Summit Stage has a bus stop here). From this point, Mt. Baldy Road 
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becomes a recreation trail. After a 1.3-mile climb to the Iowa Mill, recreationists can access a number of 
routes leading into the Weber Gulch backcountry area. 

Existing Trail Network 
The following trails are described in detail, as they are key to accessing the proposed hut location in 
Weber Gulch. The reader is referred to Figures 1 and 2 for the locations of the following trails.  

Sallie Barber Road 

As previously indicated, the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead and associated trails receive some of the 
highest winter backcountry and Nordic skiing/snowshoeing use in the area. Due to its relatively short 
distance (1.3 miles), width (approximately 18 feet), and modest elevation gain (393 feet) to the Sallie 
Barber mine, it is popular with recreationists of a wide range of ages and fitness levels. Sallie Barber 
Road receives particularly high use in the early season (November, and sometimes October) because it 
tends to receive and hold snow when other local trails do not. As other trails and backcountry areas 
throughout Summit County open, use of Sallie Barber Road decreases.  

Many different types of equipment are used for backcountry travel, and different users tend to prefer 
slightly different conditions: backcountry skiers use skins to ascend Sallie Barber Road en route to their 
skiing destination; Nordic skiers tend to prefer light snow or tracks over untracked powder; and 
snowshoers prefer a variety of conditions. Regardless of their mode of travel, people who use Sallie 
Barber Road should expect to encounter others throughout their experience, as well as a variety of snow 
conditions—from new snow to packed-out conditions.  

During the summertime, Sallie Barber Road is also used for hiking, horseback riding and mountain 
biking. Sallie Barber Road continues past the mine for another 1.5 miles before intersecting with Mt. 
Baldy Road, as described earlier under “Trailhead Access.” 

Based on an infrared counter located on the road at the trailhead, in the 2013 season daily usage of Sallie 
Barber Road peaked in July and November. Average monthly, weekend and weekday use of Sallie 
Barber Road between January and November 2013 is included in Chart 3A-1. 
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Chart 3A-1: 
Average Use of Sallie Barber Road – January 2013 to November 2013 

 
Source: Town of Breckenridge Open Space and Trails Department 

Solitude is appreciated by almost any backcountry recreationist, and it means different things to different 
people—ranging from no encounters with other people on less travelled routes, to infrequent and frequent 
encounters on more heavily travelled routes. This depends on the individual, the location and the context 
of their experience. Opportunities for varying degrees of solitude are abundant on public lands throughout 
Summit County, including within the Project Area. However, due to the Project Area’s proximity to the 
Town of Breckenridge and its popularity for locals and visitors alike, it is expected that one will 
encounter other people on Sallie Barber Road, and, to a lesser extent, on the network trails that are 
accessible from Sallie Barber Road.  

Two popular non-motorized trails—Nightmare on Baldy and Trail of Tears—branch off of Sallie Barber 
Road near the Sallie Barber Mine. These trails provide links to a network of trails across the Weber Gulch 
backcountry area and across Bald Mountain. Sallie Barber Road provides a critical connection to these, 
and many other, trails. Both of these trails receive considerably less use than Sallie Barber Road.  

Nightmare on Baldy 

Nightmare on Baldy is a single-track trail that begins at the Sallie Barber Mine (refer to Figure 1). It is 
approximately 1 mile long, and intersects with True Romance (discussed below) after 400 feet of vertical 
gain and five switchbacks. Prior to 2008, Nightmare on Baldy was a steep, narrow, severely eroded trail 
that was not suitable for climbing on bikes or skis. However, through an effort coordinated by the Town 
of Breckenridge, Summit County and Volunteers for Outdoor Colorado, approximately 4,800 linear feet 
of the trail were reconfigured (with switchbacks) into its current alignment.  
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The trail has since become popular with dispersed/backcountry skiers accessing terrain and trails on Bald 
Mountain. However, as most people stay on Sallie Barber Road, use of Nightmare on Baldy declines 
sharply as compared to Sallie Barber Road. 

Other Trails 

From Nightmare on Baldy and Sallie Barber Road, other trails and trail segments can be linked 
throughout the summer and winter to offer additional opportunities. These trails are identified on Figures 
1 and 2. They include:  

 Trail of Tears: a short section of single track between the Weber Gulch Trail and the Sallie 
Barber Mine. This trail receives considerable winter use and some summer use. Another segment, 
“Upper Trail of Tears,” extends from Mt. Baldy Road (just above Iowa Mill) for approximately 
0.5 mile to the north.  

 Weber Gulch Trail: intersects with Sallie Barber Road and connects Trail of Tears with True 
Romance. This segment of trail is highly eroded and steep, and nearly impassable. It is planned to 
be realigned in 2015 to make it more accessible for recreationists.  

 True Romance: a popular single-track route for mountain bikers, hikers and skiers, connecting 
Mt. Baldy Road with both the Weber Gulch Trail and Nightmare on Baldy 

In addition to the trails described in detail, above, there are hundreds of miles of other trails in the Project 
Area that receive high use throughout the year. These include (but are not limited to): Little French, 
Minnie Mine, Gold Run, B&B, Turk’s, X10U8, and Humbug Hill. Many of these trails are identified on 
Figures 1 and 2.  

Backcountry Skiing in the Project Area 

Bald Mountain, particularly the west face and the Illinois Gulch area (northwesterly drainage), is 
regularly used by backcountry skiers due to the quality of the terrain and accessibility from the Bald 
Mountain Trailhead. Weber Gulch, on the northeast face of Bald Mountain, is not known for its 
backcountry skiing. As a result, it is less-frequently skied compared to other portions of Bald Mountain. 
SHA and the Forest Service estimate that approximately one party per day uses this area throughout the 
winter, with higher use on the weekends.8 Most people access this terrain from Mt. Baldy Road, as the 
route leads to backcountry terrain and is the most direct from the Bald Mountain Trailhead. Furthermore, 
the Summit Stage, Summit County’s free public transportation system, has a bus stop at the end of Mt. 
Baldy Road at the trailhead.  

                                                 
8 Ibid. 
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Current use of the Weber Gulch backcountry area depends largely on snow conditions. Skiable areas are 
identified on figures 1, 2 and 3, which complement the following description of backcountry terrain in the 
Project Area.  

In Weber Gulch specifically, the best skiable terrain is in the north aspect trees above the proposed hut 
location. In the greater area, the best skiable terrain occurs in the northern-aspect trees on the north side of 
Bald Mountain in Baldy Bowl, as well as an area known as Lentil Bowl. SHA’s observations are that 
Baldy Bowl, on a weekend with good snow, can see four-to-five parties per day with an average of three 
people per party. Lentil Bowl has less frequent usage, about half that of Baldy Bowl; its southwest aspect 
makes it more prone to sun crusts and wind slab, and thus, more dependent on snow conditions. 
Avalanche terrain dominates slopes to the southeast of the proposed hut site, but can be easily recognized 
and avoided by anyone with basic backcountry awareness. 

DIRECT AND INDIRECT ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Alternative 1 – No Action 

No changes to the trail network or other recreational resources would occur under Alternative 1. Sallie 
Barber Road and French Gulch Road would remain popular day use Nordic skiing and snowshoeing trails 
during the winter. Bald Mountain and Weber Gulch would continue to be used for backcountry skiing. 
Primary access to skiing on Bald Mountain and Weber Gulch would be from the Mt. Baldy Road 
Trailhead, continuing on the road past Iowa Mill, into the Project Area. A small number of backcountry 
skiers would continue to access the Project Area via the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead. 

Under Alternative 1, SHA would continue to operate three backcountry huts in Summit County: Francie’s 
Cabin, Janet’s Cabin, and Section House. SHA has operated near capacity since 1995 and, combined with 
the increasing popularity of backcountry skiing (previously discussed), selection of the No Action 
Alternative would lead to existing demand for backcountry huts continuing to go unmet.  

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 

Winter Recreation in the Project Area 
Dispersed Recreation and Backcountry Use 

The proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut is likely to be used frequently by families and groups with 
non-skiers due to its relatively easy approach and proximity to Breckenridge. Hut users would be 
expected to be comprised of those seeking the backcountry experience—AT and telemark skiers and 
snowboarders, as well as snowshoers and Nordic/cross country skiers. Although backcountry terrain in 
the Project Area is considered good, Weber Gulch is not known as an exceptional backcountry skiing area 
and thus might appeal less to the experienced skiers compared to other backcountry huts in the TMHA 
system.  
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Based on data from SHA, it is reasonable to assume that roughly half of the total guests staying at the hut 
throughout the season would remain within 100 yards of the hut, while the other half would be expected 
to venture out farther in search of backcountry terrain.9 Based on the hut’s capacity, average occupancy 
rate, and a 160-day operating season, the best approximation for annual use of the hut is approximately 
2,300 “annual user days.”10 Roughly half of these users (1,150) would be expected to participate in 
backcountry skiing. If that is divided over the course of the season (160 days between late November and 
the end of April), that equals an estimated 7.2 additional skiers per day. This is based on the following 
assumptions and calculations: 

 (160 days) x (16 people per day) x (90% occupancy) =  
approximately 2,300 total annual visitor days 

 2,300 / 2 = 1,150 

 1,150 / 160 = 7.2 skiers per day 

Use at the hut, and the associated backcountry areas, would likely be more intense on weekends and over 
holiday periods. During an exceptional snow year, the percentage of hut users who would use the Weber 
Gulch backcountry area would be expected to be higher. Likewise, dry years would likely see less 
utilization. Backcountry use by locals and visitors who are not staying at the Weber Gulch backcountry 
hut, but are aware of the new trail access to the area, could also be expected.  

The roughly 7.2 additional backcountry skiers per day across the season would be expected to have some 
impact on backcountry use, and the backcountry experience (i.e., solitude) within the Weber Gulch 
backcountry area, especially given that current day use is quite limited. The proposed hut’s presence and 
associated access trails would not hinder day users’ ability to use backcountry terrain throughout the 
Project Area.  

For context, in 1995 Francie’s Cabin was located in a popular day use backcountry area just south of 
Breckenridge. There has not been a detrimental impact to backcountry use there, as it is still frequented 
by day use skiers who are not deterred by the presence of the hut. Conversely, hut users are apparently not 
deterred by the presence of day users. 

Trailhead Access for the Project Area 

Sallie Barber Road Trailhead and Parking Area 
An increase in recreationists (i.e., SHA guests) utilizing the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead would occur 
under Alternative 2 as a direct result of the proposed hut. It is expected that, in general, the trailhead 
would be more crowded during peak times, given that this is the primary access point from which to reach 

                                                 
9 Ibid. 
10 One annual user day equates to one person using the Forest, for any length of time, in a single day.  
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the proposed hut. However, given that a separate, dedicated parking area is proposed to accommodate hut 
users, impacts to the Sallie Barber parking area are anticipated to be negligible. Refer to Chapter 3 
Section B – Parking and Traffic for more information on affects to traffic and parking.  

Bald Mountain Trailhead and Parking Area 
As discussed, the west face of Bald Mountain and the Illinois Gulch area (northwesterly drainage), are 
regularly used by backcountry skiers due to the quality of the terrain and accessibility from the Bald 
Mountain Trailhead. Because overnight parking is not allowed at the Bald Mountain Trailhead, use 
related to the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut would be expected to remain the same at the Bald 
Mountain Trailhead and parking area. The presence of the Weber Gulch backcountry hut could generate 
more knowledge of the Weber Gulch area for backcountry skiing. Some day skiers may therefore choose 
to access the Weber Gulch backcountry area from the Bald Mountain Trailhead, even though this would 
not be the most direct route. Though the associated increase in use could be marginal, it could lead to a 
minimal impact to the day use parking lot at Bald Mountain 

Existing Trail Network 

In general, encounters with other people on Sallie Barber Road and Nightmare on Baldy would be 
expected to increase throughout the season due to approaching and descending hut users. This would be 
less noticeable on Sallie Barber Road due to the already high level of use that it receives. Because less 
people use Nightmare on Baldy, increased encounters there would be more noticeable. For some people, 
this impact on solitude would be more pronounced than for others.  

However, during the early season when Sallie Barber Road is one of the best and only options for cross 
country skiing/snowshoeing, impacts from hut use would be minimal or nonexistent, as the hut would not 
open until the third week of November. Hut registration generally does not reach full capacity until 
January. As other trails and backcountry areas throughout Summit County open, use of Sallie Barber 
Road lessens.  

Sallie Barber Road 
An increase in skiers and snowshoers traveling on Sallie Barber Road during the winter would occur as a 
direct result of the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut. Based on 100 percent occupancy of the hut, 
this could technically be as many as 32 people per day—in the event that one full party is leaving the hut 
with another one arriving; however, this scenario would be highly unlikely, as hut parties typically do not 
all arrive or leave at one time. Nevertheless, on the busiest of days, this could result in an incremental 
impact to the recreation experience on Sallie Barber Road, given the dozens of people that would also be 
skiing or snowshoeing as day users. On weekdays, if this situation were to occur, the impact would be 
more evident and slightly greater.  

In most cases, the arriving and departing parties would not overlap entirely. Hut users often travel as 
smaller groups within themselves, skiing or snowshoeing to the hut at their own pace and convenience. A 
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full party of 16 might have several small groups arriving at different times of the day and leave in a 
similar manner. On weekend days, hut groups could integrate with the existing recreation use on Sallie 
Barber Road. The existing experience is not expected to be degraded, as the presence of small groups of 
skiers and snowshoers traveling along Sallie Barber Road during the winter is normal. 

Hut-related trail use would happen largely between 11:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. This is because hut turnover 
time is 1:00 p.m., so visitors from the previous night have to be out of the hut by that time, and arriving 
visitors cannot arrive earlier than that time.  

The additional use that would be generated by the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry hut would have a 
negligible impact on the recreational experience along Sallie Barber Road. As explained in earlier 
sections, this road is heavily traveled and has compacted snow conditions throughout the winter season. 
Due to its size and width, Sallie Barber Road is capable of accommodating existing day users as well as 
hut guests with a negligible impact on the recreational experience. Additional skiers and snowshoers 
would incrementally add to the snow compaction that already exists on this heavily used trail. 

Nightmare on Baldy 
Due to the minimal width and relatively low use of Nightmare on Baldy (compared to Sallie Barber 
Road), the Proposed Action would directly impact the recreation experience and conditions on this trail. 
The first segment of Nightmare on Baldy is 0.9 mile in length and has several switchbacks (refer to trail 
segment “B” on Figure 2). All of the recreationists travelling to and from the proposed Weber Gulch 
backcountry hut would travel on this existing single track route, primarily during 11:00 a.m. and 3:00 
p.m., as directed by the hut check-in/check-out time of 1:00 p.m. Increased use of Nightmare on Baldy 
(up to 32 people/day under 100 percent occupancy conditions) would lead to more packed-out conditions 
on the trail, and more encounters with people. Packed out conditions can be viewed both favorably and 
unfavorably by skiers and snowshoers. In situations where a number of hut visitors are passing by day 
users along Nightmare on Baldy, this could pose an impact to their backcountry experience and sense of 
solitude. The width of Nightmare on Baldy and its current minimal use would make this experience more 
out of the ordinary than on a larger, more heavily utilized trail like Sallie Barber Road, and could 
therefore be viewed as degrading the existing recreation experience for some users. Nonetheless, impacts 
are expected to be minimal and short term. This would occur during the middle of the day, and occur 
infrequently, as 100 percent hut occupancy would be infrequent.11 

Proposed Trail Segment “C” would be identical to the width of Nightmare on Baldy and would continue 
for 0.6 mile to the east. Many recreational trails already exist within the Project Area—both system trails 

                                                 
11 100 percent occupancy would be expected to occur on the busiest of weekends during the winter; however, during 
the remainder of the season it is more appropriate to assume partial or nearly-full capacity due to groups booking out 
the entire hut, but not filling all of the beds, or simply the inability to fill all beds. As mentioned in Chapter 1, 
completely booked huts do not necessarily equate to 100 percent occupancy. 
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and non-system trails and trails resulting from dispersed recreation and the mining era. Proposed Trail 
Segment “C” would provide an additional link in the Bald Mountain trail network for all winter (and 
summer) recreationists.  

Upper Trail of Tears 
Upper Trail of Tears is an important component of Alternative 2, as it provides administrative access to 
the proposed hut. Trail segment “D” (refer to Figure 2) is 0.6 mile in length and would necessitate minor 
widening and grading, which may represent an overall improvement to the recreational character of this 
trail. The existing alignment would suffice for an ATV during the summer for maintenance activities, as 
explained in Chapter 2. No impacts to recreation would occur along this segment of Trail of Tears, 
because administrative access trips would be so infrequent. Approximately 15 trips are anticipated during 
the summer and fall (approximately five trips for routine maintenance between late June and the end of 
August, and approximately 10 trips between September and late October to deliver firewood, propane, 
and general supplies). Approximately 24 non-motorized trips are anticipated per winter, generally on 
weekdays. 

The final leg of the proposed hut access route—segment “E” on Figure 2—would be 0.7 mile in length. It 
has no connections to the greater trail system, terminates at the proposed hut, and would be signed 
accordingly. It would not increase utilization of nearby, non-connecting trails because it is intended to 
serve a specific purpose. Nonetheless, winter day users would have access to it, as well. Note that 
Segment “E” would be closed to summer use to minimize/avoid impacts to Canada lynx, elk and forest 
carnivores.  

Overall, the Proposed Action would contribute to increased use of some trails in the area, but would have 
a relatively minor impact to the recreation resources and conditions currently found within the Project 
Area. 

Other Trails 
As discussed in Affected Environment, there are hundreds of miles of other trails in the Project Area that 
receive moderate-to-high use throughout the year. These include (but are not limited to): Little French, 
Minnie Mine, Gold Run, B&B, Turk’s, X10U8, and Humbug Hill. Many of these trails are identified on 
Figure 1. None of these trails are anticipated to be impacted in any way as a result of the Proposed Action 
because hut users would have no incentive to use them given their distance from the Sallie Barber Road 
Trailhead.  

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

Year-round recreation demand within the French Creek/Bald Mountain area has grown over the years, 
and in response, the WRNF, Town of Breckenridge and Summit County have developed and improved 
trails throughout the area, including (but not limited to) the Nightmare on Baldy realignment, construction 
of B&B and X10U8. Joint efforts by the Town of Breckenridge, Summit County and the WRNF to 
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improve, construct and relocate trails throughout the Analysis Area is anticipated in the future. Thus, 
opportunities for both winter and summer day use have grown along with demand, and year-round use of 
these trails is anticipated to increase in the future.  

The Proposed Action would contribute to increased winter use of Sallie Barber Road, Nightmare on 
Baldy and a new trail to provide access to the proposed backcountry hut; however, it is anticipated to have 
a relatively minor direct/indirect impact to day skiers and snowshoers on these trails. Impacts would be 
further offset by the dedicated parking lot for hut users near the Sallie Barber trailhead. Therefore, 
because direct and indirect impacts to recreation in the Project Area are anticipated to be negligible, no 
cumulative effects with past, present or reasonably-foreseeable future projects in the Project Area are 
anticipated. 
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B. PARKING AND TRAFFIC 

SCOPE OF ANALYSIS 

Recreation is a primary generator of traffic in Summit County. Many people travel each weekend, 
throughout the year, to the County to enjoy the abundance of developed and dispersed recreation 
opportunities. This influx of people, and vehicles, is particularly noticeable on arterial and collector roads 
that provide access to trailheads. Residents also generate traffic and demand for parking at popular 
trailheads and recreation areas throughout the year. 

This analysis focuses on traffic on roads that feed into the Weber Gulch Backcountry Area (Project Area), 
and the existing parking at subsequent trailheads. These include French Gulch Road and the Sallie Barber 
Road Trailhead as the primary access point into the Project Area, as well as Boreas Pass and Mt. Baldy 
roads and associated trailheads/parking areas. As the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut would not 
be operational in the summer, this analysis focuses on traffic and parking patterns during the winter. 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Overview of Road Network 

The network of roads east of Breckenridge—between French Gulch Road on the north and Boreas Pass 
Road on the south—are mostly comprised of residential roads that serve a variety of neighborhoods. 
There is an intermix in this part of Breckenridge of full-time residences and vacation properties, which 
leads to regular daily usage, as well as spikes in traffic during peak visitation periods, such as holidays 
and weekends.  

Also, as explained in the Recreation analysis of this document, there are a number of popular trailheads 
located in this area, adding to traffic volumes throughout the year. Many of these trailheads are used for 
winter recreation, in particular the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead and the Mt. Baldy Trailhead. Vehicular 
access and parking are discussed separately, below. 

Access Roads 

French Gulch Road 
French Gulch Road (County Road 2) serves as the main point of access to Sallie Barber Road and 
numerous other trailheads. Along with two feeder roads coming into it, French Gulch Road also serves 
several residential areas east of Breckenridge, including (from west to east): French Creek, Vista Point, 
and The Wellington Neighborhood.  

The two roads that feed into French Gulch Road are Wellington Road, which originates off of Main Street 
in downtown Breckenridge, and Reiling Road which stems of CR 450 (Huron Road), after turning off of 
Highway 9 just north of Town. After passing through the residential areas described above, the roads 
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intersect with each other and French Gulch Road near the Wellington Neighborhood. From there, French 
Gulch Road continues for another 2.8 miles before meeting Sallie Barber Road and the trailhead 
(described in detail, below).  

Sallie Barber Road provides access to a mix of trails located on Forest and Town/County Open Space, 
and is closed to motorized use throughout the year. Past the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead, French Gulch 
Road continues for approximately 2.5 more miles, though, as discussed below, it is not maintained by 
Summit County in the winter (refer to Photos 3B-1 and 3B-2). 

Photo 3B-1: 
Sallie Barber Road Trailhead  
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Photo 3B-2: 
Intersection of French Gulch Road and Sallie Barber Road 

French Gulch Road is paved to the point at which the Wellington Neighborhood ends and the Country 
Boy mine property begins. Summit County plows French Gulch Road up to the Sallie Barber Road 
Trailhead, Monday through Friday, as well as on Saturdays and Sundays if they receive more than 4 to 
6 inches of snow. One spot in the parking area is dedicated to snow plow turn-around during the winter.  

The Wellington Neighborhood represents the eastern-most residential area on French Gulch Road. 
Beyond the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead, dispersed residential development exists along French Gulch 
Road in the Mountain Meadows subdivision (approximately one dozen residences). Homeowners in 
Mountain Meadows can drive to their homes in the summer, but during the winter the only vehicular 
access beyond the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead is via snow machine. Mountain Meadows currently has a 
conditional use permit with Summit County to plow to their properties, but plowing beyond Sallie Barber 
Road Trailhead is infrequent.  

Due to the dense residential population along French Gulch Road, this area’s proximity to Breckenridge, 
and the number of trailheads, it receives not only vehicular traffic, but also a high number of pedestrians, 
runners and cyclists, even in the winter months. Because the traffic generated by Mountain Meadows 
homeowners is inconsequential, essentially all traffic beyond the Wellington Neighborhood is related to 
recreation throughout the year. Speed limits on French Gulch Road through French Creek, Vista Point, 
and The Wellington Neighborhood are posted as 25 or 30 mph. Speeds are moderated by speed bumps 
(through French Creek) and stop signs.  
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Traffic counts from Summit County Road and Bridge are unavailable for French Gulch Road, although it 
is evident that French Gulch to the Wellington Neighborhood experiences relatively heavy traffic simply 
due to the number of residences there. There are currently 194 homes in the Wellington Neighborhood, 
with 80 more planned to be built.12 All of the existing residents utilize French Gulch Road on a daily 
basis. A conservative estimate of this daily use is over 300 vehicles leaving and arriving per day 
(assuming 1 to 2 driving adults per household X 1 trip out and back per day).Traffic is heaviest during the 
morning and evening commutes during the week, and similar on the weekends during the winter with ski 
traffic.  

Boreas Pass and Mt. Baldy Road  
Mt. Baldy Road (CO Road 520) stems off of Boreas Pass Road (which intersects Highway 9 south of 
Breckenridge). Both of these roads travel through dense residential developments east of Breckenridge. 
Traffic on Mt. Baldy Road and Boreas Pass Road is generally comprised of full-time residents, visitors 
who are staying at vacation properties, and recreationists traveling to parking areas and trailheads across 
Mt. Baldy. These roads are also popular for sightseeing, as they are situated above the town and directly 
across the valley from Breckenridge Ski Resort and the Ten Mile Range. There is bicycle and pedestrian 
traffic in the summer. 

At approximately 0.9 mile past the turnoff from Boreas Pass Road, Mt. Baldy Road intersects with the 
southern extent of Sallie Barber Road (approximately 1.6 miles southwest of Sallie Barber mine). There 
is a small trailhead at this location that accommodates day use throughout the year (overnight parking is 
prohibited). Another 0.4 mile up Mt. Baldy Road is the Mt. Baldy Trailhead/Summit Stage bus stop. This 
is the end of pavement on Mt. Baldy Road (refer to Figure 3). The Mt. Baldy Trailhead provides access to 
numerous trails (non-motorized) on Mt. Baldy, and is therefore a popular trailhead throughout the year. 
From the Mt. Baldy Trailhead, the Iowa Mill is 1.3 miles further up the Mt. Baldy Road. The road is 
unmaintained from the trailhead.  

Winter traffic counts from Summit County Road and Bridge are unavailable for Mt. Baldy Road; 
however, based on their observations, they estimate that traffic is in the thousands of cars daily due to the 
number of residential units that exist there.13 

Parking Areas 

Sallie Barber Road Trailhead/Parking Area 
The Sallie Barber Road Trailhead and parking area is located approximately 2.2 miles past the 
Wellington Neighborhood on French Gulch Road. The unpaved lot has the capacity to fit approximately 
13 vehicles, though overflow parking frequently occurs along French Gulch Road on weekends, and at 
                                                 
12 Kenady, 2013 
13 Polhemus, 2013 
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peak times. During the winter, snow banks further limit the parking capacity, and vehicles pulling 
snowmobile trailers reduce parking even more. The Sallie Barber trailhead does experience parking 
constraints throughout the year, primarily in the winter (refer to Photo 3B-1).  

There is no fee to park at the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead, and overnight parking is prohibited per 
Summit County. As discussed, the lot is currently plowed by Summit County Road and Bridge. 

Based on trailhead counts (people) inventoried between November 2011 and April 2012, use at the Sallie 
Barber Road Trailhead peaks in the middle of January. Weekend numbers are typically much higher than 
weekdays. For example, the tables below illustrate visitation on Martin Luther King weekend and the 
following weekend, which was the busiest on record for winter 2011/12. 

Table 3B-1: 
Counts at Sallie Barber Road Trailhead 

MLK Holiday Weekend 2012 
Date Day Count (people) 

1/13/12 Friday 18 
1/14/12 Saturday 48 
1/15/12 Sunday 58 
1/16/12 Monday  82 

Source: Town of Breckenridge Open Space and Trails Department 

 
Table 3B-2: 

Counts at Sallie Barber Road Trailhead 
Busiest Weekend, Winter 2011/12 

Date Day Count (people) 

1/20/12 Friday 20 
1/21/12 Saturday 176 
1/22/12 Sunday 311 
1/23/12 Monday  18 

Source: Town of Breckenridge Open Space and Trails Department 
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Mt. Baldy Road Parking Areas 
Though they are not proposed as the primary parking area for the Weber Gulch backcountry hut, there are 
two parking areas accessible from Mt. Baldy Road that are important to the area’s capacity for access to 
recreation, traffic patterns, and daily use. As discussed previously in this section and in the Recreation 
section, the first parking area is located 0.9 mile past the turn off of Boreas Pass Road, at the southern 
extent of Sallie Barber Road. The lot is small, with room for just a few vehicles for daily use. No 
overnight parking is permitted.  

Approximately 0.4 mile further up Mt. Baldy Road is the second parking area. It has the capacity for 
approximately ten vehicles during the summer, closer to five in the winter (depending on snow 
storage)and also prohibits overnight parking. Overflow parking regularly occurs along Mt. Baldy Road 
during peak periods. Though counts are not available, it can be inferred that usage spikes during the same 
periods as seen at the main Sallie Barber Road Trailhead. Additionally, the Summit Stage bus stops here 
at the highest point on its Boreas Pass route, which offers recreationists many options to leave their 
vehicles elsewhere. 

Boreas Pass Trailhead and Parking Area 
In addition to the other parking areas mentioned thus far that provide access (direct and indirect) to the 
Weber Gulch Backcountry Area, the Boreas Pass Trailhead and parking area are an important point of 
access for the greater Bald Mountain trail network (refer to Figure 1). The Boreas Pass Trailhead and 
parking area have the capacity for approximately 18 to 20 vehicles, with additional parking along the 
road. This capacity is frequently reached, especially on weekends. 

Skiers and snowshoers who are venturing to SHA’s Section House or Ken’s Cabin park here and travel 
6.5 miles to their destination, up Boreas Pass Road. At approximately the 3-mile mark, at Baker’s Tank, 
there are several more trails that spur off of Boreas Pass Road that provide alternative routes into the 
Project Area.  

DIRECT AND INDIRECT ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Alternative 1 – No Action 

No changes to access or parking areas would occur under Alternative 1. The Project Area would continue 
to serve residential areas east of Breckenridge, as well as a number of popular trailheads accessing WRNF 
Town/County Open Space lands. There would be no changes to the existing parking regulations. The 
Sallie Barber Road Trailhead and parking area would continue to allow overnight parking on a first-
come, first-serve basis, and cars would continue to park on French Gulch during peak times. The 
Mt. Baldy Trailhead and parking area would remain open for day use. 
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Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 

Traffic and Access on French Gulch Road 
Under Alternative 2, a small amount of new traffic would be generated on the roads feeding into the 
Project Area due to the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut. SHA data indicates that 70 percent of hut 
users historically originate from the Front Range, approximately 15 percent come from the western 
slope/intermountain region, and another 15 percent are local. The same pattern of use would most likely 
result for the proposed hut, especially given its proximity to the Front Range and Summit County. It can 
therefore be assumed that most of the hut-related traffic would travel from Interstate 70 (east or west) to 
Highway 9 north of Breckenridge, and then east on Highway 450 (Huron Road) to the Sallie Barber Road 
Trailhead.  

SHA data for Francie’s, Janet’s and Section House indicate that average hut users typically carpool, 
averaging 2.8 people-per-vehicle. Historically, SHA huts are 90 percent occupied between January and 
March, and nearly always 100 percent on the weekends during that time. Occupancy in 
November/December and April is much lower.  

For example, at 2.8 people-per-vehicle, a single night at 100 percent occupancy (16 people) would equate 
to six vehicles attributable to Weber Gulch backcountry hut users. (A lower people-per-vehicle ratio 
would lead to more hut user vehicles.) It is reasonable to assume that between six and eight vehicles could 
be attributable to Weber Gulch backcountry hut users on any given night with 100 percent occupancy. 
Factoring in the overlap between arriving and departing hut users, daily hut-related traffic on French 
Gulch Road could be range between 12 and 16 vehicles (6 to 8 vehicles both east-bound and west-bound). 

Hut-related travel would happen largely between 11 a.m. and 3 p.m. This is because hut turnover time is 
1:00 p.m., so visitors from the previous night have to be out of the hut by that time, and arriving visitors 
cannot arrive earlier than that time.  

The average hut stay is two nights.14 One hundred percent occupancy would be anticipated on weekends 
between January and March. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the actual daily contribution to 
traffic on French Gulch Road—even on days in which the hut is fully occupied—would be less than six 
vehicles both east-bound and west-bound.  

Viewed in the context of the existing residential and recreational traffic on French Gulch Road between 
Highway 9 and the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead, daily hut-related traffic is considered inconsequential. 
Therefore, considering the existing frequency of traffic on the overall road network feeding into the 
Project Area, the impacts to the greater road network would also be inconsequential. 

                                                 
14 Zobbe, 2013 
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Traffic and Access on Mt. Baldy Road 
No impacts to Mt. Baldy Road are anticipated due to the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut. This 
road would not be recognized by SHA as an access point to the proposed hut, due to its lack of legal 
overnight parking, and, therefore, would not be included in the informational material (maps or 
directions) provided to registered hut users. 

A small number of hut users may opt to use the Summit Stage as their means to reaching the Mt. Baldy 
Trailhead, and ski/snowshoe to the hut site from there. However, the logistics of parking in town, riding 
the bus with gear, and coordinating the return would likely preclude most hut users from pursuing this 
option. Regardless, there would be no changes to the existing bus route or schedule needed to 
accommodate this, thus no impacts to Mt. Baldy Road. 

A minimal number of vehicle trips would be attributed to maintenance vehicles, but these trips would not 
be noticeable. 

Parking Areas 
Sallie Barber Road Trailhead and Parking Area 

A dedicated parking lot at the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead has been included in the Proposed Action to 
specifically accommodate SHA guests and to address potential parking constraints associated with this 
popular day use area. Because the proposed parking lot has been designed to account for the overlap of 
vehicles associated with arriving and departing huts users, this would eliminate any potential impacts to 
day use parking at the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead. Furthermore, the proposed lot would be located 
slightly farther up (east) French Gulch Road from the existing Sallie Barber lot, and hut users would be 
able to stage or unload there without interrupting day skiers. This would eliminate added congestion at the 
existing parking area. Although vehicles would pass through the existing Sallie Barber lot en route to the 
proposed lot, this is not anticipated to cause a noticeable impact. Note that it would be up to SHA to 
enforce the no day use parking for the proposed parking lot, as well as coordination with Summit County 
for plowing. This would be specified in an annual operations plan (refer to Table 2-2 for more 
information).  

Mt. Baldy/Boreas Pass Parking Areas 

As discussed in the Proposed Action (Chapter 2) the Breckenridge Ice Rink parking option would be 
identified in the general hut use information packet provided by SHA. Hut users would be able to leave 
their cars at the ice rink overnight (after they acquire a permit from the Town of Breckenridge) and take 
the Summit Stage to the Bald Mountain Trailhead, where they would begin their hike to the hut. 
However, as discussed previously, Mt. Baldy Road would not be recognized by SHA as a parking option 
due to the prohibition of overnight parking. Administrative vehicles may occasionally parking in this 
location, but this use would be relatively infrequent and generally only require one vehicle. Therefore, no 
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impacts to the Mt. Baldy Trailhead or parking would occur as a result of Alternative 2. Overnight use at 
the Mt. Baldy Trailhead and parking area would continue to be prohibited. 

No measurable impacts would occur at other nearby parking areas, such as the Boreas Pass 
Trailhead/parking area. The occasional hut user who travels from hut-to-hut, such as between Section 
House and the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut, could utilize this access point; however, the 
number of users who do this would be negligible. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

Since the effects of the Proposed Action on parking and traffic are inconsequential, there would be no 
cumulative effects with past, present or reasonably-foreseeable future projects. 
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C. SCENERY 

SCOPE OF ANALYSIS 

Bald Mountain and the Weber Gulch area are important visual resources to the WRNF and surrounding 
community. The Analysis Area for scenery resources includes the northern aspect of Bald Mountain, 
including Weber Gulch, which is visible from portions of French Gulch Road and the surrounding 
locations—both on and off Forest.  

MANAGEMENT OF THE SCENIC ENVIRONMENT ON NATIONAL FOREST 
SYSTEM LANDS 

The Scenery Management System (SMS) was adopted in 1995 as the primary scenery management 
direction by the Forest Service. In brief, the SMS is a systematic approach for assessing scenic resources 
in a Project Area to help make management decisions on the project.  

Scenic Integrity Objectives and Landscape Character 

An action can cause changes to scenic resources that can be objectively measured. By assessing the 
existing scenic character of an area in terms of pattern elements (form, line, color and texture) and pattern 
character (dominance, scale diversity and continuity), it is possible to identify the extent to which the 
scenic character would exhibit scenic contrast with the landscape, or its converse—scenery compatibility. 

The 2002 Forest Plan establishes acceptable limits of change for Scenic Resources.15 The acceptable 
limits of change of a particular area (e.g., Management Area, as defined in the 2002 Forest Plan) are the 
documented Scenic Integrity Objectives (SIO), which serve as management goals for scenic resources. 
SIOs provide a measure of visible disruption of landscape character, ranging from “Very High” to 
“Unacceptably Low.” In order of least-to-most altered, SIOs are: 

 Very High (unaltered) 

 High (appears unaltered) 

 Moderate (slightly altered) 

 Low (moderately altered) 

 Very Low (heavily altered) 

 Unacceptably Low (extremely altered) 

                                                      
15 USDA Forest Service, 2002 
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For reference, Very High SIOs are typically found in designated wilderness areas and special interest 
areas. As indicated in the 2002 Forest Plan, Management Area 1.31 has a wide range of SIOs—from 
Moderate to Very High.16 The Weber Gulch Project Area has an SIO of Moderate.  

The Moderate SIO is defined as:17 

Noticeable deviations must remain visually subordinate to the landscape character being viewed. See 
section below on meeting integrity levels. 

The High SIO is defined as:18 

Deviations may be present but must repeat the form, line, color, texture, and pattern common to the 
landscape character so completely and at such scale that they are not evident. 

The Very High SIO is defined as:19 

Very High scenic integrity refers to landscapes where the valued landscape character is intact with 
only minute if any deviations. The existing landscape character and sense of place is expressed at the 
highest possible level. 

Scenery Management System Distance Zones 

Viewing distance is important in determining how change is perceived across a landscape. Distance zones 
are divisions of a particular landscape being viewed, and are used to describe the part of a characteristic 
landscape that is being inventoried or evaluated. 

 Immediate Foreground: This zone begins at the viewer and extends to about 300 feet. Individual 
leaves, flowers, twigs, bark texture, and other details dominate this view. 

 Foreground: This zone is usually limited to areas within 300 feet to 0.5 mile (not to exceed 
0.5 mile) of the observer, but it must be determined on a case-by-case basis, as should any 
distance zoning. Generally, detail of landforms is more pronounced when viewed from within the 
foreground zone. 

 Middleground: Alterations in the middleground (0.5 to 4 miles from the observer) are less 
distinctive. Texture is normally characterized by the masses of trees in stands or uniform tree 
cover. 

 Background: This zone extends from middleground (minimum of 4 miles between the observer 
and the area being viewed) to infinity. Shape may remain evident beyond 10 miles, especially if it 

                                                      
16 SIO designations within the Analysis Area are depicted graphically in the Project File. 
17 USDA Forest Service, 1995 
18 Ibid. 
19 Ibid. 
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is inconsistent with other landscape forms. Beyond 10 miles, alteration in landscape character 
becomes obscure. 

Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines 

In addition to the SMS, the 2002 Forest Plan contains forest-wide standards and guidelines which apply to 
resources across the WRNF.20 While the 2002 Forest Plan contains no forest-wide standards for scenery 
management, it offers the following guidelines that are applicable to this project:21 

 Management activities should be designed and implemented to achieve, at minimum, the level of 
scenic integrity shown on the Scenic Integrity Objective Map. 

 Plan, design and locate vegetation manipulation on a scale that retains the color and texture of the 
landscape character, borrowing directional emphasis of form and line from natural features. 

 Choose facility and structure design, scale, color of materials, location and orientation to meet the 
scenic integrity objective on the Scenic Integrity Objective Map. 

Management Area 1.31 provides the following information on the desired condition for lands managed 
for backcountry, non-motorized recreation:22 

A variety of year-round non-motorized recreation opportunities are provided in a natural or natural-
appearing setting. Improvements such as trailheads, trails, signs, bridges, fences, huts, or shelters that 
enhance the recreational opportunities may be present. Trails provide challenging hiking, horseback 
riding, cross-country skiing, snowshoeing, or mountain biking opportunities. No road building occurs 
within the area. Noise from motorized use is a rare exception away from the area boundary. 

The 2002 Forest Plan includes a single guideline that this relevant to scenery management in 
Management Area 1.31 (Backcountry Recreation – Non-motorized): “Structures should be made of native 
and natural appearing materials.”23 

The 2002 Forest Plan further states that it is a regional goal to “provide for scenic quality and a range of 
recreational opportunities that respond to the needs of the forest customers and local communities.”24 

                                                      
20 A standard is a course of action which must be followed; adherence is mandatory. A guideline is a preferred 
course of action designed to achieve a goal, respond to variable site conditions, or respond to an overall condition. 
21 USDA Forest Service, 2002 
22 Ibid. 
23 Ibid. page 3-12 
24 Ibid. 
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The Built Environment Image Guide 

The Built Environment Image Guide (BEIG) was prepared by the Forest Service for the “thoughtful 
design and management” of the built environment contained within the National Forests.25 The Forest 
Service defines the built environment as “the administrative and recreation buildings, landscape 
structures, site furnishings, structures on roads and trails, and signs installed or operated by the Forest 
Service, its cooperators, and permittees.26 The BEIG divides the United States into eight provinces which 
combine common elements from the ecological and cultural contexts over large geographical areas; Bald 
Mountain, Weber Gulch, and adjacent NFS lands are within the Rocky Mountain Province. Site 
development, sustainability, and architectural character should conform to BEIG guidelines described for 
this Province.  

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The Weber Gulch area, and portions of Bald Mountain, are currently consistent with (and in many cases 
exceed) the 2002 Forest Plan SIO designation of Moderate, as well as Forest-wide guidelines for scenery 
management. The existing recreational trail system and few roadways on this portion of Bald Mountain 
contribute to the Moderate to High SIO designations for this area, while the undeveloped portions of the 
Forest meet the Very High scenic integrity objectives.  

The proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut site is a sparsely vegetated and rocky area at an elevation of 
11,480 feet on the northern aspect of Bald Mountain. This location is near tree line and overlooks French 
Gulch to the north (refer to Photos 3C-1 through 4, below). The forest in this area is surrounded by 
coniferous trees on all sides, with some small trees and saplings present at the site. No critical viewpoints 
(defined as key locations from which large numbers of people are likely to view an area) have been 
identified from which the proposed hut site can be seen. Most viewers of this location are dispersed 
recreationists using Forest System and County/Town trails in the area.  

Photo 3C-5 is of the location for the proposed parking lot.  

                                                      
25 USDA Forest Service, 2001 
26 Ibid. 
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Photo 3C-1: 
View (East) of Proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut Site from the Proposed Access Trail 

 
Photo 3C-2: 

View (Southwest) from the Proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut Site 

Approximate Hut Location 
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Photo 3C-3: 
View (Northeast) from the Proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut Site 

Note: for reference, The Outback at Keystone, and Gray and Torres peaks, are on the right side 

Photo 3C-4: 
View of Proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut Site from Top of Humbug Hill 

 

Approximate Hut Location 
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Photo 3C-5: 
Proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut Parking Area Location Along Sallie Barber Road 

DIRECT AND INDIRECT ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Alternative 1 – No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, no changes or modifications would be approved that would affect the 
scenic quality of the Weber Gulch or Bald Mountain area. As discussed under Existing Conditions, 
Weber Gulch follows the Moderate SIO (“slightly altered”) to Very High SIO (“unaltered”) classification 
for the Project Area.  

Under the No Action Alternative, developed and undeveloped portions of Bald Mountain and the Weber 
Gulch area would continue to meet the Moderate to Very High SIO. 

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 

Construction of the proposed hut and associated trails would require minimal tree removal (approximately 
1 acre), due in part to the sparsely-vegetated nature of the hut location, and also because of the small 
footprint of the proposed hut. The proposed hut location is entirely on NFS lands. The proposed ATV and 
access trails would be constructed on a mix of town, county, private and NFS lands.  

The proposed hut location is on the eastern side of a rocky outcropping that would provide a visual barrier 
of the hut from the west, where the majority of recreational activities in the area occur. The surrounding 
forest and rocky outcropping would largely prevent the hut from being visible from most locations along 
the valley floor. The hut would be visible from across the valley—refer to Photo 3C-4 (Humbug Hill). 
The hut may be partially visible from the summits of Bald Mountain, Mount Guyot, or areas northeast of 
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the hut (across French Gulch), but it is unlikely that the hut would be noticeable or visible from these 
locations due to the forest surrounding the hut. The hut would not be visible from the Town of 
Breckenridge, Breckenridge Ski Resort, or the other recreation trails in the Sallie Barber Road area. The 
ATV/access trails would not be expected to be visible due to their minimal width and thickness of the 
forest canopy.  

The construction of an ATV access trail and a ski/snowshoe trail to the Weber Gulch backcountry hut 
would require minor tree and vegetation removal. Although a design criteria has been included in the 
Proposed Action that requires preparation of a vegetation management plan for construction of new trails, 
the surrounding forest canopy is anticipated to completely mask the visibility of these proposed access 
routes within the Analysis Area. Approximately 6,870 feet of new trail is proposed to be constructed 
between Nightmare on Baldy and the new hut (proposed trails segments “C” and “E” on Figure 2). 
Approximately 4,370 feet of new trails would be developed on private lands or county/town Open Space 
lands. The remaining 2,500 feet of new trails would be constructed on NFS lands, including access for 
ATVs (for administrative use only). Ground/vegetation disturbance associated with trail construction 
would total approximately 1 acre. The proposed access trails would be constructed in relatively dense 
forest, and because it is the WRNF’s/SHA’s intent to retain as many green trees along these routes as 
possible, scenic impacts are anticipated to be minimal.  

The extension of the trail network to the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut is anticipated to be 
consistent with the Forest Service regulations for scenery management within Management Area 1.31. In 
addition, the hut would need to be designed/constructed to meet BEIG requirements for the Rocky 
Mountain Province.  

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

No past, present or reasonably-foreseeable future projects have been identified that, when combined with 
the Proposed Action, would affect scenery resources, to the extent of not meeting the SIOs, in the Project 
Area. 
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D. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

SCOPE OF ANALYSIS 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires that federal agencies take into 
account the effects of a federal undertaking on any cultural resource that is included in or eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Cultural resources may refer to sites, areas, 
buildings, structures, districts, and objects which possess scientific, historic, and/or social values of a 
cultural group or groups as specified by 36 CFR 296.3. 

This assessment is based on archaeological sources that indicate the historic and prehistoric utilization of 
lands, such as hunting, gathering, grazing, timber harvesting, and natural resource transport, within and 
adjacent to the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut on the north side of Bald Mountain (the Project 
Area). NRHP eligibility is evaluated in terms of the integrity of the resource; its association with 
significant persons, events, or patterns in history or prehistory; its engineering, artistic, or architectural 
values; or its information potentially relative to important research questions in history or prehistory.27 
The significance of NRHP eligibility of cultural resources is determined by the Forest Archaeologist in 
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer. 

In conjunction with this EA, Metcalf Archaeological Consultants (MAC) conducted a Class III inventory 
of the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut location, access trails, and parking area. The area of 
potential effect (APE) is defined as a 100-foot wide corridor for the 1.9-mile proposed access trail. For 
the proposed parking area and hut location, the APE was defined as the extent of the existing forest 
clearing with a minimum 100-foot buffer, pending topographic limitations. Special attention was paid to 
areas of enhanced subsurface visibility such as road cuts, drainage cutbanks, and animal trails for 
artifacts, features, or buried cultural horizons. Approximately 27.4 acres were covered by Class III 
inventory.  

Topographically, the somewhat rugged nature of the Project Area provides only limited areas suitable for 
prehistoric cultural sites. Because of this, expectations for the discovery of prehistoric cultural materials 
were low.  

However, historic mining-related sites were expected to be numerous. Historically, the Project Area was 
used heavily for hard rock and placer mining of gold, silver, and zinc. The Project Area is rich in natural 
resources that would have been attractive to the Native American inhabitants during prehistory for 
seasonal or intermittent use. 

                                                      
27 36 CFR Section 60.4 
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A full report of MAC’s findings in contained in the project file. The following information is a summary 
of that report.  

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

MAC conducted files searches of the Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation online database 
prior to fieldwork in September of 2011. In the Project Area, five previous inventories have occurred 
within, or overlapping, its boundaries. These previous inventories are, for the most part, small block areas 
and linear surveys conducted for Forest Service land exchanges, forest treatment, and to document 
historic mining resources. 

Twenty-two cultural resources are located within a mile of the Project Area (refer to Table 3D-1). All of 
these resources are historic and related to mining. Two of these sites (Gold Belle Mine/Mill and Golden 
Eagle Mine/Mill) are located within the APE and were revisited. Both of these previously recorded sites 
have been recommended as not NRHP-eligible. In addition, the recorded boundary of the previously 
recorded Lincoln Townsite overlies the proposed parking lot, and is recommended as NRHP-eligible. 
MAC did not systematically revisit this site, except at and in the immediate vicinity of the Project Area as 
it extends a considerable distance outside of the project APE.  

Table 3D-1: 
Previously Recorded Archaeological Sites Near the Project Area 

Site Name Resource Class Resource Type NRHP Eligibility Date Recorded 

Sallie Barber Mine Historic Mine Complex Eligible (field) 2003, 1975 
Reiling Dredge Historic Equipment Machinery Not Eligible (field) 1976 
Lincoln Townsite Historic Townsite Eligible (officially) 2010, 1974 
n/a Historic Water Control Not Eligible (officially) 1990, 1989 
n/a Historic Mining Complex Not Eligible (field) 1991 
n/a Historic Isolated feature Not Eligible (field) 1991 
n/a Historic Isolated feature Not Eligible (field) 1991 
n/a Historic Isolated feature Not Eligible (field) 1991 
n/a Historic Isolated feature Not Eligible (field) 1991 
n/a Historic Isolated feature Not Eligible (field) 1991 
n/a Historic Isolated feature Not Eligible (field) 1991 
n/a Historic Isolated feature Not Eligible (field) 1991 
n/a Historic Isolated feature Not Eligible (field) 1991 
Golden Edge Mine Historic Mine Shaft Not Eligible (officially) 2003, 1991 
n/a Historic Mine Shaft Not Eligible (officially) 1991 
Juventa Historic Mine Not Eligible (officially) 1991 
Little Sallie Barber Mine Historic Mine Complex Not Eligible (field) 2003 
Gold Belle Mine and Mill Historic Mine Complex Not Eligible (field) 2003 
Corporal Mine Historic Mine Complex Eligible (field) 2003 
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Table 3D-1: 
Previously Recorded Archaeological Sites Near the Project Area 

Site Name Resource Class Resource Type NRHP Eligibility Date Recorded 

Golden Edge Mine and Mill Historic Mining Complex Not Eligible (field) 2003 
Tommy Mine Historic Mine Not Eligible (field) 2003 
Carbonate Mine Historic Mine Complex Eligible (field) 2003 
 
Historic Overview 

The historic period in Breckenridge begins in 1859/60 with the discovery of gold in the Blue River 
Valley. Breckenridge soon became the first town established on Colorado’s western slope. An estimated 
8,000 miners flocked to the area, but a swift decline in profits meant that by 1869 only 20 to 30 homes 
remained occupied in Breckenridge. 

Although silver discoveries kept the mining boom going in other parts of Summit County, the lull in gold 
mining activities and a series of fires hindered the growth of the Breckenridge area. It was not until rich, 
gold lode deposits were discovered in the area, in 1878, that the young township’s fortunes again turned 
upward. Also spurring this second gold mining boom was the arrival of the Denver, South Park and 
Pacific Railroad in Breckenridge in 1882. After more ups and downs, including another devastating fire, 
gold mining and the landscape in the Blue River Valley were profoundly affected by the introduction of 
hydraulic mining and dredging which became highly successful and hugely profitable in the early 
twentieth century. Although these mining operations were most profitable from 1910 to 1925, they were 
used in the area until World War II. Finally, in December 1961, Breckenridge Ski Area opened, 
transferring the economy of this mountain town from mining to the tourist industry, which continues 
today. 

The Project Area’s mine complexes were the result of a small mineral mining rush that occurred on Bald 
Mountain in the 1890s. This rush was localized and short-lived, but resulted in small-scale mine 
development and an influx of temporary residents to the area who likely utilized the facilities in Lincoln.  

Within the Project Area, there are two previously recorded mines that exemplify local mining history. 
One is the Gold Bell Mine and Mill. According to claim and patent information, a mine company drove a 
tunnel there for gold and silver mining in 1904 and purchased a used mill and moved it to the site location 
in 1909. Little activity occurred at the mine until 1916, when the mine was worked briefly before closing 
permanently. The site consists of a collapsed tunnel, the waste rock dump, numerous building platforms, 
the remains of two structures, one of which was a boardinghouse; and the collapsed remnants of the mill 
which include the bodies of several jigs (mill appliances).  

The other site is the Golden Edge Mine and Mill. In 1898, a mining company drove exploratory workings 
including a tunnel and shaft at the site and built a mill downslope. The company quit work in 1901 due to 
unprofitable ore. Over the next 16 years, the mine changed ownership several times, operated briefly in 
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1908, and then was permanently abandoned. The site consists of the collapsed remnants of the mill 
including a toppled stamp battery frame, several platforms including an engine room and ore bin 
foundation, the remains of three cabins, a corral, and a refuse scatter. 

The historic townsite of Lincoln is located within the Project Area. It consists of a large complex of 
residential and commercial buildings along French Gulch, the vast majority of which have been removed 
from the site; only foundations or platforms remain. The townsite consists of 24 building platforms and 
foundations including residential and commercial buildings, privy pits, trash areas, a grave; and mining 
prospect pits, adits, shafts, and waste rock piles. Historically, Lincoln consisted of eleven residences and 
13 commercial buildings along the north and south sides of French Gulch Road, as well as a livery. There 
were several historic occupations of the town, but the longest was between 1874 and 1910 which 
coincided with a hard rock mining boom in the area. All but five historic buildings and one privy have 
since been removed from the site. A small number of residents reoccupied the site between the 1960s and 
1980s, and erected new buildings and made additions to the existing historic buildings. 

Inventory Results 

During this inventory, MAC recorded or updated a total of eight sites. Table 3D-2 details the previously 
recorded sites updated during this project and Table 3D-3 lists the newly documented sites. Inventory 
resulted in discovery and documentation of six new sites and updates of two previously recorded sites. All 
of the sites are historic and, with the exception of Lincoln Townsite, all are recommended as not eligible 
for the NRHP.28  

Table 3D-2: 
Previously Recorded Sites Updated by MAC 

Site Type NRHP Eligibility 

Historic Lincoln Townsite Eligible (Official) 
Historic Gold Belle Mine Not Eligible (Field) 
Historic Gold Edge Mine and Mill Not Eligible (Field) 

 
Table 3D-3: 

Newly Recorded Sites 
Site Type NRHP Eligibility 

Historic Prospect Pits Not Eligible 
Historic Mine Complex Not Eligible 
Historic Prospect Pits Not Eligible 
Historic Mine Complex Not Eligible 
Historic Prospect Pits Not Eligible 
Historic Isolated Mine Features Not Eligible 

                                                      
28 The Lincoln Townsite has been officially recommended as NRHP-eligible.  
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Previously recorded and newly recorded/not eligible sites are not discussed further in this document (the 
reader is referred to the Project File for detailed information).  

Four isolated finds were documented during the current inventory, all of which are historic. All of the 
isolated finds are recommended as not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP. 

DIRECT AND INDIRECT ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Alternative 1 – No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, neither the Weber Gulch backcountry hut, nor associated parking or 
access trails, would occur in the Project Area. Because no ground disturbance is proposed under the No 
Action Alternative, there is no potential to affect the historic sites surveyed within the APE.  

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 

Twenty-two cultural resources are known to be within a mile of the Project Area, all related to mining. 
The Sally Barber Mine, the Lincoln Townsite, the Corporal Mine, and the Carbonate Mine are the only 
resources that are NRHP eligible (refer to Table 3D-1). All other resources are found not-eligible based 
on field studies.  

Six new historic sites were documented and two previously recorded sites were revisited for the current 
inventory. Seven of these sites are recommended ineligible to the NRHP and no further work is 
recommended for them.  

One previously recorded site—the historic Lincoln Townsite—has been officially recommended NRHP-
eligible under Criterion A, C, and D.29 Lincoln was directly associated with trends that were important on 
a local level in the late 1800s and early 1900s such as mining and community planning and development. 
Furthermore, it is a sound example of a small, remote mining camp of the Rocky Mountains during the 
turn of the twentieth century. The site’s material remains illustrate the demography and lifestyle of mine 
residents, and the remaining two standing structures are a good example of that period’s vernacular 
architecture. 

While the Lincoln Townsite boundary slightly overlaps the proposed parking area for the Weber Gulch 
backcountry hut, MAC recommends that the portion of the site within the proposed parking does not 
contribute to the qualities that cause the site to be eligible. None of the previously recorded site features 
are located in this part of the site; all of the existing buildings, foundations, and mine remnants associated 
with Lincoln’s business district are located further to the west. The closest site feature to the proposed 
parking lot is a grave, located to the east, and outside of the APE. The grave would not be impacted by 

                                                      
29 Associated with known events or people significant to local or regional history, and exhibit essential integrity or 
the potential to yield additional information important to regional history.  
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construction of the proposed parking lot. Within the proposed parking area, the only identified features 
were three mining prospect pits, which likely postdate the rest of the Lincoln townsite. Furthermore, the 
parking area consists of an existing clearing that would be minimally upgraded, and no direct impacts to 
the Lincoln Townsite are anticipated. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

No effects to NHRP-eligible cultural resources were identified within the APE related to the Proposed 
Action; therefore, by definition, no cumulative effects would occur or require further analysis. 

-159-



Chapter 3: Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
E. Wildlife 

 
Summit Huts Association Proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut 

Environmental Assessment 
3-39 

E. WILDLIFE 

SCOPE OF ANALYSIS 

This section provides a general discussion of common terrestrial and aquatic wildlife species known to 
occur on NFS lands in and near the Project Area. The Project Area is located on the north and 
northwestern slopes of the ridge extending north off Bald Mountain (13,684 feet). Elevations associated 
with Project Area disturbance areas range from approximately 10,300 feet at the proposed parking area on 
French Gulch Road to 11,480 feet at the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut site.  

A Biological Assessment (BA), Biological Evaluation (BE) and Management Indicator Species (MIS) 
report were prepared for this project. The BA analyzed the potential effects on federally listed 
Threatened, Endangered, and Proposed (TEP) species. The BE provided a similar analysis regarding the 
potential effects of the Proposed Action on Forest Service Region 2 (R2) Sensitive Species in the area. 
The MIS report addresses species that the Forest Service uses as a means to monitor selected issues on the 
Forest as required by regulation.30 In addition, migratory birds were addressed per the 2008 Forest Service 
Memorandum of Understanding with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to promote the 
conservation of migratory birds. 

The following analysis is a summary of the BA, BE and MIS report that are contained in the project file.31 
Additional information can be obtained by reviewing the larger documentation there. All references are 
contained therein. 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Threatened, Endangered and Proposed Species 

A wildlife species that is listed as endangered under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) is in danger of 
extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range. A wildlife species listed as threatened under 
ESA is one that is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout all or 
part of its range. 

Table 3E-1 includes species that were identified as potentially present on the WRNF, potentially present 
on the Dillon Ranger District (DRD), and/or potentially affected by management decisions associated 
with the Proposed Action. These were species are addressed in detail in the BA. Other listed and proposed 
species known to occur elsewhere on the WRNF and/or in Colorado were considered, but dropped from 
detailed analysis. This could be due to a number of factors, including: they were not identified by the 
USFWS or Forest Service as potentially present on the DRD; their habitats do not occur on the DRD or in 
the Project Area; they have no affinities to Project Area habitats; the Project Area is outside of the 
                                                      
30 36 CFR 219.19 
31 Thompson, 2013a,b 
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species’ range or does not contain occupied habitat; and/or the management decisions associated with the 
Proposed Action would have “no effect” on the species, on their habitats, or on designated critical habitat. 

Table 3E-1: 
Federally Listed and Proposed Animal Species Potentially Affected  

Common name, Scientific Name Status Rationale for Occurrencea 

(Habitat) 

Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly, 
Boloria acrocnema E 

No suitable habitat (alpine snow willow stands >12,000 ft. 
on peaks ≥ 12,600 ft.). Project far outside species’ 
distribution. 

Humpback chub, 
Gila cypha E Potentially affected by Colorado River water depletions 

(far downstream in Colorado River) 

Bonytail chub, 
G. elegans E Potentially affected by Colorado River water depletions 

(far downstream in Colorado River) 

Colorado pikeminnow,  
Ptychocheilus lucius E Potentially affected by Colorado River water depletions 

(far downstream in Colorado River) 

Razorback sucker, 
Xyrauchen texanus E Potentially affected by Colorado River water depletions 

(far downstream in Colorado River) 

Greenback cutthroat trout, 
Oncorhynchus clarkii stomias T Not part of historic range; no occupied or potential habitat 

present (isolated mountain stream headwaters) 

North American wolverine,  
Gulo gulo luscus P Historic range (remote mountains and alpine areas). Known 

individual that uses portions of the action area. 

Canada lynx,  
Lynx canadensis T Present in analysis, potential foraging, denning, and travel 

habitat (montane and subalpine forests) 

Federal status, listed after species, is as follows: E = Endangered, T = Threatened, P = Proposed. 
Source: Thompson, 2013a 

Of these species, only Canada lynx was carried forward for detailed analysis in the BA.  

Canada Lynx 
Canada lynx in the contiguous United States was listed as threatened effective April 24, 2000. The 
Canada lynx has been classified by the State of Colorado as a State endangered species since 1976. On 
September 17, 2010, the CDOW announced that the lynx reintroduction project had successfully 
accomplished its goal of establishing a breeding population in the Southern Rockies.  

The Southern Rockies Ecosystem represents the extreme southern edge of the range of lynx in North 
America. Canada lynx occur primarily in spruce-fir and lodgepole pine forests, at elevations between 
8,000 and 12,000 feet. On a landscape scale, Canada lynx habitat includes a mosaic of early seral stages 
that support snowshoe hare populations and late seral stages of dense old-growth forest that provide high 
quality denning and security habitat.  

Using 1999 to 2006 data from the lynx reintroduction, Theobald and Shenk (2011) developed lynx use 
maps for the Southern Rockies Ecosystem. The maps displayed areas that lynx have used the most over 

-161-



Chapter 3: Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
E. Wildlife 

 
Summit Huts Association Proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut 

Environmental Assessment 
3-41 

the last ten years. One of those areas (extending from Highway 91, on the west side of the Tenmile 
Range, to I-70, on the east side of Loveland Pass) was used by 26 different lynx. That area contains the 
southern Summit County lynx corridor and the Weber Hut site within a bottleneck of that corridor. Ivan et 
al. (2012) extended the work of Theobald and Shenk (2011) and produced a map of predicted lynx use on 
a statewide scale to identify areas that should contain high quality lynx habitat regardless of whether it 
was used by the radio-telemetered lynx monitored during the reintroduction program. The area north of 
the Continental Divide running through southern Summit County and containing the Weber Hut site was 
identified as high quality summer and winter lynx habitat.  

Because of the patchy, discontinuous distribution of lynx habitat in Colorado, maintaining landscape-
level habitat connectivity may be paramount to maintaining a viable population. Colorado lynx habitats 
are not only constrained by broad alpine zones and non-forested valleys, but also by towns, reservoirs, 
highways, and other human developments that fragment and isolate montane and subalpine lynx habitats. 
Any continuously forested corridor between mountain ranges supporting lynx habitat that is relatively 
free of human development has the potential to be an important landscape linkage. 

Southern Summit County, which includes the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut Project Area, is 
relatively well connected with forested habitats in adjacent mountain ranges to the south and west, the 
main sources of lynx entering the County via dispersal from the two Core Areas (San Juans and Taylor 
Park). The closest, most viable lynx landscape linkage to the Proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut 
Project Area is Georgia Pass (to the East/SE, North Taryall Creek and Pennsylvania/Indiana Creeks (to 
the South/SW, French Pass (to the SW), then Hoosier Pass (to the SW), all of which likely conduct 
movements over the Continental Divide.  

The proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut site is located in a continuously forested band of largely 
compatible land uses that facilitate lynx habitat connectivity through southern Summit County. The Lynx 
Conservation Corridor defined by Roberts et al. (2012) was divided into three priority areas to assist land 
managers in the in the prioritization of lynx conservation within the designated conservation corridor. The 
priority areas were ranked based on biological importance for lynx and lynx habitat. Each priority area 
focuses on lynx conservation actions that best fit the location. More specifically, these priority areas help 
Forest Service managers implement the most appropriate habitat improvement projects and recommend 
design criteria for proposed projects. Priority Area 1 is located on the east side of the conservation 
corridor and contains the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut Project Area. Priority Area 1 is 
considered the highest priority of the three areas for habitat improvement. This area is surrounded by 
private land and has the highest amount of recreation.  

Lynx Analysis Units 

The Canada Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy (LCAS) indicated that project planning should 
evaluate the effects to lynx habitat within designated Lynx Analysis Units (LAU) exceeding 25,000 acres 
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in the southern Rocky Mountain Geographic Area. LAUs are intended to provide the smallest scale at 
which the effects of management actions on lynx habitat are quantitatively evaluated. LAUs do not 
represent actual lynx home ranges, but their scale should approximate the size of an area used by an 
individual lynx. The two LAUs considered in this analysis: the Swan and Snake River LAUs 

Lynx Linkages 

The 2002 Forest Plan identified “Forested Landscape Linkages” (Management Area 5.5 on the WRNF) to 
be managed as key landscape linkages providing areas for landscape-scale movement, migration, and 
dispersal of forest carnivores and other wide-ranging wildlife species. These areas provide safe travel 
connections between large blocks of forested landscapes across the forest. They provide security from 
intensive recreational and other human disturbances.  

More recently, the Southern Rockies Lynx Amendment identified “lynx linkage areas.” The goal of 
linkage areas is to ensure population viability through population connectivity. Linkage areas are areas of 
movement opportunities between habitat blocks that may be separated by intervening areas of “non-
habitat” such as basins, valleys, agricultural lands, or where lynx habitat naturally narrows between 
blocks. They exist on the landscape and can be maintained, degraded, or severed by management 
activities and human infrastructure, such as high-use highways, subdivisions, or other developments. The 
SRLA does not consider lynx linkages to be “corridors” (which imply only travel routes), but broad areas 
of habitat where animals can find food, shelter, and security that also provide connectivity between larger 
habitat blocks. However, characteristics of some of the linkages considered herein are largely limited to 
highway crossing locations. Such linkages zones would be expected to support greater use by transient or 
nomadic individuals. Linkages are also important for maintaining genetic diversity throughout the 
Southern Rockies population.  

Two lynx linkages mapped within the Southern Rockies Geographic Area, Herman Gulch and Loveland 
Pass, are bisected by high speed highways that would seasonally contain traffic associated with the hut.  

The Herman Gulch Lynx Linkage Area (336 acres, 0.5 square mile) straddles I-70 for approximately 
4 miles between the Herman Gulch area and Bakerville on the east side of the Continental Divide. While 
this linkage connects quality habitat on both sides of I-70, this is one of the linkages that was defined 
largely because of highway crossing concerns. In July 2005, a lynx was killed on I-70 within this linkage 
when traffic volume was 27,600 vehicles per day. This linkage is considered because most highway 
traffic associated with the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut would travel through this linkage 
between the resort and Denver.  

The Forest Service identified the Loveland Pass Lynx Linkage Area (22,272 acres, 34.8 square miles) to 
provide for north-south movements near and across I-70 at the Continental Divide, Peru Creek, Loveland 
Pass, Laskey Gulch, and Jones Gulch. It includes portions of the WRNF and the Arapahoe-Roosevelt 
National Forest. Some portions of the linkage are highly developed, with I-70, ski areas (A-Basin, 
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Loveland, and Keystone), and a town (Keystone). Portions of this linkage are bisected by I-70 east and 
west of the Eisenhower/Johnson Tunnels under the Continental Divide and by U.S. Highway 6 over the 
Continental Divide at Loveland Pass. This linkage is considered because some traffic associated with the 
proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut would travel through this linkage between the hut and Denver. 
Highway 6 over Loveland Pass is frequently closed for hours to days in winter because of snowfall.  

Some proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut guests may also travel through other lynx linkages (e.g., 
Officer’s Gulch, Vail Pass, etc.). However, the potential adverse effects to lynx from the small proportion 
of proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut-related traffic to baseline traffic volumes in those areas would 
be minor and discountable, so they are not considered in detail herein.  

Region 2 Sensitive Species 

Sensitive species are those that need special management to maintain and improve their status on National 
Forests and Grasslands, and prevent a need to list them under the ESA. 

Table 3E-2 includes R2 sensitive species that were identified as potentially present on the WRNF, 
potentially present on the Dillon Ranger District (DRD), and/or potentially affected by management 
decisions associated with the Proposed Action. Species in bold are potentially present and/or are 
discussed individually in the BE text. The BE that is included in the project file includes complete life 
history information for certain R2 sensitive species. Other R2 sensitive animals are not listed because they 
have not been found on the WRNF, they have no affinities to habitats on the Project Area, the Project 
Area is outside of the species’ range or elevational distribution, and the Proposed Action would have no 
impact on those species. 

Table 3E-2: 
Region 2 Sensitive Animal Species that Occur on the WRNF 

and their Potential Occurrence in the Proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut Project Area 
Common name, Scientific name Rationale for Potential Project Effects (Habitat Affinity) 

INSECTS 

Great Basin silverspot,  
Speyeria nokomis nokomis No habitat (Wetlands supporting violet populations) 

FISH 

Roundtail chub, Gila robusta robusta No suitable habitat (CO River up through Glenwood Canyon) 

Mountain sucker, Catostomus platyrhynchus No suitable habitat (small to medium streams below 7000’; 4 
populations documented on the Rifle and Blanco Districts) 

Bluehead sucker, Catostomus discobolus No suitable habitat (CO River up to Alkali Creek) Canyon) 
Flannelmouth sucker, Catostomus latipinnis No suitable habitat (CO River & larger tribs.) 
Colorado River cutthroat trout,  
Oncorhynchus clarkii pleuriticus 

Suitable unoccupied habitat (Isolated, headwater streams and 
lakes) 

AMPHIBIANS 

Boreal western toad, Anaxyrus boreas boreas No breeding habitat (Subalpine marshes and wet meadows; 
ponds, margins of streams; 8,500’ to 11,000’) 
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Table 3E-2: 
Region 2 Sensitive Animal Species that Occur on the WRNF 

and their Potential Occurrence in the Proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut Project Area 
Common name, Scientific name Rationale for Potential Project Effects (Habitat Affinity) 

Northern leopard frog, Lithobates pipiens No habitat (Permanent wetlands) 
BIRDS 

Northern goshawk, Accipiter gentilis Pot. habitat (Closed montane forests > 7,500’) 
Northern harrier, Circus cyaneus No habitat (Grasslands, agricultural lands, marshes, & alpine) 
Ferruginous hawk, Buteo regalis No habitat (Plains, grasslands) 
American peregrine falcon,  
Falco peregrinus anatum 

No habitat (Cliffs, habitats concentrating/exposing vulnerable 
prey) 

Bald eagle, Haliaeetos leucocephalus No habitat (Open water bodies, big game winter range) 
White-tailed ptarmigan, Lagopus leucurus Pot. habitat (Alpine habitat and upper elevation willow stands) 
Greater sage grouse, Centrocercus urophasianus No habitat (Sagebrush) 
Columbian sharp-tailed grouse,  
Tympanuchus phasianellus columbianus No habitat (Sagebrush and mountain shrub) 

Flammulated owl, Otus flammeolus No habitat (Old-growth ponderosa pine and aspen) 
Boreal owl, Aegolius funereus Pot. habitat (Mature spruce-fir & mixed conifer) 
Black swift, Cypseloides niger No local nesting habitat (Waterfalls, cliffs) 
Lewis’ woodpecker, Melanerpes lewis No habitat (Ponderosa pine and cottonwoods) 
Olive-sided flycatcher, Contopus cooperi Pot. habitat (Open, upper elev. conifer forests) 
Loggerhead shrike, Lanius ludovicianus No habitat (Plains, low valleys, shrublands) 
Purple martin, Progne subis No habitat (Old-growth aspen) 
Brewer’s sparrow, Spizella breweri No habitat (Sagebrush and other structurally similar shrublands) 
Sage sparrow, Amphispiza belli No habitat (Low elevation big sagebrush and sage/greasewood) 
MAMMALS 

Pygmy shrew, Microsorex hoyi montanus Pot. habitat (Variety of subalpine habitats) 
Fringed myotis, Myotis thysanodes No habitat (Forests/woodlands to 7,500’; unknown on WRNF) 
Hoary bat, Lasiurus cinereus Pot. habitat (Including mixed conifer and lodgepole pine forest) 
Spotted bat, Euderma maculatum No habitat (Cliffs, arid terrain) 
Townsend’s big-eared bat, 
Corynorhinus townsendii townsendii No habitat (Structures, tree cavities <9,500’) 

American marten, Martes americana Present (Conifer forests) 
North American wolverine, Gulo gulo luscus Pot. travel habitat (Mountains) 
River otter, Lontra canadensis No habitat (Year-round open water and streamflows of ≥ 10 cfs 
Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep,  
Ovis canadensis canadensis No habitat (High visibility habitat near escape terrain) 

Note: Other R2 species are not listed because they have not been found on the WRNF, they have no affinities to Project Area 
habitats, the Project Area is outside of the species’ range or elevational distribution. Potential pre-field survey occurrence on the 
Project Area, potential for project effects, and habitat affinity is summarized for each species. Species in bold are potentially 
present and/or are discussed in the text. Wildlife are listed phylogenetically.  
Source: Thompson, 2013a 
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Insects 
One species of R2 sensitive insect is potentially present on the WRNF. The Great Basin silverspot 
(Speyeria nokomis nokomis) does not have potential habitat within the area of influence of the Project 
Area nor have known distributions overlapping the WRNF. 

Fish 
Five species of sensitive fish—roundtail chub (Gila robusta), mountain sucker (Catostomus 
platyrhynchus), bluehead sucker (Catostomus discobolus), flannelmouth sucker (Catostomus latipinnis), 
and Colorado River cutthroat trout (CRCT) (Oncorhynchus clarkii pleuriticus)—occur on the WRNF. 
None of the four former species occur within French Gulch or within the hydrologic influences of the 
Project Area. 

The CRCT analysis area for this project extends downstream from those reaches that could be affected by 
the proposed project to, and including, the Blue River upstream of Dillon Reservoir. The stream reaches 
draining the Project Area represent historic and potential CRCT habitat. However, there are no stream 
reaches known to be occupied by CRCT in or downstream of the Project Area that would be influenced 
by the Proposed Action. The cutthroat trout that are in French Creek are more closely aligned with 
Yellowstone cutthroat trout and specific CRCT standards are guidelines do not apply to that cutthroat 
trout subspecies.  

Amphibians/Reptiles 
Two species of sensitive amphibians—boreal western toad (Anaxyrus [formerly Bufo] boreas boreas) and 
northern leopard frog (Lithobates [formerly Rana] pipiens)—and no species of sensitive reptile occur on 
the WRNF. Both amphibians are discussed below. 

Boreal Western Toad 

The boreal western toad inhabits marshes, wet meadows, and the margins of streams, beaver ponds, lakes, 
and glacial kettle ponds between 7,000 and 11,860 feet in Colorado. They may be active both day and 
night, hiding beneath rocks, logs, or in rodent burrows when inactive. These toads emerge from winter 
chambers during May and begin moving back to the hibernaculum in late August and early September. 
By October, most toads have entered hibernation. Breeding begins in late spring as the winter snow pack 
recedes. Strings of eggs are usually deposited in shallow pools or along pond margins in late May to early 
June. Tadpoles metamorphose their first or second summer depending on elevation and water 
temperature. Post-breeding dispersal of adult toads may extend considerable distances into upland 
habitats from breeding sites. While males appear to have home ranges within an approximate 300-meter 
radius of breeding sites, females generally disperse farther (uncommonly up to 2.5 miles) and into drier 
habitats than males. For impact analyses, a 1.5-mile radius is the general distance within which project 
effects are considered on the WRNF. Although this toad was once widespread in Colorado’s mountains, 
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and while suitable habitat is still widespread, this species has declined in recent years, with chytrid fungus 
(Batrachochytrium dendrobatidis, “Bd”) thought to be the primary agent. 

There are nine known, extant boreal toad breeding sites on the DRD, but all are beyond the 1.5-mile 
radius dispersal distance (from the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut Project Area) that is 
considered for project analyses on the WRNF. In 2011, boreal toad surveys were conducted in French 
Creek by Forest Service biologists. No occupied habitat was found. 

Northern Leopard Frog 

Northern leopard frogs are widespread across North America, inhabiting the banks and shallow portions 
of marshes, ponds, lakes, reservoirs, beaver ponds, streams and other bodies of permanent water, 
especially those having rooted aquatic vegetation. After hibernation, leopard frogs become active in April 
or May.  

There are no recent records of this frog’s presence in the vicinity of Weber Gulch or the surrounding area. 
Leopard frogs have only been collected on the Rifle and Blanco Districts of the WRNF, far from the 
Weber Gulch Project Area. Boreal toad surveys conducted in French Creek by Forest Service biologists 
did not detect leopard frogs. The northern leopard frog analysis area for this project is the Swan River 
basin above Dillon Reservoir. 

Birds 
Seventeen species of sensitive birds are known or expected to occur on the WRNF. Thirteen of those 
species are associated with habitats that are not found in the Project Area. Those habitats include plains, 
and semi-arid shrublands, grasslands, agricultural lands, marshes, cliffs, open water (in winter) and big 
game winter ranges, lowland conifer and riparian complexes, sagebrush and mountain shrub habitats, late-
successional aspen forest, and waterfalls. The remaining four species are addressed individually, below. 

Northern Goshawk 

Goshawks (Accipiter gentilis) are a forest-interior species generally associated with mature aspen and 
conifer forests between 7,500 and 11,300 feet on the WRNF. Goshawks nest in mature to old-growth 
aspen and mixed aspen and coniferous forests with a depauperate understory on gently sloping north or 
east aspects near the bottom of stream courses. Nests are typically composed of a branch and twig 
platform 2 to 4 feet in diameter, located in a fork along the main trunk, two-thirds to three-quarters of the 
way up the tree. Nest trees are often the largest trees in the stand and are frequently next to breaks in the 
canopy, such as old logging trails or openings created by fallen trees. Goshawks exhibit high breeding-
territory fidelity and nests may be reused in subsequent years. 

The Forest Service monitors known goshawk nest sites on the DRD. Natural Diversity Information 
Source (NDIS) data indicate that goshawks are uncommon in Summit County and that one to two 
individuals can be observed daily in appropriate seasons and habitats. The goshawk analysis area for this 
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project is the upper Swan River basin above Dillon Reservoir, which would include the furthest extent of 
any nest territories that might overlap proposed Alternative 2 disturbance areas. 

Goshawk surveys, following Kennedy and Stahlecker (1991), as modified by John Verner (1996), were 
conducted along all proposed new and upgraded access routes. Nine calling stations were surveyed on 
July 12, 2011. No evidence of goshawks was detected during the calling surveys or during other wildlife-
oriented fieldwork. Goshawks have not been detected within the French Gulch drainage. It is unlikely that 
goshawks nest within the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut Project Area because of the high 
elevation forest stand characteristics and superior nesting and foraging habitat at lower elevations in the 
surrounding area. However, it is possible that goshawks could utilize portions of the Project Area as part 
of a local pair’s large hunting range. Primary prey species abundance within the Project Area and the 
larger surrounding landscape is relatively moderate (e.g., small and medium-sized birds, red squirrels, 
snowshoe hares, and blue grouse). Therefore, habitats within the Project Area represent potential foraging 
habitat. 

White-tailed Ptarmigan 

White-tailed ptarmigan (Lagopus leucurus) are residents of the alpine, although they (especially females) 
may vertically migrate to winter in subalpine basin and water courses containing willow stands. They 
inhabit all alpine regions of Colorado except the Wet Mountains and Spanish Peaks. The white-tailed 
ptarmigan analysis area for this project extends outward from the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry 
Hut disturbance and alpine use areas to the furthest female winter ranges in the surrounding area. The 
upper Blue River and Snake River basins above Dillon Reservoir, Tenmile and West Tenmile Creeks, and 
South Park drainages on the south side of the Continental Divide would likely include all potential, 
female, winter habitats for birds potentially nesting in the alpine above the proposed Weber Gulch 
Backcountry Hut. 

Ptarmigan have not been detected during summer or winter field surveys in and around the Project Area, 
although winter surveys did not extend into the alpine. It is unlikely that ptarmigan winter in anticipated 
alpine use areas above the proposed hut because the areas that would be skied do not support willows and 
they are snow deposition areas that ptarmigan actually avoid as foraging habitat in winter. However, if 
some male ptarmigan occur in or around the ski play area, they may be occasionally displaced by skiing 
activity, but they should continue to use such activity areas, as they do at Breckenridge Ski Resort and 
Copper Mountain Resort, both ski areas. 

Boreal Owl 

Boreal owls (Aegolius funereus) are rare to locally uncommon residents of Colorado’s mountains, mainly 
above 9,000 feet. They inhabit mature and late-successional spruce-fir and spruce-fir/lodgepole pine 
forests interspersed with small meadows, streams, and wetlands.  
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The boreal owl analysis area for this project extends outward from the proposed Weber Gulch 
Backcountry Hut Project Area to the furthest extent of any boreal owl home range that could overlap the 
project component areas. Because boreal owl home ranges can be in the range of 3,447 to 3,894 acres 
(e.g., for two males), the boreal owl analysis area could extend 3 to 4 miles beyond the proposed 
Alternative 2 disturbance areas. 

Boreal owl surveys, following a modified version of the Verner (1993) protocol that reduced the spacing 
between calling stations (n=10) from 0.5 mile to 0.25 mile to compensate for potentially windy 
conditions, were conducted on March 1, 2011 along flagged, existing and proposed new and upgraded 
trails to the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut site, at and above Sally Barber Road. Survey 
coverage included all areas that could represent potential nesting habitat that could be affected by the 
Proposed Action. Survey conditions were excellent with clear skies and maximum wind speeds of 4 miles 
per hour. A completed owl survey form is contained in the project file. No owls were detected during the 
survey. 

In addition to the calling survey, a nest cavity survey was conducted along flagged, existing and proposed 
new and upgraded trails to the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut site, at and above Sally Barber 
Road on July 12, 2011. This survey sought any nest cavities in all trees along the existing and proposed 
access trails that could possibly be removed for trail creation and widening that could potentially support 
a boreal owl nest. No nest cavities of any type were detected. 

While no evidence of boreal owls was detected in or near the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut 
project component areas, during field surveys associated with this project, it is likely that the Project Area 
occurs within an active boreal owl territory. A male boreal owl was heard calling approximately 1.5 to 
2.1 miles west southwest of the proposed Hut site during the 2010 to 2012 breeding seasons. Although the 
locations of that male were relatively close to the Project Area, it is possible that the Project Area could 
support another nesting pair of owls. Furthermore, many of the mature, closed canopy, spruce-fir and 
mixed conifer stands in the Project Area and along access trails are structurally suitable as foraging 
habitat. 

Olive-sided Flycatcher 

Olive-sided flycatchers (Contopus cooperi) are uncommon summer residents of higher Colorado 
mountains and migrants through lower elevations. In Colorado, most nest building begins in June, 
incubation takes 16 to 17 days, and the young fledge in 21 to 23 days, with most young fledging in July. 
Birds may re-nest or have second broods. In Colorado, they breed from 7,000 to 11,000 feet, primarily in 
dense, mature spruce-fir and Douglas-fir forests, especially on steep slopes or near cliffs, and less often in 
other coniferous forests, montane and foothill riparian forests, and aspen forests. Requisite habitat 
components for this species are snags and conifers. An analysis of summer (boreal forests) and winter 
(tropical rain forests) habitat suggests that this flycatcher depends more on forest structure than on tree 
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species composition. Within these habitats they are often associated with forest openings and forest edge 
habitat where they sally for flying insects from the tops of uncommonly tall snags and trees. They may 
occupy early successional forests (i.e., those resulting from fires and logging), provided snags and/or 
residual tall trees are available for foraging and singing perches. This flycatcher’s affinity to such forest 
structure may limit its local abundance or distribution. For this analysis, suitable habitat is narrowly 
defined as spruce-fir and mixed conifer, Stages 4B, 4C, and 5. 

The olive-sided flycatcher analysis area for this project extends outward to the furthest extent of any 
home range that could overlap the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut project component areas. 
Olive-sided flycatchers were not detected in or around project component areas during the two summer 
surveys when they may have been present. However, some forest stands in the vicinity of the Project 
Area, including some that would be bisected by new and expanded access trails, fall within the general 
habitat continuum known to be inhabited by this species. 

The MPB epidemic will likely decrease foraging and nesting opportunities, and the effects to these 
flycatchers will vary by forest type. Olive-sided flycatchers now associated with lodgepole stands may be 
completely displaced over the long term until lodgepole stands succeed back to mature, closed canopy, 
communities with openings and suitable snag densities. Flycatchers associated with suitable mixed 
conifer stands may be affected by reduced foraging opportunities, but birds should persist, perhaps at 
lower densities. Flycatchers associated with suitable spruce-fir stands may be unaffected by MPB effects. 

Mammals 
Nine species of sensitive mammals occur or are expected to occur on the WRNF. Five species—fringed 
myotis (Myotis thysanodes), spotted bat (Euderma maculatum), Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus 
townsendii townsendii), river otter (Lontra canadensis), and Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep (Ovis 
canadensis canadensis)—have not been detected on or near the Project Area, do not have affinities to 
Project Area habitats, have elevation and/or distributional ranges that do not overlap the Project Area. 
Those five species are dropped from further consideration herein. The remaining three species have 
affinities to habitats present within the Project Area, may be present, and are addressed below. 

Pygmy Shrew 

Pygmy shrews (Microsorex hoyi montanus) are a species associated with the northern boreal forests of 
Canada and the northern United States. Until 1961 this shrew was unknown from the Rocky Mountains 
south of Montana. Since that time, specimens have been captured in Colorado, though they are still very 
rare. More recent research by Siemers (2009) on the WRNF included capture sites on a variety of habitat 
types, including pond margin surrounded by spruce-fir woodland, willow riparian shrubland, subalpine 
meadow, spruce-fir woodland, and subalpine mesic meadow with spruce-fir. Two capture locations were 
in Summit County, Peru Creek and Elliot Ridge. The pygmy shrew analysis area for this project extends 
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outward (on the order of several hundred yards) to the furthest extent of any home range that could 
overlap the proposed Alternative 2 disturbance areas. 

No suitable trapping surveys have been conducted within the Project Area to detect this rare species. Until 
Siemers (2009) study, pygmy shrews had not been detected in Summit County (NDIS data) or anywhere 
else on the WRNF. Nevertheless, this species remains uncommon on the landscape, although trapability is 
likely a contributing factor. Based on the species’ broad habitat affinities, forested habitats associated 
with Alternative 2 disturbance areas fall within the broad habitat continuum known to be occupied by this 
species. 

Hoary Bat 

The hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus) is a solitary species, roosting primarily among foliage in deciduous and 
coniferous trees, often along the edges of clearings. They have been observed in a number of forested 
cover types, including mixed conifer, lodgepole pine, ponderosa pine, pinyon-juniper, and riparian areas 
with cottonwood and willow. Hoary bats forage on a wide variety of insects, especially moths. 

Because of this species’ dependence on trees with foliage for summer roosts, insect, disease and large-
scale disturbances, such as the current MPB epidemic, pose a substantial, imminent threat to hoary bat 
populations. The only known roost locations of hoary bats in R2 were in live lodgepole pine trees, and the 
individuals located in that study preferred trees that were larger and had greater canopy cover than 
random. The bark beetle epidemic in R2 has killed more than 3 million acres of pine forests, decreasing 
the quality and quantity of this vital roosting habitat. Forest lands in R2 are often surrounded by 
unsuitable roosting habitat, so the Forests likely provide important roosting opportunities across the 
Region. The species has been documented on the WRNF and is considered in detail because of 
insufficient information on their distribution on the Forest. 

The hoary bat analysis area for this project extends outward from the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry 
Hut Project Area to the furthest extent of any nocturnal foraging range that bats roosting in the Project 
Area might use. Based on nightly foraging ranges of other similar bats, the hoary bat analysis area could 
extend several miles beyond the proposed Alternative 2 disturbance areas. 

American Marten 

Martens (Martes americana) are boreal weasels closely associated with dense, late-successional, spruce-
fir forests in Colorado, although their seasonal distribution also extends upward into the alpine and down 
into lodgepole pine forests and coniferous riparian corridors). Complex physical habitat structure, 
particularly on the forest floor, provides three important microhabitat functions: access to subnivian space 
for foraging and resting, escape cover, and thermal protection. Such structure might be in the form of 
logs, rock piles/outcrops, stumps, windthrown trees, slash, boulder fields, and squirrel middens. 
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Martens are well distributed across the WRNF in suitable habitats in mid- to upper elevation zones. 
Although they are most commonly observed in spruce-fir forests, they are occasionally seen in lower-
elevation, mixed-conifer forests. Marten are present in the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut 
Project Area, most common in spruce-fir and upper elevation mixed conifer stands, but also occasionally 
extending into the lodgepole pine zone. 

The American marten analysis area for this project extends outward from the proposed Weber Gulch 
Backcountry Hut Project Area to the furthest extent of any marten home range that could overlap the 
proposed disturbance areas. Therefore, the marten analysis area could extend approximately 1 mile 
beyond the proposed Alternative 2 disturbance areas. 

Winter tracking surveys were conducted on March 1, 2011 along all proposed access routes to the 
proposed hut. Tracking routes were divided into transect segments in the field, corresponding to large or 
relatively homogeneous habitat blocks, defined by boundaries between distinct habitat types and/or 
distinct locations on topographic maps. Track indices were developed from tracks ≤ 24 hours old 
identified to species (or taxa) and counted when they crossed or approached the transect. Total non-
repetitive tracking survey distance was 6.1 kilometers and track indices were developed along 6.18 
kilometers of transects. Although caution is warranted because of sample size limitations, marten track 
indices averaged 0.65 fresh tracks per kilometer of transect in the Project Area, generally slightly higher 
than indices developed at some surrounding ski areas. 

Management Indicator Species 

Management indicator species (MIS) are defined in Forest Service Manual (FSM) 2620.5-1 as “(P)lant 
and animal species, communities, or special habitats selected for emphasis in planning, and which are 
monitored during forest plan implementation in order to assess the effects of management activities on 
their populations and the populations of other species with similar habitat needs which they may 
represent.”  

American Elk 
Elk were selected as a MIS to answer the question “Does Forest motorized and non-motorized travel and 
recreation management result in effective use of habitat by ungulates?” Forest-wide, the elk population is 
increasing, but the population is decreasing in some areas as a result of intentional management (e.g., 
DAU E-13). Elk habitat quantity across the WRNF is expected to remain stable, habitat quality is 
expected to remain stable or increase, and the future elk population trend is unknown. Part of the 
uncertainty with future population trends is that elk numbers are affected by weather and hunting levels 
that are independent of Forest Service control. The main MIS concern for elk is habitat effectiveness and 
their ability to disperse across the Forest. Elk were selected as a project-level MIS for the proposed Weber 
Gulch Backcountry Hut project because they are seasonally present. The Forest Service is implementing 
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the elk monitoring protocol, in cooperation with Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW), to monitor 
population and habitats trends across the WRNF.  

This species was not chosen as a MIS because of any viability concerns, there is not a viability concern 
for this species on the WRNF, viability is not expected to become a concern through implementation of 
this project or continued implementation of the Forest Plan, and viability of this MIS will not be 
addressed further in this document. The elk analysis areas considered herein includes the furthest home 
ranges of elk overlapping the Project Area (generally southern Summit County) and the WRNF. 

In Colorado, the breeding season for elk begins in early September, peaks during the last week of 
September and first week of October, and is over by late October. Calving grounds are carefully selected 
by the cows and are generally in locations where cover, forage and water are in close proximity. Calving 
sites occur in the middle to upper portions of summer range and often occur in the same general area each 
year. Hiking and other recreational activities in or near elk calving areas can impact reproductive success.  

Elk inhabit higher elevations during spring and summer and migrate to lower elevations for winter range. 
The length of seasonal migration varies from just a few miles to nearly 50 miles in some cases. When 
early winter snows begin to accumulate, cows, calves and younger bulls begin to move down to winter 
ranges, where they usually remain from December through March. During winter, elk form large, mixed 
herds on favored winter range and more than 1,000 animals may be observed together. Mature bulls 
typically winter at higher elevations than cows and are found in small bachelor groups. As winter 
moderates in late March, elk start a gradual movement back up to their summer ranges and the cycle 
begins again. Winter range availability and habitat effectiveness may be the most critical seasonal range 
for elk survival. The Project Area is not part of, and is somewhat separated from, the Front Range 
endemic area where chronic wasting disease has been detected in deer and, to a lesser extent, elk by 
CPW. 

The State of Colorado has responsibility for the management of wildlife populations. The CPW has 
specific elk management goals and objectives that have been developed in cooperation with landowners, 
the public and federal land management agencies.  

The proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut Project Area is in Data Analysis Unit (DAU) E-13, which 
comprises all of Summit County and the southern part of Grand County. DAU E-13 contains 1,369.2 
square miles (876,288 acres), with 35 percent (479.1 square miles [306,624 acres]) of this DAU within 
the WRNF. The proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut Project Area represents a small portion of the 
home ranges of elk herds within DAU E-13. Through liberal antlerless seasons, the CPW has been 
actively managing this herd to reduce it to its current (2010) DAU population objective of 4,700 to 5,500 
animals. Based upon the most recent data available, the DAU E-13 herd remains above the population 
objective. There are no current MIS concerns about the overall population number or overall population 
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trend for this herd. The bull elk harvest and bull:cow ratios in DAU E-13 have remained fairly stable over 
the past ten years. 

The WRNF has begun implementing its Travel Management Plan (TMP), which will alter and reduce 
open roads and trails on the Forest, which continue to experience increasing use by recreationists during 
the summer and fall. The lack of available summer range is becoming more of an issue to elk herds in 
southern Summit County because of fragmentation and encroachment of human activities into elk habitat. 
The continued development of large portions of the winter ranges on private lands into private home sites 
is likely causing increased stress on the population and may contribute to reduced calf production and 
survival. The proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut Project Area is used by low numbers of elk from 
spring through fall. Use starts in spring as animals follow receding snowlines from lower elevation winter 
ranges. A low level of calving could possibly occur in some of the more isolated forest blocks in the area, 
but such use is likely limited by higher quality, more isolated, lower elevation habitat blocks that are not 
as bisected by dispersed recreational activities. Some elk remain in the general for summer range. 
Restrictive snow depths begin pushing the elk down to lower elevation winter ranges in November. 
Winter range is not an issue relevant to this Project Area. 

Aquatic Macroinvertebrates 
On the WRNF, aquatic macroinvertebrates were selected to address trend and condition of flowing waters 
only. Therefore, macroinvertebrates in still water habitats will not be discussed further. Because of their 
wide distribution and their sensitivity to disturbance and pollutants, aquatic macroinvertebrates are widely 
used to monitor the health of streams and rivers. This group was not chosen as a MIS because of any 
viability concerns, there is not a viability concern for this species on the WRNF, viability is not expected 
to become a concern through implementation of this project or continued implementation of the Forest 
Plan, and viability of this MIS will not be addressed further in this document. The aquatic 
macroinvertebrate analysis areas for this project include those streams (including Weber Gulch, French 
Creek, and the Blue River above Dillon Reservoir) draining the Project Area that could be affected by 
sediments and increased flows from proposed Alternative 2 disturbance areas. 

Aquatic macroinvertebrates are those invertebrates that spend at least part of their life cycle in water. 
These include worms, mollusks, mites, and insects. Insects are by far the most common. Most insect 
species spend just the immature phase (larval or nymph phase) in water. Aquatic macroinvertebrate 
communities are influenced by the timing of flows and water quality in the streams in which they live. 
Geology, elevation, temperature, gradient, and substrate distribution are other factors that commonly 
influence macroinvertebrate communities. As habitats are degraded, either by chemical pollutants, 
increased sediment, or unfavorable changes in flow regime (especially severe reductions), the response of 
the macroinvertebrate community is typically a reduction in the number of species which occur there and 
especially the number of sensitive species. Although sensitive species occur in most insect orders, three 
orders are comprised primarily of species that are more sensitive to disturbance. These are Ephemeroptera 
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(mayflies), Plecoptera (stoneflies), and Tricoptera (caddisflies), collectively known as “EPT.” 
Additionally, a specific WRNF metric was developed identifying local EPT taxa sensitive to sediment. 

There are no baseline aquatic macroinvertebrate, water quality, or fisheries data available for Weber 
Gulch per se, due to intermittent character of the drainage’s lower reach. Considerable aquatic 
macroinvertebrate and water quality data are available for French Gulch as a result of sampling associated 
with the Wellington Mine. The Forest Service has sampled fisheries in reaches of French Gulch and 
found that the cutthroats present are more closely aligned with Yellowstone cutthroat trout. CPW has 
sampled fisheries in the Blue River below French Creek and found the fish community dominated by 
rainbow and brown trout. The EPA has aquatic macroinvertebrate and water quality data for that section 
of the Blue River below French Creek, as related to Willington Mine. These data are incorporated herein 
by reference and are contained in the project file and available for review by the public at the DRD office 
in Silverthorne. 

All Trout (Brook, Brown, Rainbow, & Colorado River Cutthroat) 
Fish communities are used to describe the existing condition of the Project Area and potential effects of 
various project components. Total trout (including brook [Salvelinus fontinalis], brown [Salmo trutta], 
rainbow [Oncorhynchus mykiss], Colorado River cutthroat trout [O. clarkii pleuriticus], and their hybrids, 
hereinafter MIS trout, or trout) density, or the number of all trout individuals per 100 meters of stream, is 
an MIS, and a useful measure of habitat quality. Decreased habitat quality can result from changes in 
channel morphology and increased sedimentation. Fall spawning fish (brook and brown trout) could 
potentially be affected by water depletions when eggs are in the gravels. Egg mortality can result from 
flow reductions dewatering egg deposition areas and increasing anchor ice occurrence. This group was 
not chosen as a MIS because of any viability concerns, there is not a viability concern for this MIS group 
on the WRNF, viability for this MIS group is not expected to become a concern through implementation 
of this project or continued implementation of the Forest Plan, and viability of this MIS group will not be 
addressed further in this document. The all trout analysis areas for this project include those streams 
(including Weber Gulch, French Creek, and the Blue River above Dillon Reservoir) draining the Project 
Area that could be affected by sediments and increased flows from proposed Alternative 2 disturbance 
areas. 

Because trout were selected as a MIS during the 2002 Forest Plan revision, the Forest does not yet 
have trout population numbers and trends for reference and affected stream reaches Forest-wide. In 2003, 
the WRNF began its Forest-wide aquatic MIS monitoring.  

DIRECT AND INDIRECT ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Alternative 1 – No Action 

Alternative 1 is a true No Action Alternative and provides a baseline for comparing, accurately and 
consistently, the effects of Alternative 2. The No Action Alternative reflects a continuation of existing 
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operations and management practices without changes, additions, or upgrades of the existing conditions 
on NFS land (on Summit County Open Space and Breckenridge Open Space properties). No new 
facilities or recreational opportunities would be approved under the No Action Alternative. Existing to 
increased levels of non-motorized (Nordic skiing, mountain biking, and hiking) and motorized 
(snowmobiling and four-wheeling) would occur along existing roads and trails in the vicinity of the 
Project Area. Mountain pine beetles (Dendroctonus ponderosae) could continue altering lodgepole pine 
and mixed conifer habitat values in the vicinity of the Project Area. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 
The management decisions associated with Alternative 1 would have “no effect” on any threatened and 
endangered species, their habitats, or on designated critical habitat. 

Greenback Cutthroat Trout 

The proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut Project Area does not support occupied habitat for the 
greenback cutthroat trout, Alternatives 1 would have no effect on this species. 

North American Wolverine 

Alternative 1 would have no effect on wolverines because no habitat modification would be authorized.  

Canada Lynx 

Alternative 1 would not induce or result in any tree removal or habitat changes, or changes in land use or 
human activity, including snow compaction alterations from current use. The No Action Alternative 
would have no additional direct or indirect impacts or benefits to lynx or lynx habitat.  

R2 Sensitive Species 
Impacts to R2 sensitive species are summarized in Table 3E-3, below.  

Insects 

One species of R2 sensitive insect is potentially present on the WRNF, but the Great Basin silverspot 
does not have potential habitat within the area of influence of the Project Area nor have known 
distributions overlapping the WRNF. Therefore, Alternative 1, would have no effect on the Great Basin 
silverspot. 

Fish 

There would be no changes to the hydrology or habitat quality of any stream as a result of Alternative 1 
that could negatively affect the five sensitive fish species. 

Amphibians/Reptiles 

Alternative 1 would have no impact on boreal toads. There is no suitable leopard frog breeding habitat 
that would be directly or indirectly affected by Alternative 1. 
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Birds 

Alternative 1 would have no impact on goshawks, white-tailed ptarmigan, boreal owl or olive-sided 
flycatcher. However, under the No Action Alternative, the ongoing MPB epidemic will likely reduce 
short- and moderate-term foraging opportunities along mid- and lower-elevation lodgepole pine and 
mixed conifer habitats in the Swan River drainage, including the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut 
Project Area. 

Mammals 

Pygmy Shrew 
Alternative 1 would have no impact on pygmy shrews. The effects of the current MPB epidemic on 
pygmy shrews, which will continue under the No Action Alternative, are uncertain because the species 
inhabits a wide range of habitats, including clearcuts and selectively logged forests, that can be similar 
structurally and vegetatively to forest stands affected by the MPB epidemic. 

Hoary Bat 
Alternative 1 would have no impact on the hoary bat. The effects of the current MPB epidemic on hoary 
bats, which will continue under the No Action Alternative, are thought to be largely negative, because of 
the removal of roosting habitat, and uncertain, because of unknown effects to their insect prey base. 

American Marten 
Alternative 1 would have no impact on marten. However, under the No Action Alternative, the ebbing 
MPB epidemic will likely reduce short- and moderate-term foraging and possibly denning opportunities 
along mid- and lower-elevation lodgepole pine and mixed conifer habitats, including the Project Area. 

Management Indicator Species 
Aquatic Macroinvertebrates 

The No Action Alternative would have no additional direct or indirect effects to aquatic 
macroinvertebrates, aquatic faunal communities, or water quality in Weber Gulch, French Gulch, or the 
Blue River downstream of the Project Area. 

The No Action Alternative would have no indirect impacts to aquatic macroinvertebrates or water 
quality. Alternative 2 is not expected to generate any secondary development or dispersed recreation 
effects from additional residents, employees, or guests that would affect this indicator group or water 
quality in the analysis area. 

American Elk 

The No Action Alternative would have no additional direct impacts or benefits to elk or elk habitat. 
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All Trout 

While past management may have degraded the physical habitat quality for salmonids in reaches of 
French Gulch and the Blue River in the Weber Gulch Project Area, the No Action Alternative would 
contribute no additional direct or indirect effects to local water quality or quantity, local trout 
populations, or trout populations and habitat trend Forest-wide. 

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 

Threatened and Endangered Species 
North American Wolverine 

Alternative 2 would be not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of North American wolverine 
because no habitat modification would be authorized.  

Canada Lynx 

For all land ownerships, Alternative 2 would result in the permanent loss of 1.51 acres of lynx habitat 
(non-habitat is not lynx habitat) composed of forest, and temporary disturbances to 0.46 acre (all 
forblands around the hut), totaling 1.97 acres. Tree removal for trails (1.17 acres) and the parking lot 
(0.34 acre) would affect 0.24 acre of denning habitat, 0.23 acre of winter foraging habitat, 0.7 acre of 
other habitat, and 0.34 acre of currently unsuitable habitat. On NFS lands only, Alternative 2 would result 
in the permanent loss of 0.89 acre of lynx habitat, impacts to 0.09 acre of non-habitat, and temporary 
disturbances to 0.37 acre of non-habitat, totaling 1.35 acres. Tree removal for trails (0.55 acre) and the 
parking lot (0.34 acre) on NFS lands only would affect 0.21 acre of effective denning habitat, 0.34 acre of 
other habitat, and 0.34 acre of currently unsuitable habitat. The habitat impacts would have nearly 
immeasurable effects of the Swan River LAU lynx habitat statistics. Construction and use of the proposed 
Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut and its associated trail system should have no discernible effect on 
continued snowshoe hare use of the Project Area. The proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut and its 
associated trail system would affect a patch of habitat that appears functional as diurnal security habitat. 
The one summer season of hut and trail construction activities, annual maintenance, and guest use of the 
hut should not result in lynx injury or mortality, but it could displace individual lynx that might be 
moving through active construction areas and access corridors. 

The proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut would increase dispersed winter recreational activity just 
beyond a forested bottleneck in the southern Summit County lynx corridor. While it would be best for 
lynx if a hut was not put in this corridor, the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut would maintain 
habitat connectivity through the Swan River LAU and between contiguous LAUs. Hut use would have 
collectively insignificant and discountable effects on lynx home range efficacy. Dispersed skiing outside 
of areas intended for skiing should not have meaningful adverse effects on lynx habitat use. Use of the 
proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut is expected to make only insignificant and discountable 
incremental contributions to traffic volumes along regional highways serving the hut. The proposed 
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Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut is not expected to generate any secondary development from additional 
residents or employees.  

The direct and indirect effects of the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut would be consistent with 
all applicable SRLA management direction. While the collective habitat losses, land use, and human 
activity within the Swan River LAU, including considerable recent habitat modifications associated with 
the mountain pine beetle epidemic, have degraded lynx habitat values and impaired habitat connectivity, 
the relatively small and benign additive impacts associated with the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry 
Hut on lynx foraging, sheltering, breeding, and dispersal would meet the definitions of “insignificant” and 
“discountable” (per the USFWS and NMFS). Therefore, the Proposed Action warrants a “may affect, not 
likely to adversely affect” determination for Canada lynx.  

R2 Sensitive Species 
Table 3E-3 summarizes effects of Alternative 2 on R2 sensitive species. Following the table, detailed 
information on impacts to each species is presented.  

Table 3E-3: 
Determination Summary of Effects on R2 Sensitive Animal Species 

Resulting from Alternatives 1 and 2 

Common name, Scientific name 
Determination 

Alt. 1 Alt. 2 
INSECTS 

Great Basin silverspot, Speyeria nokomis nokomis NI NI 
FISH 

Roundtail chub, Gila robusta NI NI 
Mountain sucker, Catostomus platyrhynchus NI NI 
Bluehead sucker, Catostomus discobolus NI NI 
Flannelmouth sucker, Catostomus latipinnis NI NI 
Colorado River cutthroat trout, Oncorhynchus clarkii pleuriticus NI NI 
AMPHIBIANS 

Boreal western toad, Bufo boreas boreas NI NI 
Northern leopard frog, Rana pipiens NI NI 
BIRDS 

Northern goshawk, Accipiter gentilis NI MAII 
Northern harrier, Circus cyaneus NI NI 
Ferruginous hawk, Buteo regalis NI NI 
American peregrine falcon, Falco peregrinus anatum NI NI 
Bald eagle, Haliaeetos leucocephalus NI NI 
White-tailed ptarmigan, Lagopus leucurus NI MAII 
Greater sage grouse, Centrocercus urophasianus NI NI 
Columbian sharp-tailed grouse,  
Tympanuchus phasianellus columbianus NI NI 

Flammulated owl, Otus flammeolus NI NI 
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Table 3E-3: 
Determination Summary of Effects on R2 Sensitive Animal Species 

Resulting from Alternatives 1 and 2 

Common name, Scientific name 
Determination 

Alt. 1 Alt. 2 

Boreal owl, Aegolius funereus NI MAII 
Black swift, Cypseloides niger NI NI 
Lewis’ woodpecker, Melanerpes lewis NI NI 
Olive-sided flycatcher, Contopus cooperi NI MAII 
Loggerhead shrike, Lanius ludovicianus NI NI 
Purple martin, Progne subis NI NI 
Brewer’s sparrow, Spizella breweri NI NI 
Sage sparrow, Amphispiza belli NI NI 
MAMMALS 

Pygmy shrew, Microsorex hoyi montanus NI MAII 
Fringed myotis, Myotis thysanodes NI NI 
Hoary bat, Lasiurus cinereus NI MAII 
Spotted bat, Euderma maculatum NI NI 
Townsend’s big-eared bat, Corynorhinus townsendii townsendii NI NI 
American marten, Martes americana NI MAII 
North American wolverine, Gulo gulo luscus - a - a 
River otter, Lontra canadensis NI NI 
Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep, Ovis canadensis canadensis NI NI 

NI = No impact; BI = Beneficial impact; MAII = may adversely impact individuals, but is not likely to result in a loss of 
viability in the planning area, nor cause a trend toward federal listing. 
Determinations in this table only consider NFS lands that may be directly, indirectly, or cumulatively affected by the Proposed 
Action, which R2 species determinations are based on. 
Wolverine was proposed for listing under the ESA on February 4, 2013. As a result, it is dropped from consideration herein 
and is addressed in the BA. 

Insects 

One species of R2 sensitive insect is potentially present on the WRNF, but the Great Basin silverspot 
does not have potential habitat within the area of influence of the Project Area nor have known 
distributions overlapping the WRNF. Therefore, Alternatives 2, including the implementation of PDF, 
would have no impact on the Great Basin silverspot. 

Fish 

There would be no changes to the hydrology or habitat quality of any stream as a result of Alternative 2 
that could negatively affect the five sensitive fish species. Therefore, Alternative 2 would have no impact 
on these five species of sensitive fish. 
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Amphibians/Reptiles 

Boreal Western Toad 
A Forest Plan Consistency Analysis was conducted for Alternatives 1 and 2 and is contained in the 
Administrative Record at the DRD. With the implementation of PDFs that are part of the Proposed 
Action, Alternatives 1 and 2 would be consistent with all standards and guidelines, and Forest direction 
applicable to boreal toads and leopard frogs. 

Alternative 2 project components would have no impact on any known or potential boreal toad breeding 
habitat or surrounding terrestrial habitats that could be expected to be used post-breeding or for 
hibernacula. With the implementation of PDFs incorporated into the Proposed Action, no sediments 
originating in Alternative 2 construction areas are likely to extend to any suitable boreal toad breeding 
complex on NFS or private lands. It is discountable that extreme female home range or dispersing toad 
movements could extend into Alternative 2 project component areas. As such, construction activity 
impacts (e.g., direct mortality of individuals in clearance areas and along access roads, direct effects) or 
impaired habitat connectivity via reduced forest cover and maintenance vehicle-induced mortality along 
mountain roads (indirect effects) would not impact individuals. Therefore there would be no impact on 
this species. 

Northern Leopard Frog 
There is no suitable leopard frog breeding habitat that would be directly or indirectly affected by 
Alternatives 2. For the same reasons described above for the boreal toad, Alternative 2 would have no 
impact on the leopard frog. 

Birds 

Northern Goshawk 
The ongoing MPB epidemic will likely reduce short- and moderate-term foraging and nesting 
opportunities along mid- and lower-elevation lodgepole pine and mixed conifer habitats in the Swan 
River drainage, including the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut Project Area. 

In addition to MPB affects, Alternative 2 would affect goshawks by removing 0.9 acre of forest on NFS 
lands (1.5 acres of forest under all land ownerships) in the Project Area that supports potential prey 
species. This habitat conversion would be inconsequential on the large foraging range of an individual 
pair’s home range. No goshawk nests or nesting habitat associated with a known nesting block would be 
affected. Additional PDFs (Chapter 2, Table 2-2) that are part of the Proposed Action would 
incrementally reduce the above direct effects on this species. Indirect effects associated with this project 
would have no impacts on goshawks.  

Regarding goshawks, Alternative 2 may impact individuals, but is not likely to result in a loss of 
viability in the planning area, nor cause a trend toward federal listing. 
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White-tailed Ptarmigan 
Ptarmigan use of the Project Area and adjacent habitats for summer and breeding uses would be 
unaffected by Alternative 2. Alternative 2 could result in more frequent displacement of wintering male 
ptarmigan in alpine areas above the hut site if they are occasionally present. There would no physical loss 
of winter foraging habitat. There would be no indirect effects associated with this project (limited to 
increases in dispersed recreation extending into ptarmigan habitat).  

Regarding white-tailed ptarmigan, Alternative 2 may adversely impact individuals, but is not likely to 
result in a loss of viability in the planning area, nor cause a trend toward federal listing. 

Boreal Owl 
Alternative 2 would affect boreal owls by removing linear forest corridors for new and expanded access 
trails, representing potential year-round foraging habitat and potential nesting habitat, scattered 
throughout one or more owl home ranges. However, while the habitat that would be affected along 
proposed trail corridors is part of a larger block of potential nesting habitat, it is currently unsuitable for 
nest sites because no nest cavities are currently present in trees that would be possibly removed for 
proposed trail development. Assuming (invalidly) that all forested habitat affected by the Proposed Action 
is suitable as boreal owl habitat, potential boreal owl foraging and nesting habitat affected would total 
0.9 acre of forest on NFS lands (1.5 acres of forest under all land ownerships). This habitat conversion 
would be inconsequential on the large foraging range of an individual pair’s home range. If new nest trees 
associated with an active territory occur along the 1.3 miles of new and widened trails during the 
construction season, direct mortality of eggs and/or nestlings would be avoided by conducting tree 
removal outside the May 21 to July 15 nesting period when eggs/young could be present. Given this 
species’ primarily nocturnal habitat use, cavity nesting habit, the relatively small amount of subalpine and 
montane terrain that would be developed (i.e., compared to the intact terrain that would remain outside of 
the trail corridors), and tolerance to human disturbance, it is likely that all remaining surrounding forest 
that is currently suitable as boreal owl habitat would remain suitable, including possible future nesting. 
Increases in dispersed recreation (i.e., other than that associated with Alternative 2) extending into boreal 
owl habitat would have no indirect impact on this species.  

Regarding boreal owls Alternative 2 may impact individuals, but is not likely to result in a loss of 
viability on the planning area, nor cause a trend toward federal listing. 

Olive-sided Flycatcher 
Alternative 2 would affect olive-sided flycatchers by removing linear forest corridors for new and 
expanded access trails, representing potential year-round foraging habitat and potential nesting habitat, 
possibly scattered throughout one or more nest territories. Assuming (invalidly) that all forested habitat 
affected by the Proposed Action is suitable as olive-sided flycatcher habitat, potential foraging and 
nesting habitat affected would total 0.9 acre of forest on NFS lands (1.5 acres of forest under all land 
ownerships). This habitat conversion would be inconsequential on an individual pair’s home range. If nest 
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trees associated with an active territory occur along the 1.3 miles of new and widened trails during the 
construction season, direct mortality of eggs and/or nestlings would be avoided by conducting tree 
removal outside the June 1 to July 15 nesting period when eggs/young could be present.  

Regarding olive-sided flycatchers, Alternative 2 may impact individuals, but is not likely to result in a 
loss of viability in the planning area, nor cause a trend toward federal listing. 

Mammals 

Pygmy Shrew 
In addition to MPB affects, Alternative 2 could impact individual pygmy shrews through direct, 
construction-related mortality and/or loss of potential habitat. Even considering the relative small home 
range size of this species, the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut impact areas amounting to 
0.89 acre of forest on NFS lands (1.51 acres of forest under all land ownerships) extending over 1.3 miles 
of new and expanded trails, would represent a small portion of an individual shrew’s home range, if 
present, and an insignificant proportion of the total potential range and habitat available to this species on 
the Forest. The probability that this species would be present in those potentially suitable habitats 
proposed for trail, parking lot, and hut development when it is so rare on the WRNF is unlikely. Indirect 
effects associated with this project would have no impact on this species. Impact zones associated with 
reasonably foreseeable projects (refer to Section 12.1 in the BE) considered in this analysis would 
contribute additional effects to potential pygmy shrew habitat in the Swan River basin, however the 
impact zones associated with those other activities and projects would not extend to potential habitat for 
this species that could be directly affected by the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut project 
components on NFS land. Nevertheless, because potential pygmy shrew habitat would be removed and 
altered and because of the small potential of direct mortality from construction activities, Alternative 2 
may adversely impact individuals, but is not likely to result in a loss of viability in the planning 
area, nor cause a trend toward federal listing. 

Hoary Bat 
In addition to MPB affects, Alternative 2 could impact individual hoary bats through the loss of potential 
roosting/foraging habitat associated with mixed conifer stands and any remaining mature lodgepoles that 
survive the MPB epidemic. The Alternative 2 impact areas represent an insignificant proportion of the 
total potential range and habitat available to this species on the Forest. The probability that this species 
would be present in those small areas of potentially suitable habitats proposed for hut-related disturbance 
when it is so rare on the WRNF is unlikely. Indirect effects associated with this project would have no 
impact on this species. Impact zones associated with reasonably foreseeable projects considered in this 
analysis (refer to BE Section 12.1) would contribute no additional cumulative effects to this species 
because impact zones associated with those other projects would not extend to potential habitat for this 
species that could be directly and indirectly affected by Alternative 2 on NFS land. Nevertheless, because 
potential hoary bat habitat would be removed and altered, Alternative 2 “may adversely impact 
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individuals, but is not likely to result in a loss of viability in the planning area, nor cause a trend toward 
federal listing.” 

Because potential hoary bat habitat would be removed and altered, Alternative 2 may adversely impact 
individuals, but is not likely to result in a loss of viability in the planning area, nor cause a trend 
toward federal listing. 

American Marten 
The local, mature, closed canopy, lodgepole stands that dominate much of the lower and mid-elevations 
in the Swan River watershed do not represent primary marten habitat. Pure spruce-fir stands, representing 
the primary habitat of this species, should be largely unaffected by the MPB epidemic. 

In addition to MPB affects, described under the No Action Alternative, Alternative 2 would affect 
martens by removing linear forest strips, which represent foraging habitat, but not denning habitat (based 
on no tree cavities detected in clearance areas during the July 12, 2011 survey that could support a marten 
den), likely extending into portions of several individuals’ home ranges. The Alternative 2 impact areas 
represent an insignificant proportion of the total potential range and habitat available to this species on the 
Forest, and within individual home ranges overlapping the access trail corridors. Because there would be 
no den tree removal, young-of-the year would not be vulnerable to tree clearing, and no PDFs would be 
required to schedule tree removal outside of the March 1 to June 15 denning interval. Implementation of 
other PDFs should have no impact on martens. 

Marten habitat effectiveness may decline in an area slightly larger than the area of tree removal as a result 
of fragmentation effects and tree skiing. The effects of tree skiing on the local forest prey base are 
unclear, but are unlikely to be beneficial. Additional and widened access trails would not restrict or block 
marten movements and there should be no meaningful effects on habitat effectiveness now experienced 
by martens in the existing area. 

Indirect effects associated with this project, generally limited to increases in dispersed recreation 
extending into marten habitat, would have no additional impacts on this species. 

Impact zones associated with reasonably foreseeable projects considered in this analysis, limited to non-
project related increases in dispersed recreation and continued residential build-out in the Project Area, 
would contribute additional potentially negative effects to marten habitat and mortality in the marten 
analysis area. However, marten would persist in this analysis area. Other reasonably foreseeable projects 
considered in this analysis (refer to Section 12.1 in the BE) would contribute no additional cumulative 
effects to this species because impact zones associated with those other projects would not extend to 
potential habitat for this species that could be directly and indirectly affected by Alternative 2 on NFS 
land. 
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Regarding American marten, direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of Alternative 2 may impact 
individuals, but are not likely to result in a loss of viability in the planning area, nor cause a trend 
toward federal listing. 

Management Indicator Species 
American Elk 

The relatively small acreage of habitat conversion to access trails and the hut would have no meaningful 
direct effect on elk habitat use or habitat effectiveness. One year of summer hut construction activities 
could displace elk from access corridors and the hut site if elk occur in those areas coincident with human 
activities. While ground-originating construction disturbances would be localized, but longer in duration, 
those associated with helicopter use would affect a larger area, though be limited to a few days during that 
single construction season. Construction activity displacement effects could persist for years and while 
full recovery cannot be assumed, it is possible that elk use could largely return to former levels after about 
seven years, as long as summertime human use remains near current environmental baseline levels. Full 
recovery to baseline levels is possible because summer elk use and winter hut use are virtually mutually 
exclusive. After the initial construction season, the only additional (summertime) project effects would be 
those associated with up to approximately 15 ATV trips per summer maintenance season, mostly in late 
summer and early fall, depending upon the source of supplemental hut heating (refer to Section 2.2.5 in 
the BE). The resulting potential displacement effects would be along the existing Upper Trail of Tears 
road and the new ATV track to the hut. This potential displacement would overlap the widespread human 
disruption of summer and fall transitional range use associated with the hunting seasons. Overall, 
construction and maintenance activities would have relatively minor effects on elk habitat effectiveness, 
but those effects would be additive to the reduced availability of effective summer range that is becoming 
an issue in southern Summit County herds because of habitat fragmentation and the encroachment of 
human activities into elk habitat. 

Indirect effects to elk warranting consideration for this project would be those associated with the effects 
of any secondary or subsequent development, dispersed recreation, and highway traffic effects connected 
to the action area that would be induced or initiated by, or result from, Alternative 2. 

Under Alternative 2, the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut is not expected to generate any 
secondary development from additional residents or employees. Temporary employees and contractors 
that would implement the project components would be mostly local, in-county commuters, or contractors 
that overnight at existing hotels. 

Additional dispersed recreation resulting from the Proposed Action would be confined to winter when 
few, if any, elk would be present in the Project Area. 
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The proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut use is expected to make only minor and discountable 
incremental contributions to traffic volumes along regional highways serving the hut. Hut guests would 
all use Highway 9 at an assumed carpooling average of 2.8 users per vehicle. This level of use (914 
vehicle trips) averaged across the 160-day season would amount to 5.7 additional vehicle trips per day 
along Highway 9. This use would represent 0.03 percent of the 18,000 to 21,000 vehicles per day crossing 
through the highway section with the best habitat connectivity for elk between adjacent winter range 
segments. While this hut-related traffic would be additive to highway traffic volumes that are already 
impairing elk movements and presenting more serious threats to mortality and habitat fragmentation, the 
resulting effects would be minor and discountable.  

Aquatic Macroinvertebrates 

Alternative 2 includes a number of required, site-specific, watershed and aquatic resources management 
measures that would be implemented to avoid, minimize, and mitigate effects to aquatic habitat within the 
Project Area, resulting from trail, parking lot, and hut construction. This includes, but is not limited to the 
potential for soil and slope destabilization, erosion, and sedimentation from disturbance areas, increased 
runoff from soil disturbance areas and areas cleared of forest into streams, increases in stream volumes 
and water velocities, destabilized channels, and degraded water quality that could alter aquatic faunal 
communities. Alternative 2 would not measurably contribute to any negative trend in the Forest-wide 
population or habitat trend of aquatic macroinvertebrates that would affect achieving Forest Plan MIS 
objectives. 

Indirect effects to aquatic macroinvertebrates warranting consideration for this project would be those 
associated with the effects of any secondary or subsequent development and dispersed recreation that 
would be initiated by, or result from, Alternative 2 that would affect this indicator group or water quality 
in the analysis area. Alternative 2 is not expected to generate any secondary development or dispersed 
recreation effects from additional residents, employees, or guests that would affect this indicator group or 
water quality in the analysis area. 

All Trout 

Alternative 2 includes a number of required, site-specific, watershed and aquatic resources management 
measures that would be implemented to avoid, minimize, and mitigate effects to aquatic habitat within the 
Project Area resulting from trail, parking lot, and hut construction. This includes, but is not limited to the 
potential for soil and slope destabilization, erosion, and sedimentation from disturbance areas, increased 
runoff from soil disturbance areas and areas cleared of forest into streams, increases in stream volumes 
and water velocities, destabilized channels, and degraded water quality that could alter aquatic faunal 
communities. Alternative 2 would continue to provide effective salmonid habitat in all streams associated 
with the proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut Project Area and would not measurably contribute to 
impaired spawning success or to any negative trend in the Forest-wide population or habitat trend of all 
trout that would affect achieving Forest Plan MIS objectives. 
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Indirect effects to all trout warranting consideration for this project would be those associated with the 
effects of any secondary or subsequent development and dispersed recreation that would be initiated by, 
or result from, Alternatives 1 and 2 that would affect this indicator group or water quality in the analysis 
area. Alternative 2 is not expected to generate any secondary development or dispersed recreation effects 
from additional residents, employees, or guests that would affect this indicator group or water quality or 
quantity in the analysis area.  

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future project that have affected and will affect the resources 
considered herein extend from historic, persistent, mining and logging effects, to more recent 
transportation (e.g., I-70, Highways 9 and 6, and numerous Forest and private roads) and water 
developments (e.g., Dillon, Green Mountain, and other smaller reservoirs and their management affecting 
rivers and creeks). In addition, existing and continued build out of residential, commercial, and municipal 
developments related to the towns of Keystone, Dillon, Breckenridge, Frisco, Silverthorne and outlying 
developments are considered, as are the more widespread contemporary effects of year-round recreational 
development and use (e.g., alpine and Nordic ski areas, bike, hiking, and jeep trails, etc.).  

In addition to the above general actions, specific past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
are identified in Appendix A. Most of these specific projects have been approved and implemented and 
are now part of the environmental baseline considered under individual species accounts, below. 
Approved, but unimplemented components of those projects are also considered to have been 
implemented and part of the environmental baseline that may be further affected by Alternatives 1 and 2.  

There are no reasonably foreseeable future actions on non-NFS lands warranting consideration in this 
analysis, although, locally, build out of individual neighborhoods within the Keystone PUD (originally 
approved in 1995) and in previously approved subdivisions in the upper Blue River continues. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Canada Lynx 
With respect to reasonably foreseeable projects considered, the additive loss of lynx habitat and impaired 
habitat connectivity associated with Keystone’s Dercum Mountain Improvement plan are tentatively 
considered to be adverse. Additional components of the Keystone Resort MDP would reduce spruce-fir 
forest cover, impair habitat connectivity in other portions of the southern Summit County lynx corridor 
extending through Keystone’s Special Use Permit (SUP) area, and further expand the current 
development area boundary beyond current limits within the existing SUP area. Components of the 
Arapahoe Basin MDP would reduce spruce-fir forest cover, impair habitat connectivity in a portion of the 
southern Summit County lynx corridor northeast of Keystone that extends over Loveland Pass, and 
expand the current development area boundary beyond current limits within the existing SUP area. The 
Tenderfoot Motorcycle Trails proposal would increase summer through fall motorcycle-related activity 
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and disturbances in a large area extending from the Keystone base area to I-70 that partly overlaps the 5.5 
Management Area containing the southern Summit County lynx corridor northwest of Keystone and is 
entirely within the Loveland Pass Lynx Linkage. The collective effects of these future federal actions 
could further impair lynx habitat connectivity through southern Summit County and central Colorado, 
along the easternmost, and possibly the most important, of four continuously forested lynx corridors on 
the West Slope. 

R2 Sensitive and Management Indicator Species 

When Alternative 2 is considered cumulatively with past, present and foreseeable future actions, none of 
the proposed projects are anticipated to contribute to any change in status or viability for the R2 or 
Management Indicator Species that are present or potentially present. Alternative 2 is not anticipated to 
cumulatively contribute to an increase in any current or predicted downward trend in population numbers 
or density, or to current or predicted downward trends in habitat capability that would reduce the existing 
distribution of any of the R2 or Management Indicatory Species considered in this analysis. 
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F. VEGETATION 

SCOPE OF ANALYSIS 

The project area is located on the north and northwestern slopes of the ridge extending north off Bald 
Mountain (13,684 feet). Elevations associated with project area disturbance areas range from 
approximately 10,300 feet at the proposed parking area on French Gulch Road, to 11,480 feet at the 
proposed Hut site. Different vegetation was documented for each of the specific project components, 
therefore each area is discussed separately in the affected environment. 

Identification of invasive species in the vicinity of the Project Area and use of Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) to limit their spread 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

No threatened or endangered plant species were identified or have habitat within the project area, 
therefore only common vegetation and Region 2 (R2) Sensitive species are discussed further in this 
document. 

Proposed Hut Parking 

The proposed parking area would be located on the north side of the unpaved French Gulch Road (at the 
intersection with Humbug Hill), on the opposite side of the road from French Creek. The site supports a 
mature, closed canopy (4B) lodgepole pine (Pinus contorta) stand with 90 percent Mountain Pine Beetle 
(MPB) mortality (red trees), sparse lodgepole and subalpine fir (Abies bifolia) regeneration (Stages 2 and 
3), and individual Engelmann spruce (Picea engelmannii) up to Stage 4. The understory supported 50 to 
60 percent ground cover composed of common lodgepole understory species (refer to the project file for 
the species list associated with this and all other project component areas). No nest cavities were present. 
This area represents “currently unsuitable” lynx habitat. The proposed parking area is on NFS and private 
lands (Figure 2). 

Sally Barber Road 

The gated (to year-round motorized use), unpaved Sally Barber Road is approximately 18 feet wide and 
extends approximately 1.1 miles from the French Gulch Road to the Sally Barber Mine and the proximal 
end of the existing Nightmare on Baldy trail (Segment A in Figure 2). No additional disturbance or 
motorized vehicle use would occur along this road as a result of the Proposed Action. This road segment 
crosses through historically logged, mature, closed and open canopy (4B and 4A) mixed conifer, spruce-
fir, and lodgepole stands. Areas within one sight-distance of the road support low to high densities of live, 
horizontal, conifer foliage (LHCF), and represent “other” and lynx habitat and winter foraging habitat. 
This area represents “currently unsuitable” lynx habitat. The Sally Barber Road is on private and NFS 
lands. 
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Nightmare on Baldy Trail 

The existing 0.9 mile Nightmare on Baldy trail, extending between the Sally Barber Road and the Upper 
Trail of Tears trail, is a single track bike trail (Segment B in Figure 2). The only upgrading needed to 
make this trail suitable as a Nordic access trail would be the higher limbing of individual trees, probably 
affecting less than 1 percent of the trees present.32 Because the current limbing clearance for mountain 
bikes is at least 6 to 7 feet above ground level, most of the additional limbing would be beyond the winter 
foraging range of snowshoe hares. This trail segment crosses through historically logged, mature, closed 
and open canopy (4B and 4A) mixed conifer, spruce-fir, and lodgepole stands, with local areas of up to 40 
percent MPB mortality and individual fir (Armillaria sp.) mortality. Areas within one sight-distance of 
the trail support low to high densities of LHCF, and represent “other” and lynx habitat with local areas of 
winter foraging habitat. No nest cavities were observed in any tree or snag along the trail. This portion of 
the Nightmare on Baldy trail is on Summit County and private lands. 

Existing Upper Trail of Tears 

In the Travel Management Plan, the existing Upper Trail of Tears (Figure 3-1 – an unpaved road, from 
Mt. Baldy Road to Illinois Gulch, then a single track bike trail [Segment D in Figure 2 of this EA], neither 
of which are designated snow compacted routes in winter) was planned to be decommissioned. However, 
because Summit Huts is proposing to use the portion of it from the Mt. Baldy Road near the Iowa Mill to 
the intersection with the new access trail, the Forest agreed to retain it, but not show the rest of it past that 
point (beyond where it gets decommissioned at some point in the future). No upgrades for motorized 
summer hut maintenance access would be required on the Mt. Baldy Road, which is open to public 
motorized use in summer. Minor upgrades (no widening, but filling in puddles to improve drainage) 
would be required locally along the road portion of the Upper Trail of Tears. This trail segment crosses 
through a mature, open canopy (4A), historically logged, mixed conifer stand with a multilayered 
understory (Stage 2 and 3 trees), a low to no snag density, a low density of downed coarse, woody debris 
(CWD), and low LHCF density below 35 percent horizontal cover (at two sample points). About 40 
percent of this trail segment borders treeline and the entire segment represents “other” lynx habitat. No 
nest cavities were observed in any tree or snag along the trail. The existing Upper Trail of Tears is on 
NFS, private, and Summit County lands. 

New Trail Extension to the Hut 

From a point on the existing Nightmare on Baldy trail, a new, 1.3-mile trail segment to the hut is 
proposed (Segments C and E in Figure 2). That trail segment would cross through three forest types. The 
proximal 0.45 mile of trail (proximal part of Segment C in Figure 2) would extend through a mature, 
closed and open canopy (4B and 4A), historically logged, mixed conifer stand with a local area of dense, 
closed canopy, pole stage (3C, doghair) lodgepole pine. This segment contains a multilayered understory 
                                                      
32 Zobbe, 2011 
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of Stage 2 and 3 trees, a low to medium snag density, a low density of downed CWD, medium LHCF 
density ranging from below to above 35 percent horizontal cover, and is mostly winter foraging habitat 
with patches of other “other” lynx habitat (based on three sample points). The middle 0.47 mile trail 
segment (parts of Segments C [distal] and E [proximal] in Figure 2) would go through an open canopy, 
pole stage (3A), historically logged, lodgepole stand with no multilayered understory, no snags, a low 
density of CWD, medium LHCF density with less than 35 percent horizontal cover, that is best 
characterized as “other” lynx habitat. The distal 0.39 mile trail section that reaches the hut (distal part of 
Segment E in Figure 2) is primarily a mature, closed canopy (4B), historically logged (selectively and 
locally), spruce-fir stand extending up Weber Gulch proper, with a multilayered understory (Stage 2 and 3 
trees), a low to medium snag density, a medium density of downed CWD, and medium LHCF density 
above 35 percent horizontal cover (at three sample points). While this stand is all winter foraging habitat, 
it contains patches of CWD piles and is adequately isolated from human activity areas that it warrants 
effective lynx denning habitat. No nest cavities were observed in any tree or snag out to 10 feet on each 
side of the flagged centerline of the proposed trail extension. The new trail extension to the Weber Gulch 
backcountry hut site is on Summit County, NFS, and private lands. 

Hut Site 

The Weber Gulch backcountry hut site, at 11,480 feet, is located in an historically logged meadow (refer 
to Figure 2). The meadow containing the hut site is “non-habitat” for lynx and contains 10, small, 
exploratory, surface mining adits. A 4.3-acre boulder field is contiguous to the northwest. Beyond the 
boulder field to the northwest and beyond the meadow to the southeast is a savannah (less than 25 percent 
canopy closure) of pole stage (3) spruce and lodgepole trees classified as forbland and field-verified “non-
habitat.” Otherwise, the site is surrounded by mature, closed and open canopy (4B and 4A), spruce-fir 
forest that is effective winter foraging habitat if not denning habitat. The hut site is entirely on NFS lands. 

R2 Sensitive Plant Species 

Forest Service Region Two (R2) has designated “sensitive species,” representing species declining in 
number or occurrence or whose habitat is declining, either of which could lead to federal listing if action 
is not taken to reverse the trend, and species whose habitat or population is stable but limited.33 From the 
updated R2 list, a subset of sensitive species, including 33 plants was determined to be present or 
potentially present on the WRNF. Plant surveys adequately considered all plants on the current WRNF 
R2 species list. 

                                                      
33 USDA Forest Service, 2011 
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Table 3F-1: 
Region 2 Sensitive Plant Species, Potential Occurrence and Habitat Description 

Common Name, Scientific Name Pre-Field Potential Occurrence (Habitat Description) 

Sea pink, Armeria maritima ssp. sibirica No habitat (Wet sandy alpine slopes 11,900’–13,000’) 
Park milkvetch, Astragalus leptaleus No habitat (Wet meadows/aspen; Gun. Basin, Middle Park) 
Trianglelobe moonwort, Botrychium ascendens Pot. habitat (Montane willow wetlands and ruderal habitats) 
Slender moonwort, Botrychium lineare Pot. habitat (Montane through subalpine ruderal habitats) 
Peculiar moonwort, Botrychium paradoxum Pot. habitat (Montane through subalpine ruderal habitats) 
Smooth rockcress, Braya glabella No habitat (Sparse. calcareous alpine gravels >12,000’) 
Lesser panicled sedge, Carex diandra No habitat (Subalpine wetlands, wet meadows, w. carrs) 
Livid sedge, Carex livida No habitat (Fens) 
Yellow lady’s slipper, Cypripedium parviflorum Pot. habitat (Variety of forests, incl. S-F & LP, 5,700’–12,400’) 
Clawless draba, Draba exunguiculata No habitat (Granitic alpine fellfields 12,000’–14,000’) 
Gray’s Peak whitlow-grass, Draba grayana No habitat (Gravelly alpine slopes 11,500’–14,000’) 
Weber’s draba, Draba weberii No habitat (Single location in Summit County, 11,500’–11,600’) 
Roundleaf sundew, Drosera rotundifolia No habitat (Continuously moist or saturated fens) 
Giant helleborine, Epipactis gigantea No habitat (Sandstone seeps, springs, hot springs 4,800’–8,000’) 
Dropleaf buckwheat, Eriogonum exilifolium No habitat (Sparsely vegetated, rolling, sedimentary hills <8,500’) 
Altai cotton-grass, Eriophorum altaicum var. 
neogaeum No habitat (Peat wetlands 9,500’–14,000’) 

Chamisso’s cotton-grass, Eriophorum chamissonis No habitat (High elevation peaty wetlands) 
Slender cotton-grass, Eriophorum gracile No habitat (Peaty wetlands & saturated soils, 6,900’–8,000’) 

Hall fescue, Festuca hallii No habitat (Alpine tundra and subalpine grasslands,  
11,000’–12,000’) 

Simple bog sedge, Kobresia simpliciuscula No habitat (mesic to wet tundra and fens, 8,970’–12,800’) 
Colorado tansy-aster, Machaeranthera coloradoensis No habitat (Sparsely vegetated sandy soils 8,500’–12,500’) 
Kotzebue’s grass-of-Parnassus, Parnassia kotzebuei No habitat (Edges of standing water bodies 10,000’–12,400’) 
Harrington penstemon, Penstemon harringtonii No habitat (Open sagebrush, pinyon-juniper habitats) 
Porter feathergrass, Ptilagrostis porteri No habitat (Peaty soils in willow-tuft. hairgrass >10,000’) 
Ice cold buttercup, Ranunculus karelinii No habitat (Ridge/Mtn. top rock, scree, 12,000’–14,100’) 

Dwarf raspberry, Rubus arcticus ssp. acaulis Pot. habitat (Moist montane and sub-alpine habitats, 7,000’–
9,720’) 

Sageleaf willow, Salix candida No habitat (Nutrient-rich fens and thickets, 8,800’–10,600’) 
Autumn willow, Salix serissima No habitat (Calcareous fens, 7,800’–9,300’) 
Narrowleaf peatmoss, Sphagnum angustifolium No habitat (Fens) 
Baltic sphagnum, Sphagnum balticum No habitat (Fens) 
Sun-loving meadowrue, Thalictrum heliophilum No habitat (Steep oil shale slopes 6,300’–8,800’) 
Lesser bladderwort, Utricularia minor No habitat (Fens and other calm, shallow, aquatic habitats) 
American cranberrybush, Viburnum opulus var. 
americanum Not present (facultative wetland plant not documented in CO) 

Note: Other R2 plant species are not listed because they have not been found on the WRNF, they have no affinities to project area habitats, or 
the project area is outside of the species’ range or elevational distribution. Potential pre-field survey occurrence on the project area and 
habitat affinity is summarized for each species. Species in bold are potentially present and/or are discussed in the text. Plants are listed 
alphabetically by scientific name. 
Source: USDA Forest Service, 2011; Proctor, 2012; Western Ecosystems, Inc. 
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DIRECT AND INDIRECT ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Alternative 1 – No Action 

Alternative 1 is a true No Action Alternative and because no ground disturbance is proposed under the No 
Action Alternative, there is no potential to affect vegetation resources as a result of selecting 
Alternative 1.  

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 

Vegetation communities that would be affected by Weber Gulch backcountry hut components are 
quantified in Table 3F-2. For all land ownerships, Alternative 2 would result in the permanent loss of 1.51 
acres of forest and 0.09 acre of forblands and temporary disturbances to 0.37 acre of forblands around the 
hut, totaling 1.97 acres. Tree removal for trails (1.17 acres) and the parking lot (0.34 acre) would affect 
0.24 acre of spruce-fir forest, 0.67 acre of mixed conifer forest, and 0.6 acre of lodgepole pine. 
Temporarily disturbed areas around the hut would be revegetated with a Forest Service-approved seed 
mix. 

Table 3F-2: 
Vegetation Types for all Land Ownership 

Vegetation Type 
Acres Impacted 

All Lands NFS Lands Only 

Spruce-fir 0.24 0.21 
Lodgepole Pine  0.6 0.34 
Mixed Conifer 0.67 0.34 
Forblands 0.46 0.46 
TOTAL 1.97 1.35 

Source: Thompson, 2013b 

R2 Sensitive Plant Species 
Thirty three species of sensitive plants are known or expected to occur on the WRNF.34 The sensitive 
plant analysis area for this project extends to the boundaries of proposed disturbance areas. Based on 
plant surveys of the project area, surveys of proposed disturbance areas, surveys of adjacent areas where 
prior and current R2 plants were previously located, habitats that would be affected in the project area, 
and species’ habitat affinities, five R2 sensitive plant species, trianglelobe moonwort (Botrychium 
ascendens), slender moonwort (B. lineare), peculiar moonwort (B. paradoxum), yellow lady’s slipper 
(Cypripedium parviflorum), and dwarf raspberry (Rubus arcticus ssp. acaulis) had potentially suitable 
habitat in the project area. These species are discussed individually below to provide the required 
documentation. The remaining 28 R2 plant species do not occur in the habitats present in the project area, 

                                                      
34 Proctor, 2012 
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do not have elevation and/or distributional ranges that overlap the project area, have not been documented 
in the general geographic area of the project area, would not be affected by the Proposed Action, and do 
not warrant detailed consideration with respect to the Proposed Action. Therefore, the Proposed Action, 
including the implementation of PDF, would have no impact on sea pink (Armeria maritima ssp. 
sibirica), park milkvetch (Astragalus leptaleus), smooth rockcress (Braya glabella), lesser panicled sedge 
(Carex diandra), livid sedge (Carex livida), clawless draba (Draba exunguiculata), Gray’s Peak whitlow-
grass (Draba grayana), Weber’s draba (Draba weberii), roundleaf sundew (Drosera rotundifolia), giant 
helleborine Epipactis gigantea), dropleaf buckwheat (Eriogonum exilifolium), Altai cotton-grass 
(Eriophorum altaicum var. neogaeum), Chamisso’s cotton-grass (Eriophorum chamissonis), slender 
cotton-grass (Eriophorum gracile), Hall fescue (Festuca hallii), simple bog sedge (Kobresia 
simpliciuscula), Colorado tansy-aster (Machaeranthera coloradoensis), Kotzebue’s grass-of-Parnassus 
(Parnassia kotzebuei), Harrington penstemon (Penstemon harringtonii), Porter feathergrass (Ptilagrostis 
porteri), ice cold buttercup (Ranunculus karelinii), sageleaf willow (Salix candida), autumn willow (Salix 
serissima), narrowleaf peatmoss (Sphagnum angustifolium), Baltic sphagnum (Sphagnum balticum), 
sun-loving meadowrue (Thalictrum heliophilum), lesser bladderwort (Utricularia minor), and American 
cranberrybush (Viburnum opulus var. americanum) and they are dropped from further consideration 
herein (Table 3F-3). 

Table 3F-3: 
Determination Summary of Effects on R2 Sensitive Plant Species  

Common name, Scientific name 
Determination 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Sea pink, Armeria maritima ssp. sibirica NI NI 
Park milkvetch, Astragalus leptaleus NI NI 
Trianglelobe moonwort, Botrychium ascendens NI MAII 
Slender moonwort, Botrychium lineare NI MAII 
Peculiar moonwort, Botrychium paradoxum NI MAII 
Smooth rockcress, Braya glabella NI NI 
Lesser panicled sedge, Carex diandra NI NI 
Livid sedge, Carex livida NI NI 
Yellow lady’s slipper, Cypripedium parviflorum NI NI 
Clawless draba, Draba exunguiculata NI NI 
Gray’s Peak whitlow-grass, Draba grayana NI NI 
Weber’s draba, Draba weberii NI NI 
Roundleaf sundew, Drosera rotundifolia NI NI 
Giant helleborine, Epipactis gigantea NI NI 
Dropleaf buckwheat, Eriogonum exilifolium NI NI 
Altai cotton-grass, Eriophorum altaicum var. neogaeum NI NI 
Chamisso’s cotton-grass, Eriophorum chamissonis NI NI 
Slender cotton-grass, Eriophorum gracile NI NI 
Hall fescue, Festuca hallii NI NI 
Simple bog sedge, Kobresia simpliciuscula NI NI 
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Table 3F-3: 
Determination Summary of Effects on R2 Sensitive Plant Species  

Common name, Scientific name 
Determination 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Colorado tansy-aster, Machaeranthera coloradoensis NI NI 
Kotzebue’s grass-of-Parnassus, Parnassia kotzebuei NI NI 
Harrington penstemon, Penstemon harringtonii NI NI 
Porter feathergrass, Ptilagrostis porteri NI NI 
Ice cold buttercup, Ranunculus karelinii NI NI 
Dwarf raspberry, Rubus arcticus ssp. acaulis NI NI 
Sageleaf willow, Salix candida NI NI 
Autumn willow, Salix serissima NI NI 
Narrowleaf peatmoss, Sphagnum angustifolium NI NI 
Baltic sphagnum, Sphagnum balticum NI NI 
Sun-loving meadowrue, Thalictrum heliophilum NI NI 
Lesser bladderwort, Utricularia minor NI NI 
American cranberrybush, Viburnum opulus var. americanum NI NI 

Other R2 sensitive plants are not listed because they have not been found on the WRNF, they have no affinities to habitats on 
the project area, the project area is outside of the species’ range or elevational distribution, and the Proposed Action would 
have no impact on those species. Species in bold are potentially present and/or are discussed individually in the text. 
NI = No impact. 
MAII = may impact individuals, but is not likely to result in a loss of viability on the planning area, nor cause a trend to 
federal listing. 
Determinations in this table only consider NFS lands that may be directly, indirectly, or cumulatively affected by the Proposed 
Action, which R2 species determinations are based on. 

Trianglobe Moonwort 

Trianglelobe moonwort was not detected during plant surveys of the project area, however, portions of 
the project area support some of the ruderal habitats that this species is generally associated with, 
including the subalpine meadow where the hut would be built. With respect to trianglelobe moonwort, for 
the reasons described above under slender moonwort, direct and indirect effects of the Proposed Action, 
including the implementation of PDF, and effects associated with other reasonably foreseeable projects 
considered in this analysis may impact individuals, but are not likely to result in a loss of viability on 
the planning area, nor cause a trend to federal listing. 

Slender Moonwort 

No Botrychium lineare, no other R2 sensitive moonworts, nor any other species of moonworts were 
detected. The subalpine meadow where the hut would be built is potential, but unoccupied moonwort 
habitat. Because moonworts frequently exist in genus communities that may support unexpressed plants 
for years before plants emerge above ground, it is possible, though extremely unlikely, that slender 
moonwort spores are present, but that the plants have not emerged. General Forest Service direction is 
that unoccupied (as determined by appropriate surveys), but apparently suitable, potential R2 sensitive 
plant habitats are considered to be unoccupied, based on the rationale that if habitats actually were 
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suitable, they would be occupied. Therefore, impacts to unoccupied habitats would have “no impact” on 
R2 sensitive plants. However, because moonwort spores may remain unexpressed below ground for years 
before plants emerge and can be detected, this general Forest Service direction is not applicable to 
moonworts. Indirect effects associated with the proposed action are defined and described in Thompson 
(2013) and are incorporated herein by reference. There would be no indirect effects associated with the 
Proposed Action that would affect slender moonwort. The effects of reasonably foreseeable future actions 
would not extend to the impact zones associated with the Proposed Action and would have no impact on 
any of the R2 sensitive plants considered herein. Therefore, with respect to slender moonwort, direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects of the Proposed Action, including the implementation of PDF, and effects 
associated with other reasonably foreseeable projects considered in this analysis may impact individuals, 
but are not likely to result in a loss of viability on the planning area, nor cause a trend to federal 
listing. 

Peculiar Moonwort 

Paradox moonwort was not detected during plant surveys of the project area, however, portions of the 
project area support some of the ruderal habitats that this species is generally associated with, including 
the subalpine meadow where the hut would be built. With respect to paradox moonwort, for the reasons 
described above under slender moonwort, direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the Proposed Action, 
including the implementation of PDF, and effects associated with other reasonably foreseeable projects 
considered in this analysis may impact individuals, but are not likely to result in a loss of viability on 
the planning area, nor cause a trend to federal listing. 

Yellow Lady’s Slipper 

Habitat falling within the general continuum of this species is present within the project area, but the 
species was not located and is considered to be absent in the project area. Direct, indirect, and cumulative 
effects of the Proposed Action, including the implementation of PDF, and effects associated with other 
reasonably foreseeable projects considered in this analysis would have no impact on this species and it 
will not be discussed further in this document. 

Dwarf Raspberry 

While portions of the project area occur in the life zone and at elevations inhabited by this species, this 
species, and indicator species for it were not located during plant surveys and it is considered to be absent 
in the project area. Direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the Proposed Action, including the 
implementation of PDF, and effects associated with other reasonably foreseeable projects considered in 
this analysis would have no impact on this species and it will not be discussed further in this document. 
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CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

Past and present that have affected and continue to affect the vegetation resource, including sensitive 
species, include mining and logging effects, transportation (e.g., I-70, Highways 9 and 6, and numerous 
Forest and private roads) and water developments (e.g., Dillon, Green Mountain, and other smaller 
reservoirs and their management affecting rivers and creeks), existing and continued build out of 
residential, commercial, and municipal developments related to the towns of Keystone, Dillon, 
Breckenridge, Frisco, Silverthorne and outlying developments, and widespread effects of year-round 
recreational development and use (e.g., alpine and Nordic ski areas, bike, hiking, and jeep trails, etc.). 
Assuming presence, these past and present actions have had negative impacts on R2 sensitive plant 
species and their habitats however, past actions that cleared forest canopy while minimizing ground 
disturbance or soil sterilization and avoided the introduction of noxious weeds would likely have been 
beneficial actions for many of the species. 

Although there are no reasonably foreseeable future actions on non-NFS lands warranting consideration 
in this analysis, locally, build out of individual neighborhoods within the Keystone Planned Unit 
Development (originally approved in 1995) and in previously approved subdivisions in the upper Blue 
River continues. 

When Alternative 2 is considered cumulatively with past, present and foreseeable future actions, none of 
the proposed projects are anticipated to contribute to any change in status or viability for the species that 
are present or potentially present. Cumulative effects related to Alternative 2 are not expected to 
contribute to an increase in any current or predicted downward trend in population numbers or density or 
to current or predicted downward trends in habitat capability that would reduce the existing distribution of 
any of the R2 sensitive plant species carried forward in this analysis. 
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G. SOIL RESOURCES 

SCOPE OF ANALYSIS 

The scope of analysis for soil resources includes areas proposed for direct disturbance in the French 
Gulch portion of the Upper Blue watershed on Summit County and NFS lands. This analysis is based on 
review of the National Resource Conservation Service Web Soil Survey, the Holy Cross Area soil survey, 
a field survey completed August 2012 and post fieldwork characterization of soil properties completed 
during the winter of 2013. In addition a sample of the B and C horizon soils at the proposed hut site was 
sent to the Colorado State University Soil, Water and Plant Testing Lab for hydrometer texture analysis. 
This sample site was selected for its location within the area proposed for an onsite wastewater system.35 
BMPs and PDFs (refer to Table 2-2 in Chapter 2) are included to minimize erosion sedimentation and 
loss of topsoils due to construction of the proposed parking lot, trails and hut. 

FOREST PLAN DIRECTION 

The Forest Service Water Conservation Practices Handbook (WCPH) provides soil management 
measures to guide land treatments within the WRNF. The following measures apply to the proposed 
Weber Gulch backcountry hut project: 

Sediment Control 

13.2 Construct roads and other disturbed sites to minimize sediment discharge into streams, lakes, 
and wetlands. 

13.3 Stabilize and maintain roads and other disturbed sites during and after construction to control 
erosion. 

Soil Quality 

14.2 Maintain or improve long-term levels of organic matter and nutrients on all lands.36 

Refer to Table 2-2 in Chapter 2 for a complete table of PDFs and BMPs that are designed to minimize the 
resource impacts of proposed projects. 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The Project Area is located on Bald Mountain, the headwaters of French Creek. The area ranges from 
approximately 10,300 to 13,800 feet above mean sea level (amsl), with lower portions being heavily 
forested and upper portions that are above tree line. The average temperature in the winter months is 
approximately 20 degrees Fahrenheit; average temperature in the summer is approximately 50 degrees 

                                                 
35 Summit County, 2013 
36 USDA Forest Service, 2006 

-198-



Chapter 3: Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
G. Soil Resources 

 
Summit Huts Association Proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut 

Environmental Assessment 
3-78 

Fahrenheit. The climate and elevation of the project area limit the rate of soil formation. Historically, the 
Project Area has been developed for mining, logging and recreation; many roads and trails still provide 
both motorized and non-motorized access, although mining and logging in the area has ceased. Roads and 
trails in the Project Area require minimal management beyond installation of proper drainage such as 
rolling dips, water bars and periodic minor surface work to fill potholes or adjust drainage patterns. 

Soils identified within the Project Area can be grouped into four soil map units. These are displayed in 
Table 3G-1. Drainage class ratings for these soils are generally somewhat excessively drained, have 
moderately rapid permeability and slow runoff potential. Revegetation limitations range from moderate to 
severe due to slope and low inherent fertility within the Project Area. Slope is a primary factor affecting 
soils in the Project Area limiting slope stability, depth of topsoil and increasing the erosion hazard. 

Table 3G-1: 
Soil Management Units Identified within the Project Area 

Soil Management Unit Kwa 

290B – Leighcan family, loamy-skeletal, mixed, superactive Typic Dystrocryepts, 5–40% slopes 0.15 

670C – Legualt-Tolby families complex, sandy-skeletal, micaceous, shallow Typic Cryorthents 
(Legault) or mixed Typic Dystrocryepts (Tolby), 40–65% slopes 0.10 

7F (S7F) – Grenadier gravelly loam, Loamy-skeletal, isotic Entic Haplocryods, 15–55% slopes 0.20 

10 – Histic Cryaquolls, nearly level Not rated 

a The factor K represents the soil’s susceptibility to erosion in their plot condition based on soil texture. Soils that are resistant 
to erosion have low K values (0.02 to 0.15); display moderate erosion are in the middle of the range (0.25 to 0.40); and highly 
erodible soils tend to have values greater than 0.4.  
Source: Natural Resources Conservation Service, 2008 

Surface and subsurface soil erodibility is low to moderate within the Project Area, with K-factor (Kw) 
values of surface soil horizons ranging from 0.10 to 0.20. Higher erosion risk ratings owe to 
slope/erodibility.37 Using the whole soil (w subscript) K-factor values best reflect natural soil conditions 
in the field as rock fragment serve to “armor” soil and make them less erodible overall.38  

Soil organic matter can also be related to soil erodibility as organic horizons allow infiltration and provide 
productive soils for stabilizing vegetation.39 Maintenance of soil organic matter and surface O and A 
horizon integrity minimizes erosion, compaction, and hydrology problems within a project area. Field 
surveys revealed no pedestals, rills or other signs of major soil erosion. Lacking common signs of surface 
erosion suggests that the relatively shallow organic/mineral horizons and porous B and C horizons allow 
for sufficient infiltration during snowmelt runoff and summer rain events. 
                                                 
37 Natural Resources Conservation Service, 2012 
38 McCormick et al., 1982 
39 Franzluebbers, 2002; McMullen, 2011 
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The depth of soil organic matter within the Project Area is approximately 6 inches (the profile revealed 0 
to 3 inches A horizon and 3 to 6 inches B horizon). Samples were taken with soil map unit 7F (S7F). 
Formation of top soils in this area is limited by the climate and vegetation and therefore soil formation is 
limited. For additional soil characteristics, refer to the field notes contained in the Project File.  

DIRECT AND INDIRECT ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Alternative 1 – No Action 

Because no ground disturbance is included in Alternative 1, there is no potential to affect soil resources 
within the project area as a result of the No Action Alternative. 

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 

Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in approximately 1.65 acres of disturbance from trail 
construction, the parking lot expansion and construction of the hut. These areas would be graded and 
compacted, and with the exception of the area surrounding the hut (which would be rehabilitated and 
revegetated), would be converted to impermeable surfaces. This would result in a loss of soil resources 
within the soil management unit; however, due to the minor amount of disturbance within these units on 
the WRNF, this level of loss would not affect any of the soil management units as a whole.  

Table 3G-2: 
Soil Management Units Identified within the Project Area under Alternative 2 

Soil Management Unit Area (acre) 

290B – Leighcan family, loamy-skeletal, mixed, superactive Typic Dystrocryepts,  
5–40% slopes 0.30 (trail) 

670C – Legualt-Tolby families complex, sandy-skeletal, micaceous, shallow Typic 
Cryorthents (Legault) or mixed Typic Dystrocryepts (Tolby), 40–65% slopes 0.30 (trail) 

7F (S7F) – Grenadier gravelly loam, Loamy-skeletal, isotic Entic Haplocryods,  
15–55% slopes 

0.37 (hut) 
0.26 (parking) 

0.31 (trail) 

10 – Histic Cryaquolls, nearly level 0.11 (parking) 

TOTAL 1.65 

Implementation of the following soil management requirements and PDCs would minimize erosion and 
impacts to topsoils: 

 Stabilize and maintain disturbed areas such as the parking lot, trail and the hut site during and 
after construction to control erosion; 

 Construct the parking lot, trail and hut site to minimize sediment discharge into streams, lakes, 
and wetlands; and 
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 Maintain or improve long-term levels of organic matter and nutrients on all lands. Stockpile 
topsoil and return surface soils after construction to restore site organic matter where possible 
surrounding hut, parking lot and trail disturbance. 

Grenadier gravelly loam soils, near the hut site, were rated as very limited for septic tank absorption due 
to steep slopes and potential for seepage in the bottom layer. These limitations would not rule out septic 
systems in the area, but would require special planning and management in order to avoid 
contamination.40 Due to the relatively shallow soils in this area, additional fill material would be needed 
for septic construction to meet requirements. Soil samples analyzed for soil texture revealed soils near the 
hut are 49 to 56 percent sand, 25 to 33 percent silt and 18 to 19 percent clay with a loamy skeletal texture. 
These samples were taken to establish the potential for septic at the hut site.  

Management requirements and PDCs identified to minimize impacts to watershed would further decrease 
potential soil and watershed impacts. Refer to Chapter 2 Section E – Management Requirements and 
Project Design Features Incorporated into Alternative 2. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

As discussed briefly above (also refer to Chapter 3 Section H – Water Resources), past mining and 
logging resulting in graded and compacted road prisms, logging and mining access routes, and 
exploratory mining pits have affected the soils resource in the project area. Generally impacts can be seen 
as increased soil compaction and loss of organic soils within the soil map unit. Due to the minimal effects 
of the proposed action on the soils resource, and because no other present or future foreseeable projects 
within the area have been identified at this time, there are no cumulative effects to the soils resource. 

                                                 
40 Natural Resources Conservation Service, 2012 
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H. WATER RESOURCES 

SCOPE OF ANALYSIS 

The Analysis Area for water resources focuses on the French Gulch portion of the Upper Blue Watershed. 
The proposed hut project would occur on the northern portion of Bald Mountain at approximately 11,400 
feet above mean sea level (amsl). Bald Mountain is the site of the headwaters of French Gulch and Weber 
Gulch, the two primary perennial streams in the Analysis Area. The boundary of the Analysis Area 
stretches from the headwaters of French and Weber gulches, near the hut site, and approximately 
3.5 miles downstream to the Blue River.  

The Project Area for the water resource is limited to the direct impacts from ground disturbance 
associated with the proposed projects (the parking lot, hiking and administrative access routes and 
construction and operations of the hut).  

FOREST PLAN DIRECTION 

Pursuant to the Forest Plan, as amended, stream health standards and PDC are mandated by the R2 
WCPH.41 The WCPH contains several Management Measures of relevance to this project, regarding 
stream health and water resources effects: 

1. Manage land treatments to conserve site moisture and to protect long-term stream health from 
damage by increased runoff. 

3. In the water influence zone (WIZ) next to perennial and intermittent streams, lakes, and wetlands, 
allow only those actions that maintain or improve long-term stream health and riparian ecosystem 
condition. 

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

10. Construct roads and other disturbed sites to minimize discharge into streams, lakes, and wetlands. 

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

14. Maintain or improve long-term levels of organic matter and nutrients on all lands. 

16. Apply runoff controls to disconnect new pollutant sources from surface and ground water. 

The WRNF analyzes projects for impacts and potential for Best Management Practices (BMP) to 
minimize impacts to the water resource from the proposed project.  

                                                 
41 USDA Forest Service, 2005 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Average annual precipitation in the Analysis Area is approximately 29.3 inches.42 Roughly 50 percent of 
annual precipitation occurs in the winter months of November through March. The average temperature 
in the winter months is approximately 20 degrees Fahrenheit; average temperature in the summer is 
approximately 50 degrees Fahrenheit. 

The French Gulch Watershed 

The headwaters of French Gulch are located on the eastern face of Bald Mountain and flow north and east 
along the base of the mountain, to the Blue River approximately 3.5 miles downstream of the project area. 
There are approximately 58 miles of streams mapped within the French Gulch-Blue River watershed, 
with nearly 30 of those miles consisting of French Gulch and tributaries to French Gulch. There are 
approximately 8 miles of streams adjacent or downstream of the Project Area, with nearly 5 miles of 
steams within 1 mile of the proposed project disturbance. 

French Gulch is the primary perennial stream within the Analysis Area, with two other smaller streams, 
Weber and Illinois gulches. Within the Analysis Area, French Gulch ranges from 6 feet in width at the 
ordinary high water mark (OHWM), to 25 or more feet of braided channels and wetlands. Weber and 
Illinois gulches range from 2 to 6 feet OHWM. 

Water Quality, Stream Morphology and Connected Disturbed Area 

Although the hut site is in a relatively undisturbed area of Bald Mountain just above tree-line on the 
northern face, evidence of historic mining sites are prevalent throughout the Analysis Area, particularly 
along the 3.5 miles of French Gulch from the project area to the Blue River. Specifically, immediately 
downstream of the Project Area (approximately 1 mile) French Gulch was placer mined from the 1850s to 
1960s resulting in major impacts to channel pattern and geometry.43 Piles of stone line the stream for 
approximately 2 miles; at times the flow of water is imperceptible as it winds through the stones. 

In addition to placer mining French Gulch for gold, the area was load mined for lead, zinc and silver 
sulfide resulting in a large quantity of sulfide-bearing minerals and formation of acidic mine dredge. 
Water flowing through these mine workings becomes contaminated with dissolved metals resulting in an 
absence of fish populations downstream of the mines. In 1989, the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) found the Wellington-Oro mine (located adjacent French Gulch approximately 1.5 miles 
downstream of the Project Area) to be a major contributor of zinc and cadmium to French Gulch. The 
EPA has identified French Gulch as a Colorado Cleanup site; however, it is not on the National Pollution 
Priority list. In 2002 the EPA initiated cleanup through a series of settling ponds to implement semi-

                                                 
42 Natural Resources Conservation Service, 2013 
43 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2013 
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passive water treatment to improve the quality of French Gulch and reduce cadmium and zinc in the Blue 
River.44 A water treatment plant was built on French Gulch Road by the Town of Breckenridge and 
Summit County as part of the Golden Horseshoe Open Space Purchase for ongoing treatment of the water 
in French Gulch.  

In addition to mining, residential development and unpaved roads and trails have also influenced water 
quality, channel patterns and geometry of French Gulch, Weber Gulch and Illinois Gulch. Approximately 
950 feet of French Gulch road (an approximate 30 feet wide gravel road) and 2,925 feet of existing trails 
and dirt roads (ranging from single track to 15-foot wide dirt roads) are within the French Gulch, Weber 
Gulch and Illinois Gulch’s WIZs (refer to Figure 1). Although there are numerous stream crossings of 
French Gulch and Weber Gulch within the Analysis Area, within the Project Area, there are two 
crossings, both on Sallie Barber Road, one of French Gulch and one of Weber Gulch. 

French Gulch Road is a gravel road that follows French Gulch for approximately 2 miles, ranging in 
distance from directly abutting the stream, to a separation of up to approximately 150 feet. Field 
observations recorded several areas where roadside gravel erodes directly into the stream; however, as 
discussed above, generally the stream is armored by large piles of rocks left behind by placer mining, or 
dense willow vegetation. Further downstream along French Gulch several residential neighborhoods have 
been developed with homes, roads and walking trails located directly adjacent to the gulch. 

The other primary road within the Analysis Area is the historic Sallie Barber Road, (a popular recreation 
trail) that crosses both French Gulch and the other primary perennial stream within the Project Area, 
Weber Gulch (refer to Figure 1). Sallie Barber Road parallels the gulch for approximately 700 feet before 
turning south to cross the gulch. The gulch is culverted under the gravel road; willows and other 
bank-stabilizing herbaceous vegetation functions at this crossing. Weber Gulch originates approximately 
500 feet downhill (northwest) of the hut site and drains the northern portion of Bald Mountain. Sally 
Barber Road intercepts Weber Gulch and the stream travels in a roadside ditch for several hundred feet, 
before flowing into a small pond and then both through a culvert and across the road, back into a stream 
channel and downhill into French Gulch. No water quality data is available for Weber Gulch; however 
Sally Barber Road is likely contributing sediment to this stream. Onsite observations revealed that due to 
the relatively small size of the stream and the distance between the intercept with Sally Barber Road, it is 
likely that the sedimentation is localized and is not a major contributor of sediment to French Gulch. 

Although Illinois Gulch is a perennial stream within the Analysis Area (it is proximate to several 
switchbacks of the Nightmare on Baldy Trail), due to topography, the location of the project would not 
have any influence on Illinois Gulch, and is therefore not discussed further.  
                                                 
44 Read more about French Gulch water quality and treatment in the “Use-Attainability Analysis, Lower French 
Gulch and the Blue River Downstream from French Gulch near Breckenridge, Summit County, Colorado” report to 
the Colorado Water Quality Control Commission. 
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Waters of the U.S., Including Wetlands 

Approximately 56 acres of Palustrine scrub shrub wetlands are located within the Analysis Area.45 These 
wetlands are fed primarily by French Gulch; however, seeps and springs have also been observed in the 
area. Wetland classification is based on the Cowardin classification system.46 The Cowardin system 
classifies wetlands primarily by dominant plant community. These wetlands were dominated by plain 
leaved willow (salix planifolia). Wetlands within the Analysis Area serve primarily as wildlife habitats 
and provide water quality benefits through filtration. As discussed above, historical mining and road and 
trail construction have affected wetlands within the Analysis Area including disturbance from dredging, 
load mining and roads and trails. Within the Project Area, there is only one existing wetland crossing. 
This wetland crossing is the same crossing as was identified above, where Sallie Barber Road crosses 
French Gulch. At this crossing there is a large wetland complex adjacent to French Gulch through which 
the road has long been routed. Although motorized use along this road is not permitted except for 
administrative use, there is some contribution of sediment to the wetland due to the road crossing. 

DIRECT AND INDIRECT ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Alternative 1 – No Action 

Alternative 1—the No Action Alternative—reflects a continuation of existing operations and management 
practices within the French Gulch portion of the Blue River watershed, without changes, additions, or 
upgrades on NFS and/or adjacent private lands. The No Action Alternative would have no additional 
direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts or benefits to watershed resources or wetlands. Alternative 1 would 
not be expected to alter watershed drainage health. 

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 

Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in approximately 1.7 acres of ground disturbance 
from the parking lot expansion and trail and hut and construction. These areas would be graded and 
compacted, and with the exception of the area surrounding the hut (which would be rehabilitated and 
revegetated), would be converted to impermeable surfaces. 

Parking Lot 
The new parking area would require approximately 0.4 acre of tree removal and grading. This 
construction would occur on the north side of French Gulch road outside the WIZ; French Gulch and the 
adjacent wetland complex are located on the south side of the road. Although the soil in the parking area 
is mapped as histic cryaquolls, a wetland soil, this area is an upland. The greatest potential impact to the 
gulch and wetland complex is increasing the disturbed area hydrologically connected to the stream and 

                                                 
45 US Fish and Wildlife Service, 2013 
46 Cowardin et al., 1979 
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wetland complex. The parking area has the ability to route overland water, becoming a conduit for the 
transport of sediment and other pollutants into streams. Therefore, to minimize the potential for drainage 
toward the gulch and wetlands, the parking lot would be constructed to slope toward the uphill (north) 
side of the lot, away from the gulch and wetlands, onto permeable soils rather than into the stream 
channel. Similarly, a snow storage area would be designated along the northern boundary of the lot. A 
drainage management plan would be submitted to the Forest Service prior to construction. 

Trail Use and Construction 
Under the Proposed Action, approximately 1.3 miles of trail would be constructed in upland areas across 
the northern face of Bald Mountain. In addition, some widening would occur on approximately 0.6 mile 
of the existing Upper Trail of Tears segment, also in upland areas. There are no new or upgraded trails 
proposed within the WIZ and no new stream or wetland crossings. The length of roads and trails within 
the WIZ would not change. Specifically, the two segments of the existing Sallie Barber Road (discussed 
in Affected Environment) that are within the WIZ (approximately 700 feet in the French Gulch WIZ and 
200 feet in the Weber Gulch WIZ), as well as the associated stream crossings, would be maintained in 
their current conditions under the Proposed Action.  

The final segment of proposed trail connecting to the hut (segment E) would cross the swale uphill of the 
headwaters of Weber Gulch. Although it is approximately 500 feet uphill of the channel, this trail 
segment would be designed using natural topography, rolling dips, waterbars, and ditch-relief culverts to 
disconnect disturbed areas from this swale to ensure no increase in the length of the channel and resulting 
connected disturbed area. Drainage features would be designed to drain onto undisturbed, permeable soils 
to allow for absorption. 

Due to the minimal amount of trail development, PDCs would be successfully utilized to control surface 
flow routing in the trail and to minimized/avoid impacts to stream banks at crossings. 

The Hut 
The hut site would require grading approximately 0.4 acre on the north face of Bald Mountain. The site is 
very rocky, with naturally thin overstory vegetation. The closest stream to the site is Weber Gulch which 
surfaces approximately 500 feet downhill of the site. The hut would include composting toilets with a 
septic leach field. Soils for the leach field are discussed in the Soils Analysis (Chapter 3 Section G – Soil 
Resources), but generally the steep slopes and potential seepage in the bottom layer would require special 
planning to meet Summit County standards to ensure no impacts to water quality downstream of the hut. 

Summary 
In summary, with implementation of PDF, there would be no impacts to the approximate 8 miles of 
streams adjacent or downstream of the Project Area, despite that there are nearly 5 miles of steams within 
1 mile of the proposed project disturbance. Implementation of the Proposed Action would not 
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permanently or temporarily impact the 56 acres of wetlands within the Analysis Area. The proposed 
projects have been designed to avoid wetlands and function and values for wildlife habitat and water 
filtration would be maintained. The project is consistent with pertinent portions of the 2002 Forest Plan 
and WCPH. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

As discussed briefly above, past mining and logging has affected the soils resource in the Analysis Area. 
Generally impacts can be seen as increased soil compaction and loss of organic soils within the soil map 
unit. PDFs have been identified to disconnect potential impacts to water resources therefore, because no 
direct or indirect impacts have been identified for the Proposed Action, there are no cumulative effects to 
the water resource. 
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4. FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

After reviewing the EA, I have determined that the Proposed Action will not, individually or 
cumulatively, significantly affect the quality of the human, biological, or physical environment. The 
provisions of 40 CFR 1508.27(b) indicate that project significance must be judged in terms of both 
context and intensity. Based on a review of these provisions, I have determined that an environmental 
impact statement is not required. I base my findings on the following definitions of context and intensity: 

A. CONTEXT 
The significance of an action must be analyzed in several contexts and varies with the setting. In the case 
of site-specific actions, significance depends more on the effects in the locale rather than the world as a 
whole. Both short- and long-term effects are relevant.  

The direct and indirect effects analysis contained in the EA focuses on the Weber Gulch Project Area, and 
extends further for cumulative effects analysis, depending on the resource. An initial screen was 
conducted to ensure that the Proposed Action is consistent with the 2002 Forest Plan. The EA does not 
indicate that anything in the Proposed Action would lead to a precedent at the local, regional, or national 
level.  

B. INTENSITY 
Intensity is a measure of the severity, extent, or quantity of effects, and is based on information from the 
effects analysis of this EA and the references in the Project Record. I have determined that the 
interdisciplinary team considered the effects of this project appropriately and thoroughly with an analysis 
that is responsive to concerns and issues raised by the public. They took a hard look at the environmental 
effects using relevant scientific information and their knowledge of site-specific conditions gained from 
field visits. My finding of no significant impact is based on the intensity of effects using the ten factors 
identified in 40 CFR 1508.27(b).  

1) Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse. A significant effect may exist even if the 
federal agency believes that on balance the effect will be beneficial. 

The Proposed Action provides recreational benefits to many users of NFS lands, and is consistent with the 
terms and conditions of SHA’s SUP, as well as the 1.31 Management Area from the 2002 Forest Plan. I 
have weighed these benefits against potential adverse impacts to the human, biological, and physical 
environment—all of which are thoroughly documented in Chapter 3. I find that the benefits of the 
proposed hut outweigh the adverse impacts. Furthermore, where necessary, Management Requirements 
(composed of Project Design Features and Best Management Practices) have been identified to minimize 
or avoid impacts to specific resources. Management Requirements are identified in Table 2-2 of the EA.  
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2) The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or safety.  

Although there are inherent risks associated with backcountry travel and recreation, the Proposed Action 
does not significantly affect public health or safety.  

3) Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as the proximity to historical or cultural 
resources, parklands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers or ecologically critical 
areas. 

Twenty-two cultural resources are known to be within a mile of the Project Area, all related to mining. 
The Sally Barber Mine, the Lincoln Townsite, the Corporal Mine, and the Carbonate Mine are the only 
resources that are NRHP-eligible. All other resources were determined not-eligible based on field studies.  

Six new historic sites were documented and two previously recorded sites were revisited for the current 
inventory. Seven of these sites are recommended ineligible to the NRHP and no further work is 
recommended for them. The Lincoln Townsite boundary slightly overlaps the proposed parking area for 
the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut. However, the portion of the site within the proposed parking 
does not contribute to the qualities that cause the site to be eligible (all of the existing buildings, 
foundations, and mine remnants associated with Lincoln’s business district are located further to the 
west). The closest site feature to the proposed parking lot is a grave (located to the east, and outside of, 
the APE). The grave would not be impacted by construction of the proposed parking lot.  

On NFS lands, Alternative 2 would result in the permanent loss of 0.89 acre of lynx habitat, impacts to 
0.09 acre of non-habitat, and temporary disturbances to 0.37 acre of non-habitat, totaling 1.35 acres. 
Habitat conversion and statistical changes to LAU 27 lynx habitat resulting from the proposed Weber 
Gulch backcountry hut would be insignificant at the LAU level. 

No other unique geographic areas, park lands, prime farmlands, wilderness, wetlands or wild and scenic 
rivers would be affected by the Proposed Action.  

4) The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be highly 
controversial. 

The term “controversial” in this context refers to cases where substantial scientific dispute exits as to the 
size, nature, or effects of a major federal action on some human environmental factor rather than to public 
opposition of a proposed action or alternative. 

No scientific dispute exists regarding the Proposed Action or the analysis contained in the EA. Based on 
the fact that the Forest Service has analyzed and approved numerous projects of this type, the effects of 
this project are not considered to be controversial, nor is there scientific dispute about these effects.  
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5) The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly uncertain or 
involve unique or unknown risks. 

Many backcountry huts very similar to the Proposed Action operate on NFS lands. The analysis shows 
the effects are not uncertain, and do not involve unique or unknown risks. Throughout the EA analysis, 
the Proposed Action was modified to address potential impacts to wildlife, particularly during the 
summer. Furthermore, Table 2-2 identifies Management Requirements and Project Design Features that 
are designed to minimize or avoid potential impacts to the human, biological and physical environment. 
Combined with the Forest Service’s experience with implementing these types of activities on the Forest, 
I have determined that there will not be significant effects on the human environment that are highly 
uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks. 

6) The degree to which the action may establish precedent for future actions with significant 
effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration.  

I have determined that this decision does not establish precedence for future actions. The Proposed Action 
is consistent with Forest-wide and Management Area 1.31 direction, as well as SHA’s SUP. Furthermore, 
the proposed activities associated with the backcountry hut are typical of the dispersed recreation that 
currently exists on the WRNF. Prior to accepting SHA’s proposal for the Weber Gulch backcountry hut, 
the Forest Service completed a thorough review to ensure that this project represents an appropriate use of 
NFS lands.  

7) Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively 
significant impacts. Significance exists if it is reasonable to anticipate a cumulatively significant 
impact on the environment. Significance cannot be avoided by terming an action temporary or 
by breaking it down into small component parts. 

The Cumulative Effects analyses presented for each resource throughout Chapter 3 in the EA discloses 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions with potential to lead to effects which are 
cumulative in nature. Due to modifications made to the Proposed Action throughout the NEPA process, in 
addition to Management Requirements outlined in Table 2-2, this analysis does not identify any 
cumulatively significant impacts that are anticipated to result from implementation of the Proposed 
Action. 

8) The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or 
objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or may cause 
loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources. 

As discussed previously under Intensity Factor #3, twenty-two cultural resources are known to be within 
a mile of the Project Area, all related to mining. The Sally Barber Mine, the Lincoln Townsite, the 
Corporal Mine, and the Carbonate Mine are the only resources that are NRHP-eligible. All other 
resources were determined not-eligible based on field studies.  
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Six new historic sites were documented and two previously recorded sites were revisited for the current 
inventory. Seven of these sites are recommended ineligible to the NRHP and no further work is 
recommended for them. The Lincoln Townsite boundary slightly overlaps the proposed parking area for 
the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut. However, the portion of the site within the proposed parking 
does not contribute to the qualities that cause the site to be eligible (all of the existing buildings, 
foundations, and mine remnants associated with Lincoln’s business district are located further to the 
west). The closest site feature to the proposed parking lot is a grave (located to the east, and outside of, 
the APE). The grave would not be impacted by construction of the proposed parking lot.  

All reports were submitted to the SHPO in completion of the NHPA Section 106 process. Implementation 
of the Proposed Action was determined to have “no effect” on any known NRHP listed or eligible historic 
properties within the APE. 

9) The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species or its 
habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act of 1973. 

There would be no effect to any threatened, endangered or proposed species, with two exceptions. For 
Canada lynx, the determination is “may affect, not likely to adversely affect,” and for Northern American 
wolverine, the determination is “not likely to jeopardize.” 

For all land ownerships, Alternative 2 would result in the permanent loss of approximately 1.5 acres of 
lynx habitat (non-habitat is not lynx habitat) composed of forest, and temporary disturbances to 0.5 acre, 
totaling approximately 2 acres. On NFS lands only, Alternative 2 would result in the permanent loss of 
0.9 acre of lynx habitat, impacts to 0.1 acre of non-habitat, and temporary disturbances to 0.4 acre of non-
habitat, totaling approximately 1.4 acres. The habitat impacts would have nearly immeasurable effects of 
LAU 27 lynx habitat statistics. Construction and use of the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut and 
its associated trail system should have no discernible effect on continued snowshoe hare use of the project 
area. The proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut and its associated trail system would affect a patch of 
habitat that appears functional as diurnal security habitat. The one summer season of hut and trail 
construction activities, annual maintenance, and guest use of the hut should not result in lynx injury or 
mortality, but it could displace individual lynx that might be moving through active construction areas 
and access corridors. 

The proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut would increase dispersed winter recreational activity just 
beyond a forested bottleneck in the southern Summit County lynx corridor. The proposed Weber Gulch 
backcountry hut would maintain habitat connectivity through the Swan River LAU and between 
contiguous LAUs. Dispersed skiing outside of areas intended for skiing should not have meaningful 
adverse effects on lynx habitat use.  
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The proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut project meets all criteria for programmatic concurrence 
under the Colorado Lynx Project Decision Screens. Therefore, consultation for Canada lynx is considered 
complete for this proposed project.  

10) Whether the action threatens a violation of federal, state, or local law or requirements imposed 
for the protection of the environment. 

I have reviewed in the EA, the Cultural Resources Inventory, the Biological Assessment/Biological 
Evaluation/Management Indicator Species report, and the project file and have determined that no federal, 
state, or local laws, regulations, or requirements for protection of the environment will be violated with 
implementation of the Proposed Action.  
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5. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

A. LIST OF PREPARERS 
FOREST SERVICE TEAM 

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

Forest Service ID Team 
Scott Fitzwilliams White River National Forest Supervisor, Responsible Official 

Jan Cutts Dillon District Ranger, Line Officer 

Peech Keller Environmental Coordinator, Dillon Ranger District 

Shelly Grail Braudis Snow Ranger, Dillon Ranger District 

Justin Anderson Hydrologist, Supervisor’s Office 

Elizabeth Roberts Wildlife Biologist, Supervisor’s Office 

Ashley Nettles Wildlife Biologist, Dillon Ranger District 

Donna Graham Landscape Architect, Supervisor’s Office 

Jared Pierce Landscape Architect, Supervisor’s Office 

Brian McMullen Soil Scientist, Supervisor’s Office 

Corey Lewellen Fisheries Biologist, Dillon Ranger District 

Patrick Uphus Archaeologist, Supervisor’s Office 

Paul Semmer Lands Staff, Dillon Ranger District 

CONSULTANT TEAM  

This EA was prepared by: 

SE Group 
Jason Marks Senior Project Manager 

Kent Sharp Principal-in-Charge 

Kelly Owens Biologist 

Paul Donegan Environmental Analyst 

Paula Samuelson Production Specialist 
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Metcalf Archeological Consultants – Eagle, CO 
Anne McKibbin Principal Archeological Investigator 

Western Ecosystems, Inc. – Boulder, CO 
Rick Thompson Wildlife Biologist 

B. AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS AND 
PERSONS CONTACTED 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Kurt Broderdorp  
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Larry Svoboda, Region 8 

TRIBAL GOVERNMENT 

Ute Mountain Ute Indian Tribe Chairman Gary Hayes 
Ute Mountain Ute Indian Tribe Terry Knight 
Ute Indian Tribe Chairperson Richard Jenks, Jr. 
Ute Indian Tribe Betsy Chapoose 
Southern Ute Indian Tribe Chairperson Pearl Casias 
Southern Ute Indian Tribe Neil B. Cloud 

STATE GOVERNMENT 

Colorado Parks and Wildlife 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Breckenridge Town Council 
Summit County Commissioners 
Town of Breckenridge 
Upper Blue Planning Commission 

LOCAL MEDIA 

Summit County Citizens Voice 
Glenwood Post Independent 

OTHER ENTITIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 

Breckenridge Lands, Inc.  
Summit Winterlands and Trails  
Breckenridge Outdoor Education Center  
Breckenridge Resort Chamber  
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Wilderness Workshop Peter Hart 
Rocky Mountain Wild Josh Pollock and Rocky Smith 

INDIVIDUALS WHO SUBMITTED COMMENTS 
Jen Anderson 
Deb Austill 
Donna Bakalov 
John Beckwith 
Jari Bell 
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APPENDIX A: CUMULATIVE EFFECTS PROJECTS  
Table A-1 identifies past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects have been identified by the Forest Service as relevant to Alternatives 1 and 2 from a cumulative effects context. Most of these projects have been approved and are part 
of the environmental baseline conditions for wildlife, vegetation and wetland resources. No other resources beyond wildlife, vegetation and wetland resources are considered relevant from a cumulative impacts perspective. Detailed descriptions 
of approved projects are provided in the technical and NEPA documents that are incorporated herein by reference. Projects are on NFS lands, unless otherwise noted. 

Table A-1: 
Cumulative Effects Matrix 

Project #. Project Name 
(Project Status) 

Project Location 
(Straight Line 

Distance to Hut) 
Project Description 

Project Approval/ 
Implementation 

Project Area 
(acres/length) 

LAU Containing 
Project 

Resources Potentially 
(Cumulatively) Affected 

SKI AREA PROJECTS 

1. Breckenridge Ski Resort – SUP area and 
private (Complete, part of environmental 
baseline) 

4.2 to 6 miles Projects 1–13 in Thompson (2012, Table 12-1; Various on-mountain 
and base area improvements). 

Virtually all projects fully 
implemented 

The BSR SUP area 
contains 7,543 acres, of 

which 5,755.9 acres are on 
NFS lands managed by the 

USFS. 

Swan River 
Wildlife 

Watershed 
Wetlands 

2. Breckenridge Ski Resort – Peak 6 project 
(Approved, to be implemented, part of 
environmental baseline) 

5 miles 

Construction of seven, below treeline, trails totaling approx. 68 acres 
Lift-served, above-timberline terrain would provide approximately 339 
additional acres of intermediate, advanced-intermediate, and expert 
skiing. Of this total, approximately 235 acres would be lift-served by 
the Proposed Action lift, and 104 acres would be lift-served by the 
existing Imperial Express SuperChair. By hiking approximately 15 min. 
to the summit of Peak 6 from the proposed chairlift top terminal, guests 
could access an additional 143 acres of expert terrain. 

Approved, to be implemented Approx. 550 acres Swan River 
Wildlife 

Watershed 
Wetlands 

3. Keystone Resort – Dercum Mountain 
Improvements (Reasonably Foreseeable, 
Current and Future Federal Action) 

5 miles A subset of projects that are part of the Keystone Resort Master 
Development Plan largely limited to Dercum Mountain. Analysis being completed 2,232 acres Snake River 

Wildlife 
Watershed 
Wetlands 

4. Keystone Master Development Plan 
(Reasonably Foreseeable, Current and Future 
Federal Action) 

5 miles 

The Keystone Resort Master Development Plan (MDP) includes a 
new/upgraded lifts, trails, snowmaking and guest service facilities 
throughout the resort’s SUP. MDP components would require site 
specific NEPA analysis prior to implementation, but are considered 
reasonably foreseeable future actions. 

Accepted 2009 8,536 acres across  
the SUP Snake River 

Wildlife 
Watershed 
Wetlands 

5. Keystone Little Bowl/Erickson Bowl 
Snowcat Skiing EA (Complete, part of 
environmental baseline) 

5 miles 
Snowcat skiing in 580 acres of Little Bowl and Erickson Bowl within 
the Keystone SUP area. This terrain had previously been skied as 
sidecountry terrain accessible only by hiking. 

Approved December 2003, 
Implemented 2004 580 acres Snake River Wildlife 

6. Keystone Upper Independence Bowl 
Snowcat Skiing EA (Complete, part of 
environmental baseline) 

5 miles 
Snowcat skiing in 280 acres of Independence Bowl within the Keystone 
SUP area. This terrain had previously been skied as sidecountry terrain 
accessible only by hiking. 

Approved/implemented 
2006 280 acres Snake River Wildlife 

7. Arapahoe Basin EIS (Montezuma Bowl) 
(Complete, part of environmental baseline) 10 miles 

Upgraded Exhibition lift and installation of a lift in Montezuma Bowl, 
providing lift-serve access to 347 acres of terrain for 2,600 pph on the 
backside of A-Basin that was previously used as sidecountry terrain. 
The lift also opened up approx. 48 acres of “hike-back” terrain near the 
bottom of the lift and reconfigured USFS backcountry access points. 

Implemented 2007–2010 

Increase lift served terrain 
by 347 acres/ 

hike back terrain by 
48 acres 

Snake River Wildlife 

8. Arapahoe Basin MDP (Reasonably 
foreseeable, future federal action) 10 miles 

Accepted Master Plan includes “the Beavers area” for lift-served skiing. 
This entails tree removal to support the construction of traditional trails 
as well as gladed terrain. 

Acceptance October 2012, 
analysis forthcoming 1,872 acres Snake River 

Vegetation 
Watershed 
Wildlife 
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Table A-1: 
Cumulative Effects Matrix 

Project #. Project Name 
(Project Status) 

Project Location 
(Straight Line 

Distance to Hut) 
Project Description 

Project Approval/ 
Implementation 

Project Area 
(acres/length) 

LAU Containing 
Project 

Resources Potentially 
(Cumulatively) Affected 

VEGETATION MANAGEMENT PROJECTS 

9. Breckenridge Forest Health and Fuels (Will 
be complete and part of environmental baseline 
when decision made on the Proposed Action) 

1+ miles 
The Forest Service proposed a forest health and fuels reduction project 
on approximately 5,700 acres of forest within the wildland-urban 
interface surrounding Breckenridge. 

EA released in October, 
appeal period ended 
Nov. 29, 2010. 
Implementation is on-going.  

~14 miles long (from 
Hoosier Pass to Dillon 

Reservoir) & up to 6 miles 
wide – Peak 7 

neighborhood to the end of 
French Gulch 

Swan River 
Wildlife 

Watershed 
Wetlands 

10. Red Tail Ranch WUI (Complete, NFS and 
private lands, part of environmental baseline) 6.0 miles 

The Forest Service worked with the owners of Red Tail Ranch to 
remove 116 acres of dead lodgepole on Forest System Lands adjacent to 
the ranch and 300 acres of private lands. Slash piles will be removed 
under the long-term stewardship contract in Fall 2013 or 2014. Slash 
piles on private land are currently being burned as conditions allow.  

Approved in 2008. 
Completed 2010 

Tree removal occurred 
across ~600 acres 

(486 acres on the ranch and 
116 acres of NFS lands) 

Swan River 
Wildlife 

Watershed 
Wetlands 

11. 1988 Gold Hill Clear Cuts (Complete, part 
of environmental baseline) 5 miles 

The Forest Service implemented a forest health project between 
Cucumber Creek and Middle Barton Creek in 1988. The cleared area is 
approx. 200 acres and is located in the BSR and Breckenridge Nordic 
Center SUP areas. To clear this timber, several timber roads were 
constructed. 

Completed 1998 ~200 acres in 10 clear cut 
patches Swan River 

Wildlife 
Watershed 
Wetlands 

12. Ophir Mountain Forest Health and Fuels 
Reduction Project EA (NFS and private lands, 
Reasonably Foreseeable) 

8.5 miles 

The Forest Service proposed a forest health and fuels reduction project 
approximately 1,700 acres of forest within the wildland-urban interface 
from the Summit County Commons in Frisco, to Coyne Valley Rd. near 
Breckenridge. 

Project approved via 
Decision Notice. 
Implementation is on-going.  

~6 miles between Frisco 
and Coyne Valley Rd. 

Swan River 
Snake River 

Wildlife 
Watershed 
Wetlands 

13. 2011 Keystone Ski Area Forest Health 
Project (Partly complete, part of environmental 
baseline) 

5 miles 

Implement a variety of vegetation treatments on NFS lands within the 
Keystone SUP area. These treatments are designed to minimize risk for 
users and infrastructure and to expedite forest regeneration following 
the ongoing mountain pine beetle epidemic. Entails removing dead and 
dying trees, regenerating lodgepole pine where they occur, and 
perpetuating mixed conifer and aspen stands throughout Keystone’s 
SUP area. 

Decision Notice Signed  
May 2011 
Implementation started in 
summer 2012 

~1,647 acres Snake River 
Vegetation 
Watershed 
Wildlife 

14. Dillon Reservoir Forest Health and Fuels 
EA (Partly complete, part of environmental 
baseline) 

~7 miles 

Developed to manage forest vegetation affected by the mountain pine 
beetle epidemic and reduce the threat of catastrophic wildfire to 
community infrastructure. Approximately 3,300 acres of NFS lands will 
be treated, including: 2,537 acres of forest health treatments; 290 acres 
of wildland urban interface defensible space fuel treatments; 304 acres 
of aspen enhancement treatments; and approximately 169 acres of 
hazard tree removal and scenery improvement along roads. 
Associated activities include reforestation, hazardous fuel reduction 
treatments, road maintenance, road reconstruction, road 
decommissioning. 

Approved March 2007. 
Project activities were 
initiated in 2007 with 
expected completion by 2018. 

3,300 acres Snake River 
Vegetation 
Watershed 
Wildlife 

15. Forest-wide Hazardous Tree Removal and 
Fuels Reduction Project EA (Partly complete, 
part of environmental baseline) 

0 to 100 miles 

Remove hazard trees within 150 feet of roads and trails and 200 feet of 
recreation sites on the White River National Forest over the next ten 
years. Lodgepole pine affected by the mountain pine beetle will be 
targeted for removal. 

Approved: 2009 
Partly implemented Forest-wide Multiple, including 

Swan River Forest Health 
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Table A-1: 
Cumulative Effects Matrix 

Project #. Project Name 
(Project Status) 

Project Location 
(Straight Line 

Distance to Hut) 
Project Description 

Project Approval/ 
Implementation 

Project Area 
(acres/length) 

LAU Containing 
Project 

Resources Potentially 
(Cumulatively) Affected 

OTHER RELEVANT SUMMIT COUNTY PROJECTS 

16. Tenderfoot Mountain Motorcycle Trail 
System Environmental Assessment 
(Reasonably foreseeable, future federal action) 

~12 miles 

The proposal is to create an approximately 30-mile single-track trail 
system in the Tenderfoot/Frey Gulch area (north of Hwy 6 between 
Dillon and Keystone. This includes approximately 15 miles of new trail 
construction and approximately 15 miles of reconstruction of existing 
trails in the area. 

Analysis being completed 30 miles of existing and 
new trails Snake River 

Vegetation 
Watershed 
Wildlife 

17. Continued Southern Summit County 
Residential Build-out (Partly complete, private, 
part of environmental baseline; Future 
development will be considered reasonably 
foreseeable and reasonably certain) 

0 to 10+ miles 
As of 2009, towns and unincorporated areas in Southern Summit 
County are approximately 78 percent built out. Summit County 
planners anticipate approx. 13,955 more units to be built in these areas. 

Approved, Ongoing County-wide Swan River 
Snake River 

Wildlife 
Watershed 

Traffic 

FOREST SERVICE PROGRAMMATIC PROJECTS 

18. White River National Forest Land and 
Resource Management Plan – 2002 Revision 
(Under implementation, part of environmental 
baseline) 

All NFS lands 
within and 
adjacent to the 
project area 

The decision approved Alternative K in the Final EIS as the 2002 
Revised Land and Resource Management Plan. Alternative K sustains 
the capabilities of forest ecosystems while addressing social values and 
expectations, as well as managing for multiple resource outputs. 
Ecosystem components are actively managed to improve wildlife 
habitat, water quality and soil productivity. Management activities 
maintain or restore ecosystem structure, function and composition. 
Emphasis is placed on quality recreation experiences in a predominately 
natural setting. Recreation growth becomes more managed, while still 
allowing modest increases in use. 

April 2, 2002, as amended; 
Under implementation 2,270,000 acres Forest-wide 

Wildlife 
Watershed 
Wetlands 

19. WRNF Travel Management Plan (Under 
implementation, part of environmental 
baseline) 

0 to 100 miles 

The Forest Service approved a comprehensive travel management plan 
(TMP) for the WRNF. The TMP proposes ways to accommodate and 
balance the transportation needs of the public and provide adequate 
access for forest and resource management, while still allowing for 
protection of natural resources. 
The Implementation Plan outlines steps to begin implementation actions 
in accordance with the WRNF TMP FEIS and ROD. Full travel 
management implementation is expected to take several years to 
complete. The TMP categorizes travel designations under two seasons: 
summer and winter. Summer is defined as May 21 through November 
22. Winter is November 23 through May 20. 

Final EIS and ROD 
Mar. 18, 2011;  
Under implementation 
Implementation 2011–2015 

Project area includes 
2,482,000 acres  

within the WRNF 
Forest-wide Wildlife 

TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS 

20. Ongoing Highway 9 widening (Complete, 
part of environmental baseline) 1.5 to 8.5 miles 

CDOT has been conducting road construction activities on Highway 9 
between Hoosier Pass and Interstate 70 since 2004 and is anticipated to 
continue into the foreseeable future. 

Ongoing since 2004 ~10.5 miles along, and 
including, Highway 9 

Swan River 
Snake River 

Wildlife 
Watershed 
Wetlands 

Traffic 

21. I-70 PEIS (Approved, to be implemented, 
part of environmental baseline) 10 to 53 miles 

CDOT and the FHA began analyzing alternatives for the I-70 Mountain 
Corridor in January 2000 in order to address the underlying need to 
reduce congestion and to improve mobility and accessibility on I-70 
between Glenwood Springs and C-470. 

Final PEIS approved 2011 ~150 miles along, and 
including, I-70 

Those along I-70 
corridor on and off 

WRNF 

Wildlife 
Watershed 

Traffic 
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Table A-1: 
Cumulative Effects Matrix 

Project #. Project Name 
(Project Status) 

Project Location 
(Straight Line 

Distance to Hut) 
Project Description 

Project Approval/ 
Implementation 

Project Area 
(acres/length) 

LAU Containing 
Project 

Resources Potentially 
(Cumulatively) Affected 

HISTORIC DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 

22. Mining Activities in Summit County (part 
of environmental baseline) 0 to 15 miles 

The Golden Horseshoe and surrounding areas that include the Weber 
Gulch project area were heavily mined in the 1800s. This historic 
mining has led to water quality issues and past stream channel and 
habitat degradation in many tributaries of the Swan and Snake Rivers, 
some of which are still far from recovered. 

N/A County-wide Swan River 
Snake River Watershed 

Source: SE Group and Western Ecosystems, Inc. 
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APPENDIX B: CIVIL RIGHTS IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
Forest Supervisor’s Order #2003-11: Closure of National Forest System lands at Weber Gulch 
Backcountry Area 

INTRODUCTION 

The Dillon Ranger District, White River National Forest, proposes to close NFS lands by a Forest 
Supervisor’s Order at Weber Gulch backcountry area in Summit County, Colorado. The purpose of the 
closure is to minimize disturbance to Canada lynx, elk and forest carnivores during the summer and 
winter.  

The closure order would close the area to all forest users during the hut’s non-operational period 
(typically May through November). Proposed trail segment “E”, which is approximately 0.7 mile in 
length, would be closed (signed and gated) where it departs from Upper Trail of Tears to discourage 
hiking and bike access to the hut outside the winter operating season.  

During the winter, the Supervisor’s closure would extend to approximately 300 acres of terrain below 
(north) of the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut. The closure is intended to provide enforcement 
beyond just educating guests not to take a shortcut from the hut directly down to Sallie Barber Road 
when departing from the hut. Signage would be located at the hut to inform recreationists of this closure. 

CIVIL RIGHTS IMPACT STATEMENT 

The closure will have no impacts on civil rights because the closure will apply to all individuals equally 
unless listed above as excepted individuals. No one group will be affected more than another group. 
Adjacent public land will remain open to recreation and other activities. 
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APPENDIX C: ALTERNATE HUT LOCATIONS 
Table C-1 lists the site locations considered by SHA and the Forest Service, along with the criteria for an ideal hut location, and how each site met those. 

Table C-1: 
Alternate Hut Locations 

Hut Locations 

Desirable Qualities of a Hut Operational Requirements 

Quality of 
Skiing 

Terrain* 
Accessibility Great 

Views/Sun 
Touring 

Opportunities 

Low 
Avalanche 

Danger 

Non-
Motorized 
Routes or 
Remote 

Solar Gain Soil for Grey 
Water 

Ability to 
Create Fire 

Buffer 

No Wetlands 
or Sensitive 

Habitat 

Flat Building 
Sites 

Ability to 
Deliver 

Supplies 

Weber Gulch (Preferred Location) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Wise Mountain (Preferred Location) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Humbug Gulch (Alternative) No No Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Farncomb Hill No No n/a n/a n/a No n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Cataract Lake No No n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Ophir Mountain MP Site No No n/a n/a n/a No n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
South Peak MP Site n/a No n/a n/a n/a No n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

*High quality terrain is defined as: A hut with good skiing opportunities will generally have either north or east aspect slopes that are between 20 and 30 degrees that is not so exposed to wind that they are not stripped of snow due to wind. These slopes may be above or below treeline if trees are 
sufficiently gladed or spaced enough for skiing.  
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APPENDIX D: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

A public notice for review of the 2013 Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut EA was published in the Glenwood 
Post Independent on August 12, 2013. The comment period on the EA extended through September 11, 
2013, yielding eleven comment letters—both oppositional and supportive. Additionally, a petition 
advising against the hut’s proposed location was signed by approximately sixty people.1 

All comment letters were reviewed for substantive comments, and contact information for each 
commentor was entered into a master database. These substantive comments provide the foundation for 
which this Response to Comments is based. Depending on the resource or context, substantive comments 
were organized into ten categories. Comments that resulted in an update to a particular component of the 
analysis contained in the EA are indicated as such. 

Names and affiliations of people who submitted comments on the EA are provided here. Per Forest 
Service Handbook 1909.15, Chapter 24.1(3), copies of comment letters received by state and local 
agencies and elected officials are included; no tribes or federal agencies submitted comment letters. 

Name Organization 
Thomas Davidson Summit County Board of County Commissioners 
Elissa Knox Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
John Warner Town of Breckenridge 
Raymond Difani  
Todd Eastman  
Leigh Girvin  
Ellen Hollinshead  
Susan Propper  
Rocky Smith  
Mike Turek  
Rose Wentzell  
Joe and Maggie Weakley  

                                                 
1 Many signatures on the petition were illegible. 
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1. CONSTRUCTION & ADMINISTRATIVE ACCESS 

1.1 ATV Access on Bald Mountain Road ‐ (speaking personally) Currently, the USFS travel 
management plan for Bald Mountain Road prohibits ATVs. Allowing SHA administrative 
use by ATVs on a road that is closed to ATVs is inappropriate and sends the wrong message 
on many levels. First of all, ATV users follow tracks ‐ if they see another ATV or if they see 
tracks of ATVs, they will follow, even if the area is officially closed to them. I have seen 
ATV tracks on Bald Mountain Road this past summer, despite the closure in the Travel 
Management Plan. Secondly, other users of Bald Mountain Road will see SHA's ATV or 
ATV tracks and they won't know that SHA has special administrative access; their 
experience will be diminished, or they may be inclined to use ATVs themselves. Thirdly, to 
widen the Upper Nightmare trail to accommodate ATV travel goes against the mission and 
the message of Summit Huts Association and is inappropriate. SHA does not have 
motorized vehicle access to Janet's Cabin and resupplies that hut via helicopter. As the 
former executive director of SHA, I know that this is expensive, but it is possible and it is 
currently being done. I do not support ATV access to the hut for maintenance and supply. 
Those activities can be accomplished via helicopter, or by using a full‐sized vehicle on roads 
that are permitted for it, and then carrying supplies via "burley" or "bob" style trailers, in 
backpacks, or by hand, to the hut site, as SHA currently does for Janet's Cabin. 

Administrative use of the proposed ATV route is consistent with Forest Plan direction for Management 
Area 1.31: Backcountry Recreation – Non-Motorized. Information has been added to page 2-4 of the EA 
to further explain that public motorized use of the ATV route would be strictly prohibited. This would be 
enforced by use of gates and signage, which would be placed at key intersections along the ATV route to 
preclude/deter public use. The proposal to widen approximately 0.6 mile of the Upper Trail of Tears 
would require minimal and incidental vegetation removal, and in some cases only limbing of branches, to 
create a 50-inch wide trail. It is not anticipated that the infrequent use of the proposed ATV access route 
would diminish the recreational experience for any users who encounter them, nor is it likely to drive 
interest in people using ATVs in this area.  

As a non-profit organization, SHA struggles to minimize its administrative/overhead costs while keeping 
the fees it charges for renting out its huts reasonably priced. Although using a helicopter to re-supply the 
proposed hut is technically feasible, it is prohibitively expensive. Although long-term maintenance and 
resupply work would be supported by volunteers carrying supplies as described by the commenter, ATV 
access is deemed necessary for larger hauls. Construction of the proposed ATV access route would 
require minimal ground/vegetation disturbance, and is the preferred method of accommodating long-term 
maintenance and seasonal stocking of the hut. As discussed in the EA (page 3-14), approximately 15 
maintenance and resupply trips are anticipated to be necessary throughout the summer and fall. 

1.2 Bald Mountain Road Administrative Access: Although the primary access to the proposed 
hut is identified as French Gulch and Sallie Barber Roads, the gain in elevation (10,320' at 
the proposed trailhead vs. 10,640' at the Bald Mountain Road trailhead) and closer 
proximity of the Bald Mountain Road trailhead (approximately 2, miles vs. 3, miles), would 
make the proposed administrative access trail a likely alternative access point for hut users. 
In addition, the ski‐out from the hut to Sallie Barber Road is heavily forested and quite 
steep in places, while the ski‐out using Bald Mountain Road is significantly more user‐
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friendly. However, overnight parking is prohibited at the Bald Mountain Road trailhead 
because it lacks sufficient space to accommodate both day users and overnight parking. Bus 
access from the Town of Breckenridge to the Bald Mountain Road trailhead is currently 
available and the Town of Breckenridge already operates an overnight pay‐parking 
program at the Breckenridge Ice Rink that could allow hut‐users to park there overnight. 
Given these advantages, the BOCC believes that an access option utilizing the Bald 
Mountain Road trailhead with hut user parking at the Breckenridge Ice Rink warrants 
further consideration in the EA. 

Information was added on pages 2-3 and 2-4 of the EA to further explain that the Breckenridge Ice Rink 
parking lot would be an available option for hut users. Hut users would be able to leave their cars at the 
Ice Rink overnight and take the Summit Stage to the Bald Mountain Trailhead. Overnight parking is 
currently, and would remain, strictly prohibited at the Bald Mountain Trailhead, and thus, it is not an 
option for hut users. 

1.3 The proposal outlines the creation of an access of sufficient width for an ATV or small 
utility vehicle (UTV) pulling a trailer on National Forest and Town/County Open Space. 
This trail alignment will also require improvements that will be subject to the County's 
CUP process. Issues that will need to be addressed in that CUP review process include 
protection of environmentally sensitive areas, especially those areas that are typically wet in 
the spring and summer months, preventing unauthorized motorized use of this trail, and 
long‐term trail maintenance and management of trail use, especially during the summer 
months when the hut is not in operation. In addition, a significant amount of site 
disturbance, tree removal, and possibly spanning structures across two steeply incised 
drainage‐ways may be required to allow for ATV/UTV‐trailer access. Detailed grading 
plans for such access will have to be submitted as part of a CUP application to the County. 
Such plans will be referred to various responsible and trustee Federal, State, and local 
authorities (e.g. USFS, CPW, Town of Breckenridge, etc) as part of the CUP referral 
process. 

Information was added to Chapter 1 Section L of the EA to specify that the CUP would be necessary prior 
to implementation of any approved projects. SHA would be responsible for obtaining and complying with 
necessary permits and plans. 

1.4 Please note that access from French Gulch to the hut will require a trail extension that 
crosses land owned by Summit County or jointly with Town of Breckenridge and zoned BC 
(Backcountry). Pursuant to the County's zoning regulations, this proposed extension of the 
existing Nightmare on Baldy Trail uphill to the potential hut site is subject to approval of a 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) by the County. The EA incorrectly states that this trail 
extension would only be subject to a County‐issued "General Construction Permit." Issues 
that will need to be addressed in the County's review of that CUP will include 
implementation of erosion control, long‐term trail maintenance, and coordinated signage 
with that installed on land under the Forest Service's jurisdiction. 

Information has been added to Chapter 1 Section L of the EA to specify that the CUP would be necessary 
prior to implementation of any approved projects. SHA would be responsible for obtaining and 
complying with necessary permits and plans. 
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1.5 Use of the Bald Mountain Road trailhead by construction crews to access the project site 
would result in additional parking demand at the trailhead, which as noted above already 
experiences significant levels of use. The Board requests that the Forest Service identify and 
evaluate alternative construction crew parking options such as appropriate sites further up 
on Bald Mountain Road to ensure that construction crew parking does not adversely impact 
the public 's access to this trailhead. 

Information was added to page 2-4 of the EA to specify that construction-related parking areas would be 
identified by SHA and the Forest Service in the Summit County Conditional Use Permit process. 
Potential interruption of public access to the Mt. Baldy Road trailhead would be one consideration. 
Similar to administrative use, an appropriate construction staging area would be identified and 
construction use of the Bald Mountain Trailhead is not anticipated. The CUP was also identified as a 
necessary permit in Chapter 1 (refer to the response to comment 1.4). 

2. RECREATION 

2.1 Thematic: Nordic skiers, snowshoers, and backcountry skiers all use different equipment 
and prefer different trail widths, conditions, and configurations and the proposal should 
consider those. 

Information was added to page 3-7 of the EA to explain that a variety of winter users recreate on Sallie 
Barber Road, each preferring slightly different conditions, and that trail courtesy is necessary to preserve 
the experience for all. SHA did consider the variety of users that would be accessing the hut as well, 
which is reflected in the proposed trail configurations (i.e., trail width and grade are appropriate for a 
variety of experience levels and equipment choices). 

2.2 The math formula used in this EA (3‐10) to come up with the number of folks venturing 
beyond 100 yards from the hut, (3.6 people a day) is misleading. The equation implies that 
someone who spends two nights at the hut will only ski on one of those days. There might be 
only 1300 individuals staying at this hut over a winter season, but there will be 2600 user 
visits at this hut, based on 90 percent occupancy. And that means 2600 skiers out skiing. 
According to SHA’s estimate, only half of the visitors will venture far from the hut which 
means that 8 people a day will venture over to the already crowded Lentil Bowl and the Tit 
(and not 3.6) or if it is a group more intent on skiing, it could be as many as 16 people a day. 
8‐16 more skiers over on Bald Mountain will double the amount of use on a daily basis, 
especially early winter when the snow in Weber gulch is usually bad. In addition, on the 
days when the powder skiing is good, a higher number of folks will be out skiing – day users 
and Hut users. A Hut at half the size is a more manageable number of skiers heading over 
to Bald Mountain – 4‐8 skiers a day. 

Page 3-11 of the EA has been updated to reflect revised calculations. The revised estimate equates to 7.2 
skiers per day.  

2.3 “Based on data from SHA, it is reasonable to assume that roughly half of the 1,100 total 
guests staying at the hut throughout the season would remain within 100 yards of the hut, 
while the other half would be expected to venture out farther for backcountry skiing.” The 
number 1100 is based on one person staying two nights and makes it sound as if they only 
ski one day out of their two day stay. A more useful number is how many user visits will this 
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hut see at 90 percent occupancy? 2600 total user visits. With all due respect to SHA, this 
statement doesn’t match the experience others have witnessed from Huts that offer good 
skiing. 

Changes have been made to the EA to reflect the revised calculations. Refer to the response to 
comment 2.2. 

2.4 SHA estimates that approximately one party per day uses this area (Lentil Bowl) 
throughout the winter, with higher use on the weekends.” (3‐8) This was the only data given 
in the EA on the backcountry terrain beyond Weber Hut and it is not accurate. Last winter 
the Tit and Lentil Bowl saw on average ten to twenty skiers a day or at least two to four 
parties in each location within a two hour period. There are typically numerous tracks in 
both zones. The intent of Backcountry skiing is to find fresh tracks and it has become more 
difficult to experience this on Bald Mountain because the access is easy. The impact from 
Weber Hut will only worsen the conditions in this area adding 8‐16 skiers or almost 
doubling the normal number of visitors a day into these areas. A smaller hut of only 4‐10 
skiers a day in this area would be a significant improvement on reducing these conflicts 
between day users and hut users. 

The EA has been revised to more accurately describe the skiable terrain on Bald Mountain, including 
estimates of usage by area. The changes are found on pages 3-9 and 3-10 of the EA. Figures 1 and 2, have 
been updated to more accurately depict the primary skiing areas on Bald Mountain. Information has also 
been added to pages 2-5 through 2-7 of the EA to describe the factors that contributed to the hut’s 
proposed capacity of 16 guests plus hut master’s quarters.  

Regarding the proposed hut’s overnight capacity, the Forest Service took many factors into consideration, 
including: SHA’s original proposal for a hut with an overnight capacity of 16 guests; public comments 
(during scoping and the EA) suggesting that the hut should be built with a smaller overnight capacity; 
operational/administrative costs of building and maintaining the hut; and potential direct and indirect 
impacts of hut users on recreation, traffic, parking and wildlife resources. Chapter 2 Section D of the EA 
discusses alternatives and design components that were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. 
Under “Hut Design” the capacity of the hut is discussed. The Draft Decision Notice includes a table that 
compares the potential direct and indirect impacts of a hut built with different overnight capacities.  

2.5 “The Weber Gulch backcountry hut is proposed for winter use, between approximately 
mid‐November and May 1. Backcountry ski terrain exists throughout Weber Gulch, 
primarily in northern‐aspect trees on the north side of Bald Mountain. There are several 
above tree line bowls to the southwest of the site that provide skiing opportunities with 
appropriate slope and snow coverage for backcountry skiing (refer to Figures 1, 2 and 3).” 
The shaded “Primary Winter Use” on these Figures is the terrain described above. This 
makes it sound like the skiing opportunities are much greater than they are from the Weber 
Hut, when in reality there is limited and unreliable skiing adjacent to the hut, especially 
early winter. For most winters, backcountry skiers will have trouble skiing the north facing 
slope above and below the hut until later in the season. The northern aspect trees above the 
hut only allow lines for about 8 ‐10 skiers for a short 400 foot run and many of the trees are 
dense and difficult to navigate through. This run’s shady north facing aspect and 
Colorado’s shallower snowpack, mean that the snow takes longer to be strong enough to 
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support a skier’s weight. If the snow on Weber Gulch’s mellow pitches is weak, skiers can’t 
turn and instead sink to the bottom and can’t move. If the wildlife closure is removed from 
lower Weber Gulch, than the run will continue for another 400 feet, but the weak snow will 
continue. Also this EA states on Figures 1, 2 and 3, that part of the primary winter use from 
Weber Gulch is above the hut and southwest, also called “Bald Mountain Open Bowl 
Skiing”. This terrain is flat and rarely holds snow. It is usually wind scoured and rocky. To 
include this as part of the ski terrain for Weber Hut is misleading. All of the skiing 
deteriorates on Bald Mountain’s westnorthwest aspect at about the 11,900 foot elevation. 

Page 3-10 of the EA states: “Although backcountry terrain in the Project Area is considered good, Weber 
Gulch is not known as an exceptional backcountry skiing area and thus might appeal less to the 
experienced skiers compared to other backcountry huts in the TMHA system.” Skiable areas have been 
updated on Figures 1, 2, and 3. Also, similar to the previous comment, the description and estimate of 
usage of those skiing areas have been revised to be more specific and accurate. 

2.6 Building a hut that could service up to some 140 "backcountry" skiers per week would 
impact the existing local users negatively as the trail surfaces become hardened from the 
extra skiers and the skin‐covered skis preferred by "backcountry" skiers. Yes, there will be 
some snowshoers that are not impacted, but impacts to the XC skiing community have not 
received the necessary analysis under the current study. 

The analysis in Chapter 3 Section A (Recreation) accounts for incremental impacts to existing recreation 
on Sallie Barber Road and its vicinity, which includes cross country skiing. Information was added to 
page 3-7 of the EA to further explain the variety of users on Sallie Barber and their varying preferences 
for certain conditions. The volume of impact to existing recreationists is discussed on page 3-11 of the 
EA, in which an estimated 2,300 annual user days are anticipated between November and the end of April 
(160 days, based on an average 90 percent hut occupancy), some of whom would be cross country skiers 
themselves. 

As discussed in the Recreation analysis (Chapter 3 Section A, Chart 3A-1), Sallie Barber Road is most 
popular for cross country skiing in November (and likely in December). Impacts are expected to be 
minimal because the hut would not open until the third week of November, and SHA reservations do not 
typically reach full capacity until January. 

2.7 “Close the identified section of the Great Flume Trail to winter use to offset the new Weber 
Hut snow compaction and remove this route from the WRNF snow compaction map.” 
(Table 2‐2, page 2‐8). Backcountry Skiers for years have skied on the north facing slopes off 
Humbug Hill and all the way towards Mt. Guyot. All of these ski runs cross over the Great 
Flume. This trail will see more winter nordic use since it is just now being discovered by 
summer non‐motorized users who also tend to be nordic skiers or snowshoers. It is part of a 
good Nordic circuit using Sidedoor and Prospect Gulch. Backcountry skiers have lost Peak 
6 and 5.5. This hut will double the number of backcountry skiers in an already crowded 
destination, Bald Mountain, the most popular backcountry skiing area in the Upper Blue. 
Weber Gulch will no longer be that place of solitude and instead will always be tracked and 
have constant traffic. Now backcountry skiers are also losing all the terrain near the Great 
Flume as well. Where does the Forest Service suggest backcountry skiers should go?" 
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There is no proposal to close the Great Flume Trail; in essence, this is an “accounting exercise” for the 
Forest Service in relation to its monitoring of snow compacted routes. Table 2-1 of the EA has been 
updated to clarify this statement and to make it clear that the Great Flume Trail is not being closed.  

In summary, the Great Flume Trail is shown as a “snow compacted route” on the WRNF 2002 Baseline 
Snow Compaction Map. Ground verification and documentation shows that this route, which is 3.8 miles 
long, does not receive regular use during winter months that causes snow compaction. Therefore, this 
route will be removed from the 2002 Baseline Snow Compaction Map. The proposed action would not 
expand snow compacted routes beyond what the 2002 Baseline Snow Compaction Map shows. 

In the EA, this action was removed from Table 2-2. 

2.8 Adding 16‐32 skiers daily will turn this from a soft snow great Nordic ski into a sketchy 
hardpack route for the nordic day users using light gear. Snowshoers and Backcountry 
skiers do okay on firm icy trails but nordic skiers do not. Summit Huts lacks knowledge on 
this type of impact because no other hut approach route has this issue. Francie’s and 
Section House use wide roads and Janet’s Cabin uses a trail that previously saw almost no 
winter day use. Let’s say it doesn’t snow for five days which is typical for most winters here. 
Weber Hut, sleeping 16‐20 people, has been approved. Now day users who want to ski 
Nightmare on day five of no snow, will find that this trail has seen 100‐160 skier tracks 
going up and down it. If the hut didn’t exist, that same Day Use nordic skier would get to 
this trail after five days of no snow, and maybe only have 20 skier tracks previously on it. 
This is a substantial difference in snow conditions and could easily transform this incredible 
ski trail from one that can handle light use with no snow, to one that becomes icy, firm and 
unpleasant. Where now should a nordic skier go? 

Impacts to Nordic skiers are disclosed in Chapter 3 Section A (Recreation) of the EA. Under the Proposed 
Action, approximately 0.9 mile of Nightmare on Baldy would experience increased use. Beyond that, 
SHA guests would utilize Sallie Barber Road (which currently receives heavy use throughout the winter) 
and new trails to access the proposed hut.  

2.9 Missing from the Primary Winter Use Shading. The Lentil Bowl is not part of the “Primary 
Winter Use” shaded hut terrain which might be an attempt to not draw attention to the fact 
that Lentil Bowl, one of the more popular and crowded day use backcountry destinations, 
will soon become even more crowded as the Hut visitors realize how easy it is to reach and 
how the skiing tends to be better in Lentil Bowl. Hut Skiers want untracked conditions but 
Weber Gulch will get tracked out quickly and Lentil Bowl will be their next destination. 
The northwest open glades of Lentil bowl tends to be more skiable earlier in the season than 
the north facing trees of Weber. These maps leave out another important zone that needs to 
be addressed in this EA. The most popular skiing on Bald Mountain is called the Tit, and it 
is just south of Iowa Mill. It is the most popular skiing destination in the County because it 
is so easy to reach (an hour approach) and avalanche safe. It is wide open, and mostly tree‐
less so the skiing is easy and the snowpack is stronger than Weber Gulch. Weber Hut 
visitors could get to the top of this run in fifteen to twenty minutes of easy effort. In the last 
few years the use on the Tit and Lentil Bowl has increased dramatically. Last year it was 
common to see six to eight other skiers in a two hour period and also see a lot of old tracks. 
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Given the unreliable skiing from the hut, these areas will only get more crowded. Hybrid 
users also love this area. 

The EA has been revised to more accurately describe the skiable terrain on Bald Mountain, including 
more specific estimates of usage by area. The changes are found on page 3-11 of the EA. Figures 1, 2 and 
3 have also been updated to more accurately depict the skiable areas on Bald Mountain. 

2.10 Very close to this hut location is also some of the most crowded backcountry ski terrain in 
the Upper Blue, on Bald Mountain’s northwest side. This EA needs much greater analysis 
on the impact that this hut will have on the most popular backcountry ski destination in 
Breckenridge. A smaller hut will certainly reduce the impact on Bald Mountain which is 
already crowded with skiers. 

The Recreation Analysis (Chapter 3 Section A) includes a revised analysis of backcountry terrain on Bald 
Mountain, as well as impacts to it. Information has been added to pages 2-5 through 2-7 of the EA to 
describe the factors that contributed to the hut’s proposed capacity of 16 guests. 

2.11 Encounters with others are rare on Nightmare in the winter. The reason so many love to ski 
or snowshoe this trail is because of the solitude it offers and the improved snow conditions 
from Sallie Barber Road. Going from seeing no one to a guarantee of eight to sixteen people 
daily on this trail is more than just a ‘brief impact’. This basically eliminates a feeling of 
solitude, and the EA fails to address this problem. There is also no explanation as to why the 
EA believes that day users will not see hut users since there is no data on when Nightmare is 
being used. The simple solution to reducing the negative impacts on solitude and ski/snow 
conditions is to reduce the number of people on the trail. A hut which sleeps 8‐10 is one step 
towards maintaining the sense of solitude which so many love from Nightmare. 

The Proposed Action incorporates a total of 3.5 miles of roads and trails to access the Weber Gulch Hut. 
Approximately 1.3 miles of this total are attributable to Sallie Barber Road, and another 1.3 miles are new 
trails that would be built specifically to access the Weber Gulch Hut, leaving 0.9 mile of the existing 
Nightmare on Baldy trail that would experience higher use. The proposed use of these roads and trails is 
consistent with management direction found in the 2002 Forest Plan.  

Additional information was added to both Chapter 3 Section A (Recreation) and Chapter 3 Section B 
(Parking and Traffic) to indicate that the highest volume of hut-related travel would occur between 
11 a.m. and 3 p.m., as the hut turnover time is 1 p.m. That is the latest people can leave and the earliest 
people can arrive. Impacts to users are expected to be focused during the middle of the day, and occur 
infrequently, as 100 percent hut occupancy would be infrequent, nonetheless, some users would view 
these impacts as degrading the existing recreation experience.  

2.12 Snow, Ski and Solitude impacts on Sallie Barber Road. Contrary to the EA stating that 32 
more people a day “could result in a minor impact to the recreation experience on Sallie 
Barber Road, and is only a “minor” impact on recreation,” the opposite will be true. 
Currently day skiers enjoy Sallie Barber Road Monday through Friday, especially in 
November and December and might see only three or four other skiers. The traffic report 
on 3‐7 is a little misleading since the majority of the traffic is on weekends. While often the 
snow is compacted on Sallie Barber, for the EA to say that “Additional skiers and 
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snowshoers would not add to the snow compaction that already exists” is not accurate. 
Often after new snow midweek, one can head out and ski Sallie Barber and always find 
fresh tracks or soft tracks, especially in the morning and usually for a few days in a row 
midweek. With a guarantee of 16‐32 more tracks every day now on this road, and usually 
by mid-morning, this will no longer be the case. The snow compaction will become a daily 
occurrence and extend further to each side of the trail where in the past the sides of this 
road can offer better snow conditions. Skiers love having a set ski track to follow, but the 
more users on this trail, the more likely the ski track will disappear. Never again, can a day 
skier count on solitude or soft snow on Sallie Barber midweek, since a 90 percent occupancy 
rate means it will constantly see traffic. This is a substantial increase and a big drawback 
considering that Sallie Barber is the only place in Breckenridge to find good snow early 
season, especially for much of November. Hundreds of Nordic skiers flock to Sallie Barber 
Road early season. 

While the hut would be open in late-November, it would not be expected to fully book until mid-January 
(this is supported by SHA data from existing huts). Therefore fewer hut users are anticipated on the trails 
from November through early January.  

2.13 We are happy to see that summer use at the hut, other than maintenance, would not be 
allowed. EA at 1‐4. This would reduce adverse impacts to various wildlife species. However, 
we note that most of the 10th Mountain Huts did not allow summer use when they were first 
opened, but now almost all of them do allow such use. To reduce the chances of this 
happening with the Weber Gulch hut, should it be approved, the decision notice must 
clearly state that such use is not authorized and that a new decision, updated NEPA 
documentation, and public involvement would be required to allow summer use. 

Because summer use is not a component of the Proposed Action, no site-specific NEPA analysis was 
performed on summer use and it is not a component of the Selected Alternative. Should SHA propose to 
open the hut for summer use at some point in the future (and should the Forest Service accept the 
proposal), a separate NEPA evaluation would be required. 

2.14 EA p. 1‐3 states that new huts are “immediately filled”, but p. 3‐12 states that 100 percent 
occupancy would be infrequent. Given the popularity of huts, we believe the full occupancy 
is likely on almost all weekends and holidays when the snow is good. Indeed, the analysis of 
recreation impacts assumes 90 percent occupancy throughout the season. EA at 3‐9. If this 
is the case, then surely the hut would be full many nights, and not just on weekends and 
holidays. Thus impacts to the narrow Bald Mountain Trail are likely to include more 
frequent encounters between day skiers and hut users earlier pack‐out of snow, and more 
frequent hardpack conditions, decreasing the quality of the recreational experience for all 
winter users. See EA at 3‐12. 

There is a difference between occupancy and bookings. Weekends and popular weeks throughout the 
season book up fast, while mid-week availability might remain throughout the season. However, a single 
party may book the entire hut for a night or a weekend, though their group will not fill all of the beds (i.e., 
the hut is booked but not 100 percent occupied).  

Additional information, along with a footnote, on page 1-4 and page 3-13 of the EA has been added to 
more clearly describe how frequently huts are booked. 
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3. SAFETY 

3.1 More snow compaction and more crowds means more dangerous ski conditions. There does 
come a point when there are too many skiers on a trail and the skiing quality deteriorates. 
More winter analysis should be done on this. A smaller hut would help reduce some of these 
impacts. In addition, most winters Nightmare takes till December to have enough snow to 
allow for skiing. Please open the hut December 1st rather than November. 

At some point, too many skiers on a trail will diminish the quality and perhaps increase the inherent risks 
of skiing; however, the direct increase in usage associated with the proposed hut is not expected to have a 
measurable impact to safety in this regard, given the popularity and frequency of use that already exists 
on Sallie Barber and in its vicinity. Refer to the response to comment 2.1. SHA has committed to opening 
the hut for reservations the third week of November. 

3.2 Further hazard to the skiers who proceed from the hut is found in the practice of in 
between tree skiing. The Weber Gulch and its neighboring Black Gulch areas are thickly 
covered in many areas with deadfall trees, that have highly unpredictable extensions above 
and closely beneath the snow. With snowfall on their steep slopes being inherently uneven, 
tree skiing injuries particular to these gulches are both likely and potentially severe. 

There are inherent dangers associated with backcountry skiing, which are assumed by all backcountry 
skiers—regardless of whether they are hut users. Additional information has been added to pages 3-3 and 
3-4 of the EA. 

3.3 The vicinity of the proposed hut includes much inviting ski‐terrain that is above treeline, 
and specifically terrain that lies south and east of the hut site and below the ridge line of 
Bald Mountain. This terrain is known by me, through observation over many years, to be 
highly prone to massive avalanche slides even with no man‐produced triggering. One such 
avalanche demolished a cabin and swept its ruins two hundred yards downhill, well into 
treeline. The prospect of adventure ‐hungry visitors frequenting a hut within easy ski‐
distance to these avalanche faces presents extreme hazard, over the hut's lifetime, to those 
skiers and snowshoers. 

Avalanche-prone terrain is acknowledged in the EA on page 3-10. SHA would provide basic information 
on avalanche awareness in the hut.  

4. TRAFFIC & PARKING 

4.1 Day skiers and snowshoers drive this road in the morning to beat the crowds on Sallie 
Barber and there are a few narrow spots where intersecting a car on an un‐plowed road 
coming the other way is scary. With 12 or more cars driving up and down this road on some 
days, it is critical that before this hut is built, Summit Huts gets confirmation that plowing 
will be completed before 9 a.m. even on days with minimal new snow. Early morning 
snowplowing is necessary to plow out the Hut Users parking lot so that they don’t park in 
the day use area. SHA must have dated parking permits displayed on hut visitor’s cars. 
SHA needs to address plowing and permitting not only to benefit their guests, but also in 
response to those folks who are now forced to leave even earlier to find the solitude they are 
losing due to more traffic on Sallie Barber, Bald Mountain and the backcountry skiing on 
Bald Mountain. 
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Information has been added to page 3-22 of the EA, specifying that the majority of hut-related traffic 
would generally occur between 11 a.m. and 3 p.m. The EA discloses that “Summit County plows French 
Gulch Road up to the Sallie Barber Road Trailhead, Monday through Friday, as well as on Saturdays and 
Sundays if they receive more than 4 to 6 inches of snow.” Plowing generally occurs in the morning, 
though the EA cannot confirm specific plowing schedules. 

SHA would be required to prepare and submit an annual operations plan that defines how the parking lot 
would be maintained throughout the season. Refer to Table 2-2 for additional information.  

4.2 SHA states that the average hut stay is two nights (3‐20), but this is an average and many do 
enjoy just one night at a hut. Also, while carpooling is hopefully popular, it is not a given 
that SHA’s estimate of 2.8 people per car will happen and many a hut user will drive alone. 
The EA estimates that French Gulch Road will only see six cars per day, based on the above 
numbers, but twice that seems more accurate. At maximum capacity and maximum cars 
used, in a hut that sleeps 16‐20 people, and folks are only staying for one night, and they 
don’t carpool, the maximum could be 32‐40 cars a day. This is unlikely but a more 
appropriate average taken from that number would be 12‐16 cars a day, which seems more 
realistic. Speed limit signs must be posted above Wellington neighborhood. 

Page 3-20 of the EA provides average SHA-related vehicle use based on carpooling data collected by 
SHA, as well as reasonable assumptions. Because these are averages, on some days the number of SHA-
related vehicles would be higher (e.g., weekends and holiday periods), while on others it would be lower 
(e.g., mid-week). It further discloses that “a lower people-per-vehicle ratio would lead to more hut user 
vehicles.”  

4.3 The terrain on Bald Mountain is now closed in the Travel Management Plan to winter 
motorized but the road is under county jurisdiction and they will decide whether or not to 
gate it in the winter. SHA knows from experience that without a gate on this road, there will 
continue to be illegal motorized travel. Bald Mountain’s backcountry ski terrain sees 
substantial impact from hybrid use. Many other huts are experiencing a surge of 
snowmobile use to access huts as close as possible which changes the atmosphere of these 
huts. This EA should require that this gate is approved and built on Bald Mountain Road 
before this project moves forward. This gate could be paid for by SHA, which would be 
beneficial to not only the guest experience, but also as a gesture to help reduce the added 
skier impacts on Bald Mountain. In the last few years snowmobile tracks have been seen in 
Weber gulch and this is probably unacceptable for SHA. 

The Forest service acknowledges that illegal motorized use occurs on public lands. However, current and 
future illegal snowmobile use on Mt. Baldy Road has not been identified as an issue by the Forest Service 
and SHA related to this project. Therefore, a gate on Mt. Baldy Road is beyond the scope of this proposal.  

4.4 Also not included, is the number of cars shuttling so that they can enjoy the Hut to Hut 
experience since this is the primary purpose (1‐3) of the Weber Gulch location. How much 
more traffic will the hut‐to‐hut experience add? The EA says: “No measurable impacts 
would occur at other nearby parking areas, such as the Boreas Pass Trailhead/parking 
area. The occasional hut user who travels from hut‐to‐hut, such as between Section House 
and the proposed Weber Gulch backcountry hut, could utilize this access point; however, 

-244-



Appendix D: Response to Comments 

 
Summit Huts Association Proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut 

Environmental Assessment 
Appendix D-13 

the number of users who do this would be negligible.” The Hut‐to‐Hut experience is one of 
the few reasons mentioned in the purpose and need. If hut‐to‐hut does become popular, 
than the already overcrowded Boreas Pass parking area will need a few more spots. Also, if 
hut‐to‐hut skiers first stay at the Section House, and leave cars up French Gulch that means 
additional parking will be needed in French Gulch. 

Although the interconnectedness of huts is a part of SHA’s overall vision, hut-to-hut travel comprises a 
very small percentage (less than 5 percent) of SHA’s hut use. The impacts of hut-to-hut travel on parking 
are negligible and are disclosed on EA page 3-24.  

4.5 Increased vehicular traffic on French Gulch Road from hut guests appears to be thoroughly 
evaluated in the EA. Recreational traffic on the west face of Bald Mountain was also 
discussed, although the estimated number of existing daily skiers on the west face of Bald 
Mountain ("one party per day") seems like a gross underestimate (p. 43 of the EA). We 
believe that recreational use on the west face of Bald Mountain will inevitably increase with 
hut‐related traffic, and the north‐facing area cited as the primary skiing for hut guests will 
also receive additional use from hut guests. We reiterate our previous request to evaluate 
and improve U.S. Forest Service enforcement of the no snowmobiling policy on Bald 
Mountain as part of this hut‐related decision. A winter gate installed at Bald Mountain 
Road would also help with this issue. 

Information has been added on pages 3-9 and 3-10 of the EA to more clearly describe the skiing areas on 
Bald Mountain. However, use on the west face of Bald Mountain, particularly related to snowmobiling, is 
beyond the scope of this analysis and is addressed by the Forest Service’s Travel Management Plan. 
Overnight parking at the Mt. Baldy Road Trailhead is illegal and anyone that should choose to access the 
proposed hut from this location would need to utilize the Summit Stage or make arrangements to get 
dropped off.  

4.6 Two new trail segments, segments C and E, would be constructed to provide the last part of 
the access to the new hut. How would the prohibition on summer use of these segments be 
enforced? 

Information has been added to page 2-3 (under “Forest Supervisor’s Closure”) of the EA to indicate that 
signage placed at key locations would convey that the trails are closed to summer usage. This is also 
disclosed in Table 2-2, under Wildlife. 

4.7 Bald Mountain trail head parking. 

a. you say there are 10 spaces, there are 5 spaces on good day 

b. you say there are 18 to 20 spaces on road ‐not legal 

c. you say not to be used‐Francis's hut, everyone uses spruce creek not the burro trail the 
same will happen here and they can ski out here easily. 

d. since the oct 2011 a no overnight parking sign has appeared not fair the residents we 
need a permit ability to park there. 
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Regarding point (A): the statement was revised in the EA to read “approximately ten vehicles in the 
summer, closer to five in the winter (depending on snow storage)”; (B): 18 to 20 vehicles is referring to 
the Boreas Pass Parking area and as such, is under the heading on page 3-21 of the EA; (C): the EA 
specifies that the Mt. Baldy Road parking area would not be recognized as a parking option for hut users 
(page 3-23 of the EA); (D): this is beyond the scope of the EA. 

4.8 A hut housing 16‐20 overnight guests will generate numerous additional cars at the French 
Gulch/Sallie Barber trailhead, especially during peak hours when new hut users arrive and 
the previous night’s guests have not left yet. Consequently, the Weber hut will exacerbate 
parking problems in this area and further limit day access to these trails. While the EA 
claims that the dedicated parking lot proposed at 3‐21 will include enough space for hut 
users to eliminate the impact to day use parking, we doubt that this will be the case. Snow 
buildup, late or inadequate snowplowing (due to the presence of overnight cars), trailers 
and other issues will limit for practical purposes the number of intended new spaces and we 
fear that the hut users will then take over day use parking. Day users will be the losers once 
again. These concerns can be addressed in two ways. First, hut users can be required to 
park only in the dedicated lot and can be allowed to park overnight only with a permit for 
the night(s) reserved that is issued by SHA and displayed on the car dashboard. This permit 
can easily be made part of the online reservation process and printed out by hut users. In 
addition, reducing the hut’s capacity will reduce the number of overnight cars and should 
be made a condition of Forest Service approval for this project. 

SHA would need to prepare an Operations Plan to provide details on winter and summer management of 
the Sallie Barber trailhead, legal overnight parking options, and an effective signage plan, among other 
appropriate issues. Overnight parking permits for SHA’s guests would likely be a basic component of the 
winter parking lot management. All parking/traffic impacts have been disclosed in the EA. 

4.9 Trailhead design and management continues to be an issue of concern for the Town Council 
and BOSAC with regard to this Weber Gulch Hut proposal. As described in the EA, the 
proposal now limits hut reservations to winter months only. This change leads to the 
obvious question of how the proposed expanded parking area would be managed during 
summer months and whether that use supports the goals and objectives of the area land 
management agencies. We seek additional clarity regarding the long‐term management of 
the parking area in Lincoln. First, if approved and constructed, we strongly recommend 
that overnight parking in the proposed new parking area be limited to hut guests, Mountain 
Meadows subdivision homeowners, and other permitted guests. Based on previous 
management challenges, we do not support a de‐facto car camping area at the head of one 
of the most popular trailhead accesses in the region. Further, winter plowing schedules, 
gated parking lot entries, appropriate signage, and parking restrictions should be further 
clarified with regard to the proposed winter‐only trailhead. We believe that SHA should 
enter into a formal agreement with the USFS, County and Town that clearly articulates the 
management of the trailhead, the new trail facilities, an effective signage plan, etc. This 
operations plan should be agreed to by all affected parties and should explicitly describe the 
long term management goals of the area. The vision outlined in the Golden Horseshoe 
Management Plan is a logical starting point for these discussions and any decisions related 
to trailhead management. Town representatives would like to participate in any discussions 
or decisions related to the summertime use of the proposed parking area. 
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The Forest Service shares the Town Council’s and BOSAC’ concerns and would require SHA to prepare 
an annual operating plan to provide details on winter and summer management of the Sallie Barber 
trailhead, the new trail, legal overnight parking options, and an effective signage plan, among other 
appropriate issues. All parking/traffic impacts have been disclosed in the EA. Table 2-2 provides more 
information on the annual operations plan. 

4.10 The EA states that Bald Mountain Road Parking Area, “has the capacity for approximately 
ten vehicles and also prohibits overnight parking. (3‐19) This might be true for summer, but 
in winter this area only allows for at the most, five vehicles. This parking lot will see some 
illegal overnight parking to the hut, because it is an easier route to the hut. SHA needs to 
educate hut visitors about not parking here and also monitor, enforce and sign this parking 
area as closed to overnight vehicles to prevent this from happening. “Some parking would 
occur by administrative vehicles, but this use would be relatively infrequent and generally 
only require one vehicle.” (3‐21) Given how few parking spaces there are on Bald Mountain 
Road and how popular this area is for day use, and that SHA is requiring a huge new 
parking area on French Gulch, this is unacceptable that SHA uses this parking facility for 
administrative vehicles. Hutmasters also should be monitoring and witnessing the impacts 
in the French Creek parking area as well as their approach route to the Weber Hut. 

The text on page 3-21 of the EA was revised to read “approximately ten vehicles during the summer, 
closer to five in the winter” to more accurately describe the parking capacity year-round.  

Overnight parking at Bald Mountain trailhead is not proposed, nor is it legal (page 3-21 of the EA); the 
registration information that all SHA guests receive upon making a reservation would make this clear. 
Furthermore, signs at the Mt. Baldy Road trailhead warn that overnight parking is prohibited, and that 
vehicles left there will be towed. Therefore, any SHA guests that choose to ignore the information 
provided by SHA and the signs at the trailhead would do so with full knowledge that their vehicle would 
likely be towed by the time they return.  

4.11 While the EA concludes there will be minimal impact based upon its estimate of 6-8 
additional cars for hut users, we believe this is a gross underestimation of the additional 
traffic and congestion which will result from the construction of the 19-space parking area. 

The proposed parking lot has been sized to accommodate overlaps in arriving and departing hut guests. 
As included on page 3-22 of the EA, SHA data for Francie’s, Janet’s and Section House indicate that 
average hut users typically carpool, with approximately 2.8 people-per-vehicle.  

At 2.8 people-per-vehicle, a single night at 100 percent occupancy (16 people) would equate to six 
vehicles attributable to Weber Gulch backcountry hut users. (A lower people-per-vehicle ratio would lead 
to more hut user vehicles.) It is reasonable to assume that between six and eight vehicles could be 
attributable to Weber Gulch backcountry hut users on any given night with 100 percent occupancy. 
Factoring in the overlap between arriving and departing hut users, daily hut-related traffic on French 
Gulch Road could be range between 12 and 16 vehicles (6 to 8 vehicles both east-bound and west-bound). 
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4.12 The lack of parking at the trailhead is the only factor which has limited adverse impacts to 
the surrounding environment and wildlife. The opening of a new 19-space parking area will 
only serve to attract more recreational users who will now have more available parking 
irrespective of hut users. The EA recognizes this and asserts that the parking area is only 
needed during winter months and thus will accommodate overflow parking during other 
seasons. EA at 3-21. However, the EA did not assess the impact of the new parking area in 
terms of how much it would encourage year-round automobile traffic to the area and the 
resulting impacts on federal lands and native plants and species. 

The proposed 19-space parking lot would be for overnight users only. Day use recreationists to the area 
would be prohibited from parking in it. It is likely to attract additional recreationists to the area; all of 
whom would be staying at the hut. Therefore, the EA only addresses the impacts of the additional hut-
related traffic on French Gulch Road.  

Note that the EA has been revised to indicate that the SHA parking area would be closed during the 
summer.  

4.13 We question whether there will actually be parking available to the hut users when they 
would arrive to utilize the proposed hut. Likely, the parking lot will fill up and hut users 
will find no parking or will end up parked in a manner similar to the vehicles depicted in 
Exhibit 3, attached. 

The proposed parking lot would only be open to SHA’s guests and the occasional non-hut overnight 
guest—each of whom would need to receive a parking validation from SHA. As a condition of any 
approval, SHA would be required to prepare an annual operations plan that details, among other things, 
how the parking lot would be maintained for hut users only during the winter. 

4.14 To our knowledge, there is currently no monitoring of the trailhead parking (as can readily 
be seen on any weekend as depicted in Exhibit 3) and it will be up to Summit Huts to 
monitor and enforce the parking situation. Again, however, we are aware of no plan or 
dedicated resources to do so. Without such a plan and dedicated resources, it would be 
irresponsible to issue final findings or a decision on the EA for this project. 

As a condition of any SUP approval, SHA would be required to prepare an annual operations plan that 
details, among other things, how the parking lot would be maintained for hut users only during the winter. 
The reader is directed to Table 2-2 of the EA for more information.  

4.15 We respectfully request that the proposed parking area be carefully reexamined for 
relocation on the east side of Humbug road and that a more careful plan for operation and 
monitoring of the parking area be delineated before this project goes further 

Multiple options were considered for locating the proposed parking lot—including both to the east and 
west of Humbug Road. An overarching goal for both the Forest Service and SHA was to minimize 
ground and vegetation impacts. Ultimately, there were several factors that contributed to the choice to 
locate the parking west of Humbug Road. 
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First, the topography is gentler to the west side of Humbug Road. Second, there is a platform on the south 
side of French Gulch Road that provides the necessary large turning radius to accommodate a larger 
vehicle, like a snow plow, turning around for maintaining the lot. Finally, the western choice requires less 
road length necessary to be plowed in the winter.  

5. VEGETATION 

5.1 DESIGN FEATURES FOR FIGHTING NOXIOUS WEEDS ARE INADEQUATE. Page 2‐
11 lists 6 design features for addressing noxious weeds. All of them are measures to see that 
equipment does not introduce or spread weeds. All are appropriate and desirable, but they 
are insufficient. There must also be surveys for weeds on and along areas where ground 
would be disturbed. This would include the construction area for trail segments C and E, 
widening of segment D, and hut site itself. Any weeds found must be eradicated. Follow‐up 
surveys must also be done for at least two full growing seasons after completion of 
construction. Since summer maintenance trips involve motor vehicles which could 
introduce or spread weeds, they should also be inspected, and cleaned if necessary, prior to 
use for access to and maintenance of the hut. 

A project design feature has been added to Chapter 2 which states: Before implementing any approved 
ground-disturbing activities, coordinate with the Forest Service District Weed Coordinator to determine if 
surveys would be needed within project areas to document the presence of any pre-existing weed 
infestations. Treat infestations prior to ground-disturbing activities and remove all weed seed and 
propagules to prevent spread.  

6. VISUALS 

6.1 County staff has inspected the proposed site of the hut and the surrounding area. The 
proposed hut site appears well screened and at least one mile distant from the closest public 
viewpoints which provides for some level of visual impact attenuation. However, significant 
visual impacts could result if the design of the structure is not appropriate for the site, 
inappropriate exterior materials are used, or adequate care is not given to the siting of the 
photo‐voltaic array that will provide power to the site. As such, the Board recommends that 
the specific architectural/site design be consistent with the Forest Service 's Scenic Integrity 
Objectives (SIO) protocol and that the proposed design and location of the hut as well the 
associated photo‐voltaic array meets the objectives of a Moderate level SIO at a minimum. 

The design of the proposed hut would follow Forest Service BEIG and SIO guidelines, as indicated in 
Chapter 3 Section C (Scenery) of the EA. The BEIG addresses site development, sustainability and 
architectural character.  

7. WILDLIFE & AQUATIC SPECIES 

7.1 Measures to protect any nests of boreal owl, olive‐sided flycatcher, and marten need to be 
strengthened. The current wording says that impacts “could be avoided by conducting tree 
removal in potential [nesting or denning] habitat outside of [the nesting or denning 
period]”. EA at 2‐9, emphasis added. “Could” must be changed to “shall”. This is especially 
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important for marten, whose tracks were found frequently in surveys in the areas “along all 
proposed access routes to the hut”. EA at 3‐49. 

In Table 2-2 (Management Requirements and Project Design Features, Wildlife), all have been changed 
to “will” or “shall.” 

7.2 Another concern is how late Elk will use this area, since often there are signs of Elk at 
higher elevations up to early December and this could be another reason to consider 
opening the Hut December 1st rather than November 1st. Pine Martens have just recently 
been seen frequently up French Gulch and this is mentioned to have it on record. 

Impacts to elk, pine marten, and other species have been disclosed in the EA and supporting biological 
documentation.  

7.3 Please make sure the wildlife biologists are aware that this hut will definitely mean many 
more folks in the lower part of Weber Gulch and how do they propose to enforce this 
closure? If the wildlife biologists decide to eliminate this closure, please then think hard 
about supporting a smaller hut alternative, since a 50 percent reduction in the number of 
humans in the Lower Weber Gulch is a great way to mitigate the conflicts with wildlife. 

Refer to Chapter 3 Section E (Wildlife) for an evaluation of existing conditions and environmental 
consequences to wildlife from the proposed projects. Information will be presented at the hut to 
discourage travel below the hut. Given the dense vegetation and steep terrain below the hut, the potential 
for people descending through this terrain is considered low. Table 2-2 specifies Management 
Requirements and Project Design Features that have been included to avoid or minimize impacts to 
wildlife impacts.  

7.4 Constructing the access trail to the proposed hut would fragment or destroy effective winter 
foraging and denning habitat. Access to and use of the proposed hut (i. e., skiing and 
snowshoeing near it) would increase snow compaction. This would decrease lynx’ advantage 
in deep snow over other predators which compete with lynx for prey, especially snowshoe 
hare. Operation of the hut (a permanent development), i. e., increased human use and some 
motorized use for maintenance in winter, would disrupt lynx use of the surrounding habitat 
and in a corridor, a very important area of movement for lynx in Summit County. 

Proposed vegetation removal, increased snow compaction, and increased human use has been adequately 
addressed in the Biological Assessment (BA). As discussed in the BA (page 60) with respect to lynx, the 
relatively small and benign additive impacts associated with the proposed Weber Gulch Hut on lynx 
foraging, sheltering, breeding, and dispersal would meet the definitions of “insignificant” and 
“discountable.” Therefore, the Proposed Action warrants a “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” 
determination for Canada lynx. The Weber Gulch Hut project meets all criteria for programmatic 
concurrence under the Colorado Lynx Project Decision Screens. Consultation for Canada lynx is 
considered complete for this proposed project. Information was added to page 2-2 of the EA to clarify that 
snowmobile usage would only be in the case of extreme situations or emergencies. SHA does not own a 
snowmobile and does not anticipate using one for regular maintenance or operations. 
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7.5 The hut would adversely affect a patch of land that likely functions as diurnal security for 
lynx. Reudiger et al, 2000, state that such areas should be protected: Where such diurnal 
security sites exist, they should be protected from actions or activities that would destroy or 
compromise their functional value. Reudiger, id., at 83 The location of the proposed hut 
contradicts the recommendation in Roberts et al 2012 to “[d]irect activities outside of the 
[Southern Summit County] lynx conservation corridor…”. Id. at 8. There is a further 
recommendation for recreation to “[i]dentify opportunities to reduce human use inside of 
biologically important areas for lynx”. The important areas include the conservation 
corridor. Id. at 9. Finally, recreation should “avoid new use and developments in lightly 
dissected areas”. Ibid. While the Sallie Barber Road is already well‐used in winter, the hut 
site and the area along the new road that would be constructed get little or no use. See EA 
at 3‐68. 

The project area is a movement corridor in the summertime; the proposal does not include summer use, so 
lynx usage of the corridor would be maintained. The May 1 closing date avoids impacts to denning season 
and dispersal (page 48 of the BA). Furthermore, there is no evidence of resident lynx utilizing the Weber 
Gulch area. This is documented in the EA and supporting biological documentation what was prepared 
for this NEPA process.  

7.6 The EA even admits that “it would be best for lynx if a hut was not put in this corridor”. Id. 
at 3‐55. The adverse effects to lynx are multiplied if hut users also go or come from two of 
the other SMA huts ‐ Section House and Ken’s Cabin ‐ in one trip. This is not addressed in 
the EA. Hut proponents may argue, as the EA does (see id. at 3‐55, 3‐56) that the 
construction and operation of the hut would be only a very minor intrusion into lynx 
habitat and the adverse impacts would be minimal. That is no excuse for approval of the 
hut. The effects of many, many individual projects and activities in southern Summit 
County have combined over the years to put lynx in the precarious position it is now in. The 
proposed hut would add to this permanent impact, and there are likely to be future projects 
and activities that will continue destroy and degrade lynx habitat in the future. In spite of 
the impact on lynx, some of these will not be prohibited because they are on private land or 
they are considered necessary for public safety, such as home constructions, widening of 
highways and other roads, and removal of dead trees. The proposed hut, on the other hand, 
is totally discretionary. It can be halted and it should be. 

Impacts to lynx are disclosed in the BA. The BA and EA also address cumulative impacts to lynx 
according to NEPA and ESA, respectively. When hut-to-hut travel does occur, much of it would be above 
treeline (and all of it on snow), which would not impact lynx dispersal who travel during the summer 
within the forest canopy. 

7.7 The proposed closures would have limited, if any, mitigative value in protecting lynx. 
Closing the area just north of the hut to prevent users from skiing directly down to the 
Sallie Barber Road, and educating users about the need to conserve an intact block of good 
lynx habitat (EA at 2‐3) are good measures and should be made conditions of approval of 
the hut if it is approved. (We still believe it should not be approved.) However, we wonder 
how well this could be enforced. It would require very frequent law enforcement presence 
every weekend and some weekdays for some time after the hut opened and at some times 
thereafter. The presence of a hut would encourage people to ski this route, whereas now, 
most of the people that might stay at the hut probably do not even know it exists. Even 
successful closure would not mitigate additional snow compaction caused by access to the 
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hut. Under a project design feature, a section of the Great Flume Trail would be closed to 
winter use to “offset… snow compaction” from the new hut. EA at 2‐9. How would this trail 
be closed? If the trail still physically exists and has sufficient snow on it, it will get used, if 
there is any desire to use it.  

Table 2-2 specifies Management Requirements and Project Design Features that have been included to 
avoid or minimize impacts to wildlife impacts. Furthermore, the quality of terrain below the proposed hut 
(i.e., steep terrain with tight trees) is not considered desirable for hut users.  

The EA has been revised to clarify that the Great Flume Trail would not be closed, but removed from the 
snow compaction map; see response to comment 2.7. 

7.8 Currently, there is some confusion on the part of the Board regarding the potential impact 
of compacted snow on the Canada lynx. We note that this issue does not appear to be 
addressed in the EA but we are under the impression that snow compaction may limit the 
County's ability to develop additional trails in the Golden Horseshoe area pursuant to the 
Golden Horseshoe Management Plan due to the potential cumulative impacts of such trail 
development on lynx habitat. As such, the Board requests that this issue be more 
thoroughly addressed in the EA. 

As discussed in the response to Comment #2.7, there is no proposal to close the Great Flume Trail; in 
essence, this is an “accounting exercise” for the Forest Service in relation to its monitoring of snow 
compacted routes. Table 2-2 of the EA (page 2-11) has been updated to clarify this statement and to make 
it clear that the Great Flume Trail is not being closed.  

In summary, the Great Flume Trail is shown as a “snow compacted route” on the WRNF 2002 Baseline 
Snow Compaction Map. Ground verification and documentation shows that this route, which is 3.8 miles 
long, does not receive regular use during winter months that cause snow compaction. Therefore, this route 
will be removed from the 2002 Baseline Snow Compaction Map. The proposed action would not expand 
snow compacted routes beyond what the 2002 Baseline Snow Compaction Map shows.” 

7.9 Use of the hut could affect ptarmigan, which winter in willow patches. These birds need 
large and relatively undisturbed landscapes. See more detail in our scoping comments of 
November 18, 2011 at pp. 3‐4. Alpine areas have not been surveyed in winter (EA at 3‐45), 
but should be. Willow patches and any other areas that ptarmigan might use in winter 
should be mapped, and hut users should be directed to avoid those areas. This information 
should be given to hut users when they reserve one or more nights at the hut, and it should 
also appear in the hut itself. It can be done as part of the education that would be done 
under wildlife design criterion 10 – educating users about the need to have an intact block 
of high quality lynx habitat below the hut (toward the Sallie Barber Road). 

The EA states on page 3-47: “It is unlikely that ptarmigan winter in anticipated alpine use areas above the 
proposed hut because the areas that would be skied do not support willows and they are snow deposition 
areas that ptarmigan actually avoid as foraging habitat in winter. However, if some male ptarmigan occur 
in or around the ski play area, they may be occasionally displaced by skiing activity, but they should 
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continue to use such activity areas, as they do at Breckenridge Ski Resort and Copper Mountain Resort, 
both ski areas.” 

7.10 The dispersing distance analyzed for boreal toad is 1.5 miles, even though females are said 
to disperse up to 2.5 miles. EA at 3‐33, 3‐34. Surveys done in French Creek in 2011 found no 
boreal toads. EA at 3‐44. However, adult boreal toads have been observed spending up to 90 
percent of their time in upland terrestrial areas. Keinath and McGee, 2005. Areas 
surrounding French Gulch and other areas where boreal toads might breed should be 
surveyed. 

Boreal toad surveys that were conducted in French Creek by USFS biologists (2011) were adequate for 
this analysis. No occupied habitat was found. Additional surveys are scheduled for the 2014 field season 
and if toads are discovered, new design criteria would be applied to the proposed action  

7.11 The proposed hut location and associated trails, located on the northern aspect of Bald 
Mountain, fall within the highest priority area of continuously forested habitat in the Lynx 
Conservation Corridor defined by Roberts et al (2012), as stated in the EA (p. 3‐39). This 
important landscape linkage, containing the proposed hut site, has been identified as high 
quality summer and winter habitat for lynx. Such intact forested areas free of human 
development within Summit County are very limited, and provide travel corridors and 
security from intensive recreation and other human disturbances. The cumulative effects of 
habitat loss, fragmentation, and increased winter recreation as a result of the proposed hut 
may have a negative impact on lynx by degrading habitat, altering movement and behavior, 
and dispersing prey out of the area. 

Proposed vegetation removal, increased snow compaction, and increased human use has been adequately 
addressed in the BA, in addition to cumulative effects. As discussed in the BA (page 60) with respect to 
lynx, the relatively small and benign additive impacts associated with the proposed Weber Gulch Hut on 
lynx foraging, sheltering, breeding, and dispersal would meet the definitions of “insignificant” and 
“discountable.” Therefore, the Proposed Action warrants a “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” 
determination for Canada lynx. The Weber Gulch Hut project meets all criteria for programmatic 
concurrence under the Colorado Lynx Project Decision Screens. Consultation for Canada lynx is 
considered complete for this proposed project. Information was added to page 2-2 of the EA to clarify that 
snowmobile usage would only be in the case of extreme situations or emergencies. SHA does not own a 
snowmobile and does not anticipate using one for regular maintenance or operations. 

7.12 The proposed hut location and associated trails also fall within elk and deer summer ranges 
and movement corridors. Limiting seasonal use of the hut and associated trail section "E" 

to mid‐November through May, as proposed in Alternative 2, would lessen potential 
negative effects on elk and deer reproduction in the spring and early summer. A closing 
date for winter use was not specified in the EA, and CPW recommends amending 
Alternative 2 to include an annual closure of the hut and trail section "E" to recreational 
use prior to May 15 to minimize impacts to elk and deer during calving and fawning 
periods. 

-253-



Appendix D: Response to Comments 

 
Summit Huts Association Proposed Weber Gulch Backcountry Hut 

Environmental Assessment 
Appendix D 22 

The April 30 closing date is sufficient to avoid impacts to elk calving and deer fawning in early June; 
regardless of closing date, the conditions that are required for winter hut use (snow cover) are exactly the 
opposite of the conditions needed for calving and fawning (no snow), making the two mutually exclusive. 

7.13 However, due to the increased parking availability at the Sallie Barber Trailhead included 
in Alternative 2, increased recreational use of the lower trails will likely occur during the 
spring, summer and fall months despite summer closure of the hut. CPW is concerned that 
if the hut is constructed, there will be pressure for the Dillon Ranger District to eventually 
open the hut to year‐round use. Such use will have negative effects on elk and deer 
reproduction and will likely disperse animals out of their historical summer habitat. In 
addition, people often recreate with dogs off leash on public lands, and dogs can harass, 
chase, injure and kill wildlife. Dogs can significantly impact elk and deer during calving and 
fawning periods. As stated under Alternative 2, construction and maintenance of the hut 
and trails would have additive effects "to the reduced availability of effective summer range 
that is becoming an issue in Summit County herds because of habitat fragmentation and the 
encroachment of human activities into elk habitat" (p.3‐62). 

Summer use of the hut is not a component of the Proposed Action. Should SHA ever wish to open the hut 
for summer use, it would need to submit a proposal to the WRNF, and should that proposal be accepted, 
site-specific NEPA analysis and approval would be necessary 

7.14 Under Alternative 2, approximately 15 ATV trips per summer will be made to the hut for 
maintenance purposes during the late summer and early fall. These maintenance trips may 
overlap with the early hunting seasons, and CPW is concerned that motorized ATV use on 
the trails during the hunting seasons may disperse elk and deer out of the area and make 
them less accessible to hunters, who will be accessing the area on foot. CPW recommends 
amending Alternative 2 to limit the maintenance ATV trips to time periods outside of the 
designated hunting seasons to avoid dispersing game animals out of the area. The archery 
hunting season varies year to year but typically begins the last weekend of August and ends 
the last weekend of September. Rifle hunting season typically begins the second weekend in 
October but may also vary year to year. 

See addition to page 2-4 of the EA that states that: “SHA and the Forest Service will ensure that 
maintenance trips involving the use of ATVs are conducted outside of the hunting season each year.”  

7.15 Page 3‐62 states that there could be 15 summer and early fall trips to the hut for 
maintenance. But page 3‐12 puts the number of summer trips at only 5. This is important 
because of the possible effect on elk and other wildlife. The EA states that summer elk 
habitat is becoming increasingly fragmented and becoming less effective with increased 
human encroachment. Id. at 3‐51, 3‐62. 

The correct number is 15 trips between summer and fall (approximately 5 trips for routine check-ups to 
make sure hut is secure, between late June and the end of August; and approximately 10 trips between 
September to late October to deliver firewood, propane, and general supplies). This point was corrected 
on page 3-14 of the EA.  

7.16 In any case, closing this trail to winter use would not offset new snow compaction from the 
proposed hut. When surveyed over five different days during 2009, 2010, and 2011, “there 
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were no visible tracks anywhere near the Great Flume trail and, as far as the USFS can tell, 
it doesn’t receive any winter use”. BA at 35. Due to the need to go up a south facing slope 
(Humbug Hill) to access this trail, it would not be expected to get much winter use. Thus 
closing it would not offset snow compaction from any use elsewhere, certainly not the 
increased use that would likely occur with the new hut in operation. The BA (p. 48) admits 
that there would be an increase in snow compaction from use of the proposed new hut. The 
Great Flume Trail is in an area that has been heavily mined. There are many roads, tailings 
piles, and other cleared areas nearby. Any lynx habitat protected by closing this trail to 
winter use would not be equal to that lost by constructing the new hut and the route to it. 

See response to comment 2.7 regarding the removal of the Great Flume Trail from the snow compaction 
map. 

8. FOREST SERVICE POLICY/MANAGEMENT  

8.1 CDLT's concern is that summer users will seek a direct route down Weber Creek from the 
hut to Sallie Barber Road to save considerable hiking distance. Despite the steepness of the 
hillside, density of the forest, and considerable down timber, people will still want to try it. 
Additionally, there is a sensitive historic site along Weber Creek just above Sallie Barber 
Road. Impacts from attempts to create such a social trail will likely be damaging to the 
environment and the historical resources. Any decision approving the Weber Gulch hut 
needs to include a prohibition against creating social trails and/or alternative summer 
routes to access the hut. 

The hut is not proposed for summer use, and as a component of the Proposed Action, Trail Segment E 
would be closed to summer use via a Forest Supervisor’s closure. Additional information has been added 
to page 2-3 of the EA to reinforce this. The Forest Service is confident that summer recreationists will 
respect this closure.  

8.2 The Forest Plan and the EA states that ‘huts’ are permitted in a 1.31, but there are no 
specifics as to what ‘hut’ means. Hut is defined as small, or a ‘shack.’ What is the 
appropriate size of a hut in a 1.31 prescription? 

A footnote was added on page 1-10 of the EA to convey relevant permit information: “Huts are permitted 
by the Forest Service under a ‘FSM 2721.14, Shelter Permit – 114’ use code, which includes ‘trail 
shelters, waiting sheds, and similar structures of a recreational nature’.” 

9. ALTERNATIVES 

9.1 The Town Council is concerned about the sizing of the proposed hut. We would like the EA 
to further analyze the number of guests the hut should accommodate. For example, a 
smaller sized hut may still be able to provide the experience desired by SHA but could 
reduce the additional impacts created by the users. The EA dismisses the possibility of a 
reduction in overnight guest capacity because reduced fees would make it difficult to 
operate. We would urge SHA to look at possible alternative financial models for funding a 
smaller capacity hut (e.g., customers might be willing to pay a premium for a more intimate 
experience). We request that the environmental analysis include an assessment of the 
varying environmental impacts based on the number of guests housed in the hut. 
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Potential impacts associated with different hut capacities have been considered and a table has been 
included in the Decision Notice to summarize these impacts.  

9.2 Leave the existing/old Nightmare on Baldy trail open for hut users. 

The original Nightmare on Baldy trail alignment was determined to be too steep for ascent or decent for 
hut users.  

9.3 A separate skin track for access into the hut could be a potential solution to the trail 
hardening impacts a hut of any size would cause. This should be a minimal condition for 
offsetting the impacts from increased visitor traffic. 

Neither a separate skin track on the existing Sallie Barber Road and Nightmare on Baldy, nor a new 
separate trail, are feasible options to pursue for this proposal. A separate skin track would be impossible 
to enforce; impacts of a new separate trail would far exceed those of adding users to existing trails. 

9.4 Parking impacts also need to be more clearly addressed as the cost of maintaining parking 
during winter is a burden on the municipality and County; and a considerable loss of 
recreational opportunity to local residents seeking what should be considered reasonable 
access for traditional activities. Assure that the proposed hut does not impact the limited 
parking used by local residents. Perhaps designing a hut of half the size (8‐10 visitor 
capacity) of the one currently proposed would be a fair compromise for the impacts 
described above. 

These issues are addressed through the dedicated parking area that is included in the Proposed Action. 
Table 2-4 of the EA has been updated to indicate that SHA would need to prepare a detailed annual 
operations plan that specifies, among other things, how the parking area would be maintained throughout 
the winter.  

9.5 Weber Hut should not open until December 1st to reduce impacts on the popular Sallie 
Barber Road. Sallie Barber is often the only trail which has enough snow for nordic skiing 
for most of November. In addition, Nightmare on Baldy often is too rocky and does not hold 
snow until December so a later opening date makes sense. 

The EA has been revised to clarify that the proposed opening date for the hut would be the third week of 
November.  

10. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  

10.1 Such loss of local XC skiing opportunities have occurred throughout the region as many of 
these winter travel corridors have become heavily used by the motorized community and 
are de‐facto snowmobile areas of little use to the XC skiers. 

The EA discloses impacts to current recreational opportunities and experiences in the Analysis Area. The 
Proposed Action would not lead to a loss of any cross-county skiing opportunities, as it makes use of 
existing trails as well as new trails—all of which would be available for winter use by the public. Impacts 
to the current recreational experience on existing trails and backcountry skiing terrain are disclosed in 
Chapter 3 Section A (Recreation) of the EA.  
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11. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

11.1 An historic grave located within the proposed parking area has been given very short shrift 
in the EA. A photo of this grave is attached as Exhibit 4. We understand that this may be 
one of the oldest preserved grave sites in Summit County. The grave is within the area of 
disturbance for the proposed parking area and certainly within the area designated for 
snow storage related to the proposed parking lot. It is impossible to believe that the grave 
site will not be damaged or destroyed by this proposed parking area as snowplows and 
members of the public traverse the area. 

As noted on pages 3-37 and 3-38 of the EA:  

While the Lincoln Townsite boundary slightly overlaps the proposed parking area for the 
Weber Gulch backcountry hut, MAC recommends that the portion of the site within the 
proposed parking does not contribute to the qualities that cause the site to be eligible. 
None of the previously recorded site features are located in this part of the site; all of the 
existing buildings, foundations, and mine remnants associated with Lincoln’s business 
district are located further to the west. The closest site feature to the proposed parking lot 
is a grave, located to the east, and outside of the APE. The grave would not be impacted 
by construction of the proposed parking lot.  

In addition, a Project Design Feature has been added to Table 2-2 to avoid/protect the grave site.  
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Town Council 
 
FROM: Julia Puester, AICP, Senior Planner 
 
DATE: August 19, 2014 for meeting of August 26, 2014 
 
SUBJECT: Condo-Hotel Code Amendment Work Session-Definition of Condo-Hotels 
 
The Planning Commission and Town Council have had numerous discussions on the condo-hotel topic since 
2013. There have been discussions on two general issues with the existing policy.  
 
The first issue relates to existing condo-hotel structures and requests received by the Planning Department to 
convert unused finished space to deed restricted employee housing rentals. This topic was supported by the 
majority of the Commission on January 21 and Town Council on February 11. This topic will not be discussed 
at this work session. 
 
The second issue, which the Planning Commission discussed at their July 15 meeting, relates to applications for 
new condo-hotels and their ongoing ability to comply with the current definition which entitles them to a 
density bonus and density multipliers.  
 
The reason the Town created the condo-hotel land use category and density bonus was to provide an incentive 
for short term lodging. Short term lodging provides an opportunity for higher visitor spending per overnight 
guest. Staff researched what condo-hotels were achieving for hot bed numbers. Although this data is difficult to 
acquire due to the competitive nature of the properties, staff spoke with companies that manage both large and 
small projects. Generally, small projects tended toward a 40% occupancy rate and larger properties toward 45-
60% year round due to the drastic change in the high and low seasons. Unfortunately, it is extremely difficult to 
gather occupancy rate information on residential condominiums managed by individuals and staff notes that a 
majority of what many may consider “condominiums” were actually approved as condo-hotels.  
 
The condo-hotel definition includes required services such as a 24 hour front desk, food services, centralized 
phone system and meeting rooms, as opposed to pure residential condominiums without these services. Many of 
the requirements for a condo-hotel (per the definition) are seen as no longer needed and outdated in many cases. 
There have been changes to how reservations and general business is conducted since this definition was 
created (e.g., cell phones and off site property management companies).  
 
Many of the larger condo-hotels (but perhaps not all) operate in general conformance with the current 
definition, however, it is difficult for smaller condo hotels to maintain all of the required facilities per the 
current definition. These projects which were approved as condo-hotels and no longer provide the requirements 
in the existing definition are out of compliance with their development permits. Staff has not pursued any action 
against such properties, but rather has raised this issue in the context of reviewing the relevancy of the policy 
requirements.  
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As brought up at the previous work session, pure residential condominiums may also be rented by individual 
property owners or off site property management companies. As both condominiums and condo-hotels are able 
to function in a similar manner and not many condo projects have been applied for, the majority of the 
Commissioners voiced the desire to combine the two with a common multiplier at 1,200 square feet per unit of 
density, which is the current condo hotel multiplier. (This would however, represent an increase of density for 
pure residential condominium density multiplier of 900 square feet.)  Staff agrees that a simple definition for 
condo-hotels and condominiums would solve many of the issues we see today with properties meeting the 
existing definition.  
 
The majority of the Planning Commission recommend the following: 
 

Condo-hotel and Condominiums 
 
• Condo-hotel and Condominium definition be combined and eliminate the current definition 

requirements for “a twenty four (24) hour front desk check in operation, a central phone system to 
individual rental units, meeting rooms, food services, and recreational or leisure amenities”. Condo-
hotels and condominiums are able to function similarly; rented by individual property owners or off site 
property management companies. It was seen by the Commission that recreational and leisure 
amenities should not be required but should the developer provide them, it would be because of their 
business model (eg. typical in larger condo-hotels).  
 

Ø Staff Comment: Staff has a concern with the elimination of recreational amenities requirement 
in the definition as recently we have been learning about the marketing power that enhanced 
leisure and recreational amenity packages have in making lodging properties more competitive, 
and may want to consider recognizing that trend in the industry with this policy 
reconsideration.  
 
Staff would like to get Council input on: 

1. Creating one inclusive definition for condo-hotels and condominiums; and   
2. Eliminating the requirement for recreation and leisure amenities. Should the 

Council desire to incentivize amenities, a density bonus could be an option. 
 

• Condo-hotels/condominiums density should have the higher density multiplier of 1,200 square feet 
(1,200 square feet is the current density multiplier for condo-hotels; this would remain unchanged, the 
condominium density multiplier would increase by 300 square feet). 

 
Does the Council support the1,200 square multiplier for condo-hotels and condominiums? 

 
Hotel/Motel/Lodge  
 

• Hotel/motel/lodge definition to remain as a separate definition from condo-hotel/condominium. There 
was a majority of Commissioners in favor for permitting kitchens in hotel rooms. Hotels operate 
slightly differently than condo-hotels, providing single ownership over the development and a lodging 
option for a different type of guest. For example, a branded hotel such as a Hilton, Marriott, or Hyatt 
aggressively markets to a brand loyal clientele. With the existing hotel density multiplier of 1,380 
square feet, there remains an incentive for an alternative single ownership product from condo/condo-
hotels (which are sold off to pay for the development).  
 

Does the Council support allowing limited kitchens in hotel rooms? 
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• A hotel/motel/lodge density to maintain the 1,380 square foot multiplier (no change) or a higher 
density multiplier should the Council want to further incentivize them beyond condo-hotels and the 
current multiplier. 

 
Should the hotel multiplier be left at 1,380 square feet, or would the Council like to further 
incentivize hotels by increasing the current 1,380 square foot density multiplier?  

 
With the Town Council’s direction on the Planning Commission recommendations, staff would like to return 
with draft code language at another meeting. 
 
 
 
 
 

Existing Condo-Hotel Related Development Code Sections 
(FOR REFERENCE ONLY) 

 
9-1-5 Definitions: 
Condominium/Hotel: A multi-unit structure in which units may be individually owned and which provides on 
the site of the development a centralized management structure incorporating the following features: a) a twenty 
four (24) hour front desk check in operation, b) a central phone system to individual rental units, c) meeting 
rooms or recreation and leisure amenities, and d) food services. 
 
Condominium: A multi-unit structure in which units may be individually owned but which does not provide 
the features of a condominium/hotel structure. In a condominium there is outright ownership of a unit or 
airspace with a divided interest in the common element. 
 
Hotel/Lodging/Inn: A multi-unit structure which provides a centralized management structure incorporating 
the following features or standards: no kitchens of any kind in the units, a twenty four (24) hour front desk 
check in operation, a central phone system to individual rental units, meeting rooms, food services, and 
recreational or leisure amenities. 
 
Policy 3(Absolute) Density: 

CONVERSION TABLE - RESIDENTIAL USES  

Within conservation district:       

   Single-family    1 unit = 1,600 
square feet    

   Duplexes and townhouses    1 unit = 1,600 
square feet    

   Condominiums or boarding houses    1 unit = 900 
square feet    

   All other residential (including bed and breakfast, apartment, and 
condo hotel)    

1 unit = 1,200 
square feet    

Outside conservation district:       
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Policy 24 (Absolute) Social Community: 

A. Meeting And Conference Rooms: All condominium/hotels, hotels, lodges, and inns shall 
provide meeting areas or recreation and leisure amenities, at a ratio of one square foot of 
meeting or recreation and leisure amenity area for every thirty five (35) square feet of gross 
dwelling area. 

 
Policy 24 (Relative) Social Community: 
3x(0/+2) Meeting And Conference Rooms Or Recreation And Leisure Amenities: The provision of 
meeting and conference facilities or recreation and leisure amenities, over and above that required in 
subsection A of this section is strongly encouraged. (These facilities, when provided over and above 
that required in subsection A of this section, shall not be assessed against the density and mass of a 
project when the facilities are legally guaranteed to remain as meeting and conference facilities or 
recreation and leisure amenities, and they do not equal more than 200 percent of the area required 
under subsection A of this section.)  
 

   Single-family    1 unit = 
unlimited 
square 
footage*    

   Duplex included within site plan level development permit with net 
density of less than 5 units per acre    

1 unit = 
unlimited 
square 
footage*    

   Duplex included within site plan level development permit with net 
density of 5 units per acre or more    

1 unit = 1,600 
square feet    

   Townhouse    1 unit = 1,600 
square feet    

   Hotel, inn, motel, bed and breakfast    1 unit = 1,380 
square feet    

   Condominiums or boarding houses    1 unit = 900 
square feet    

   All other residential (including apartment and condo hotel)    1 unit = 1,200 
square feet    
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