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 GUNNISON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
SPECIAL MEETING & WORK SESSION MEETING NOTICE – Revision #1   


 
DATE:  Tuesday, February 13, 2018 
PLACE:   Board of County Commissioners’ Meeting Room at the Gunnison County Courthouse 
 200 E. Virginia Avenue 
 Gunnison, CO 81230 
 


NOTE:  This agenda is subject to change, including the addition of items up to 24 hours in advance or the deletion of items at any time.  All times are approximate.  The 
County Manager and Deputy County Manager’s reports may include administrative items not listed.  Regular Meetings, Public Hearings, and Special Meetings are recorded 
and ACTION MAY BE TAKEN ON ANY ITEM.   Work Sessions are not recorded and formal action cannot be taken.  For further information, contact the County 
Administration office at 641-0248.  If special accommodations are necessary per ADA, contact 641-0248 or TTY 641-3061 prior to the meeting.   


GUNNISON COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS SPECIAL MEETING: 
 
8:30 am • Call to Order 
 
 • Gunnison County Boards and Commissions Appointments 


• 7th Judicial District Community Corrections Board 
• Cemetery Board 
• Environmental Health Board 
• Extension Advisory Committee 
• Historical Preservation Commission 
• Library Board of Trustees 
• Medical Health Officer 
• Planning Commission 
• Region 10 
• Gunnison Basin Roundtable 
• Gunnison Basin Sage-Grouse Strategic Committee 
• Tourism Association Board 
• Watershed Weed Commission 
• Western Regional EMS Council 


 
• Gunnison Basin Sage-Grouse Strategic Committee Agency Nominations 


 
• Colorado Works/Child Care Assistance Programs Annual Performance Contract Position 


Statement 
 


• Adjourn 
 
 
GUNNISON COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS WORK SESSION: 
 
8:45 am  • Colorado Counties Inc. Public Lands Membership 
 
9:00 • Visitor; Jenny Birnie, Executive Director, Center for the Arts; Americans for the Arts Study 
 
9:20 • Continued Discussion; Gothic Road Winter Use and Permitting 
 
9:50 • Break 
 
10:00 • Colorado Opportunity Zones Program 
 
10:30 • Signal Peak Trails Proposal Draft Comments 
 
10:45 • HB 1177 Roundtable Report 
 
11:15 • Colorado River Water Conservation District Report 
 
11:45 • ADDED: Gunnison Valley Regional Housing Authority’s Contract to Buy, Sell and Develop 


Real Estate for Housing; Paradise Park 
 


• Adjourn 
Please Note: Packet materials for the above discussions will be available on the Gunnison County website at 
http://www.gunnisoncounty.org/meetings no later than 6:00 pm on the Friday prior to the meeting. 



http://www.gunnisoncounty.org/meetings
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Joshua Ost


From: Timberman, Ann <ann_timberman@fws.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, January 16, 2018 7:37 AM
To: Joshua Ost
Subject: Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee


Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed


Good morning Josh 
 
Please renew my participation in the above committee.  Kurt Broderdorp can be my alternate, 
 
have a good day. 
 
 
--  
 
Ann Timberman 


Western Slope Supervisor 


Grand Junction, CO 


970‐628‐7181 


"Culture eats Strategy for lunch" HBR article  


NOTE: All email correspondence and attachments received from or sent to me are subject to the Freedom of Information 
Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties. 
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Joshua Ost


From: Wenum - DNR, J <j.wenum@state.co.us>
Sent: Monday, January 15, 2018 9:12 AM
To: Joshua Ost
Cc: Jonathan Houck; Patt Dorsey; Scott Wait; Nate Seward
Subject: Gunn Basin Sage Grouse Strategic Comm representatives


Follow Up Flag: Follow Up
Flag Status: Completed


Josh, 
Colorado Parks and Wildlife would like to retain J Wenum as its regular member and Nate Seward 
as its alternate member to the Gunn Basin Sage Grouse Strategic Committee for 2018. 
 
J 
 
--  
J Wenum 
Area Wildlife Manager 
Area 16-Gunnison 


Right-click here to 
download pictures.  To  
help protect you r priv acy, 
Outlo ok prevented 
auto matic downlo ad o f 
this pictu re from the  
In ternet.


 
Office-(970)641-7069  |  Fax (970) 641-7883 
300 W. New York Ave, Gunnison, CO 81230 
Email: j.wenum@state.co.us  |  cpw.state.co.us 








 


  Caring for the Land and Serving People Printed on Recycled Paper    


Logo Department Name Agency  Organization Organization Address Information 


 


United States 


Department of 


Agriculture 


Forest 


Service 


Gunnison Ranger District 216 North Colorado Street 


Gunnison, CO 81230 


970-641-0471 


Fax: 970-642-4425 


 File Code: 2610; 2670 


 Date: December 19, 2017 


 


Gunnison Board of County Commissioners 


Gunnison County 


200 E. Virginia Ave. 


Gunnison, CO 81230 


Dear Gunnison Board of County Commissioners,  


I respectfully request for the two year term beginning February 2018 to February 2020, that the 


Board of County Commissioners consider appointing me as an alternate member and Matt 


Vasquez as the regular member representing the U. S. Forest Service on the Gunnison Basin 


Sage-Grouse Strategic Committee.  Gunnison sage-grouse conservation is very important to us 


and the Forest Service and we would like to actively participate in the Committee’s important 


conservation work towards a bright future for the Gunnison Sage-Grouse.    


If you need additional information regarding this request or have any questions, please contact 


me at mmccombs@fs.fed.us or (970) 642-4404.   


Sincerely, 


/s/Matthew M. McCombs 


MATTHEW M. MCCOMBS 


District Ranger 


 


cc: Matthew G. Vasquez 



mailto:mmccombs@fs.fed.us






	
	
	
	
	
	
January	15,	2018	
	
Rebecca	Ricord	
Administrative	Assistant	
221	N.	Wisconsin	
Gunnison	CO	81230	
RRicord@gunnisoncounty.org	
	
Dear	Becca,	
High	Country	Conservation	Advocates	would	like	Sue	Navy	to	remain	as	our	regular	
member	and	Matt	Reed	as	our	alternate	on	the	Gunnison	Basin	Sage-Grouse	Strategic	
Committee.	
	
Our	thanks	to	the	Commissioners	for	the	opportunity	to	serve	on	this	important	
committee.	
	
Sincerely,	


	


	


Brett	Henderson	


Executive	Director	
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Joshua Ost


From: Childers, Theresa <theresa_childers@nps.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 24, 2018 12:34 PM
To: Joshua Ost
Subject: NPS Strategic Committee Membership


Hi Josh, 
 
Can you please retain me, Theresa Childers, as the NPS regular member of the Gunnison Sage-
grouse Strategic Committee?  Also, please retain Kim Hartwig as the NPS alternate.  Bruce Noble will 
no longer be a member, so you can remove him from the mailing list. 
 
Thanks, 
Theresa 
 
Theresa Childers 
Wildlife Biologist 
Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Park 
Curecanti National Recreation Area 
Phone: 970-641-2337 ext 250 
Fax: 970-641-3127 
 








 


 
 
 
 


January 26, 2018 
 
 


Gunnison County Commissioners 
200 East Virginia 
Gunnison CO 81230 


 
 


Dear Commissioners, 
Please accept the nomination of Dan Olson, Gunnison District Conservationist, as the NRCS Regular 
Member and Liz With, as the NRCS Alternative Member to serve on the Gunnison Sage-grouse 
Strategic Committee for Gunnison County. 


 


Sincerely, 


FRANCINE 
LHERITIER 


 
 


Digitally signed by FRANCINE 
LHERITIER 
Date: 2018.01.26 08:04:19 
-07'00' 


 
Francine Lheritier, Area Conservationist 
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Joshua Ost


From: Waters, Elijah <ewaters@blm.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 2:45 PM
To: Joshua Ost
Subject: Fwd: Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee


Josh, 
Please consider myself, Elijah Waters, as the primary representative to the GunnisonSage Grouse Strategic 
Committee, and Kathy Brodhead, Wildlife Biologist, as the alternate.   
 
Thank,  
Elijah 
 
 
On Fri, Jan 12, 2018 at 3:52 PM, Jonathan Houck <JHouck@gunnisoncounty.org> wrote: 
All,  
 
Just one last reminder that all seats on the committee expire on 2/1/2018. If you are interested in re-appointment, 
letters of interest are due by January 15th at 5pm. The  Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee has two types 
of appointments and they are filled differently. 
 
For Community at large, recreation, and development seats your appointment is made directly by the Board of County 
Commissioners(BoCC). For the agencies, you forward a letter to the BoCC naming your representative and alternative 
and those nominations are ratified by the BoCC.  
 
The easiest way to re-apply is online and can be done by either emailing Josh Ost your letter of intent or you can fill in 
an application form, links to both options are below. For the agencies, you can simply send Josh an email naming your 
representative and your alternate and we will need the agency designations by January 31st since no interviews are 
needed for those.  
 


 


  


              Email: jost@gunnisoncounty.org 


  


Online: http://www.gunnisoncounty.org/forms.aspx?FID=75.   


  


 


  


Please let me know if you have any questions. We have received some applications  of folks included on this 
email, so thank you. Have a great weekend. 
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Best regards, 


 


Jonathan 


 
Jonathan D. Houck 
  
Gunnison County Commissioner 
 Cell 970.275.9625 
  


 
 
 
 
 
--  
Elijah Waters 
Field Manager 
Gunnison Field Office 
 
970-642-4940 
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Joshua Ost


Subject: FW: Colorado Works/CCAP MOU position statement from Weld County
Attachments: CCAP MOU Position Statement 2-7-18.docx


From: Allison Daley [ADaley@ccionline.org] 
Sent: Thursday, February 08, 2018 4:09 PM 
To: Allison Daley 
Subject: Colorado Works/CCAP MOU position statement from Weld County 


Good afternoon Commissioners,  
  
I’ve attached Weld County’s draft position statement for the State Board of Human Services’ hearing in May on the 
Colorado Works/CCCAP MOU.  
  
If your county is interested in signing on to this position statement, please email me approval from your BOCC or the 
chair of your BOCC by Wednesday, Feb. 14. I will add your county’s name to a signature sheet to be attached to the 
position statement.  
  
If you have any questions, please email me or Weld County’s Jamie Ulrich, ulrichjj@co.weld.co.us.  
  
Thank you! 
Alli 
  
Allison Daley 
Legislative & Policy Advocate 
Colorado Counties, Inc. 
800 Grant Street, Suite 500 
Denver, CO 80203  
(o) 303-861-4076 ext. 234 
(f) 303-861-2818 
(c) 303-885-1434 
www.ccionline.org  


 







 


BEFORE THE STATE BOARD OF HUMAN SERVICES 


DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES 


STATE OF COLORADO 


In the matter of the Colorado Works/Child Care Assistance Program Annual Performances Contract 


 


POSITION STATEMENT 


 


In the matter of the Colorado Works/Child Care Assistance Programs Annual Performance Contract, set 
for hearing on March 2, 2018, please see the following information: 


FACTUAL BACKGROUND: 


In August 2016, Weld County submitted a letter to CDHS outlining significant concerns with the 
annual MOU, including: antiquated content, lack of clear, equitable and binding expectations and the 
lack of clear expectations for collaboration between CDHS and Counties to meet performance 
outcomes. Between August 2016 and October 2017, all efforts were made to collaborate with CDHS to 
ensure the MOU was updated to make it clear, relevant and robust.  


After several meetings, numerous updates and multiple versions of the MOU in circulation, Counties and 
CDHS agreed on all but three items. CDHS conceded to one of the three items, and on October 17, 2017, 
submitted their final draft of the MOU, with the following statement included: 


“If counties agree to the attached version, then CDHS will work with counties to get the agreement put 
in place.  If counties reject the attached version, then the matter will go before the Human Services 
Board on November 3, in Grand Junction.” 


CDHS ceased all negotiations with Counties at this time and, subsequently, Counties have not had the 
opportunity to resolve technical issues between the two documents. In addition, Counties maintain that 
the MOU must include the two remaining unresolved issues: Federal Preemption and Improper 
guidance language. 


ISSUES 


(a)  Procedures to be employed during the hearing; Whether the State Administrative Procedure Act 
should apply.   


The Administrative Procedure Act should not govern this hearing.  This should not be a quasi-judicial 
proceeding. The general statutory purpose of the Human Services Board is to promulgate rules for the 
Colorado Department of Human Services under Section 26-1-107, C.R.S.  It is not a quasi-judicial body 
and should not act in this way.  Although, the Human Services Board has authority to hear this matter 
under Section 26-2-715 and 26-1-107, C.R.S., neither of these sections give it quasi-judicial powers.   


 


 







 


(b) The binding or nonbinding nature of the Board determination.   


The State Board decision should not be binding because a binding decision violates common law 
contract principals; assumes the State Board has jurisdiction over County Commissioners; and ignores 
the intent in which the Counties entered into the negotiations with CDHS as further described below.   


(1) Common Law Contract Principals:  Section 26-2-715, C.R.S., Performance Contracts, states 
that if a party asks for Board review, the decision will be binding, however, the statute conflicts with 
common law contract principals.  A court may enforce an agreement between two parties, but 
enforcement, first requires the two parties to reach an agreement.  There must be a meeting of the 
minds to get to an agreement or at least an offer and acceptance.  These two parties never had a 
complete meeting of the minds or full acceptance and common law principals do not allow a party to be 
forced to enter into a contract it finds unreasonably biased to its best interest. The statute section is 
titled “Performance Contracts.”  This title along with the initial language of the statute indicates the 
parties will come to an agreement on the terms of the MOU.  Forcing a party to agree to specific terms 
of an agreement it does not find appropriate goes against basic principles of contact law.    


(2) Authority over County Commissioners:  If the Board decides the “final” terms of the 
agreement and holds its decision is binding, it still has no authority to require an independently elected 
official to enter into the agreement under those required terms.  Additionally, making a determination 
over the terms of the agreement will not move this negotiation forward.  A County Commissioner is not 
required to enter into the agreement.  The terms may be settled, but the Counties can still refuse to sign 
an agreement that is not in the best interest of the Counties and the program will be at an impasse.  


(3) Prior MOU Language and Negotiation Strategy: The Counties entered into the MOU 
negotiation under the pretense the Board decision would not be binding.  For years, Counties have 
operated under agreements that stated if a Board review was necessary it would not be binding on the 
parties. The provisions of the previous MOUs, saw the State Board as an instrument of mediation 
between the two parties but not as a final arbitrator of the agreement.   When the negotiation with 
CDHS began many Counties still had MOUs containing this language in place governing their agreements 
with CDHS.  After months of negotiation and movement, CDHS unexpectedly moved for Board review 
without any further communication to the Counties of its intent.  This assumption by the Counties 
affected the openness of negotiation and the ability to compromise.  That assumption should not be 
ignored in this review and decision upon its binding effect.   


(c) Whether a county may be sanction if it fails to meet a state rule that conflicts with or exceeds 
federal regulation.  


The Counties should not be sanctioned for not complying with a state rule which conflicts or exceeds 
requirements of the federal regulations governing this program.  Federal pre-emption is a basic 
constitutional concept.  The Counties certainly should not be sanctioned for something in conflict with 
requirements of the federal agency charged with implementing this program.  Whether the rule has 
been legally challenged should not be required.  If CDHS knows a rule conflicts with federal law it should 
be working diligently to amend or repeal the rule.  Moreover, the federal requirements of the program 
are sufficiently onerous that even additional requirements should not be enforced.  CDHS opposition to 
this language is unreasonable.  The language should affect a very narrow group of rules if any at all.  







 


Additionally, the language specifically targets sanctions.  Sanctions should only be imposed on Counties 
for failing to satisfy rules that comply with federal law. 


(d) Whether a county may be sanction if the Department provides inaccurate guidance, training or 
data with regards to the performance agreement.   


The Counties should not be sanction for relying on improper guidance, poor training or inaccurate or 
incorrect data provided by CDHS which results in the State being sanctioned.  The Counties are 
administering this program for CDHS.  CDHS is in charge of communicating with the federal government 
and communicating the priorities of the program to the Counties.   Counties have previously relied on 
guidance given by CDHS for which elements of the program should be a priority and that guidance now 
appears to be incorrect and could result in sanctions to the State for not meeting certain standards.  The 
Counties admit this guidance was not provided in bad faith, however, it was still relied on by the 
Counties in implementing their programs.  The Governor’s budget now includes a mention of the 
sanction that could be imposed on the State for not meeting certain benchmarks.  With this in mind, the 
Counties do not feel they should be held financially responsible if they rely on guidance from CDHS and 
they can prove the guidance provided was improper.  


(e) Any other disagreement between the parties regarding the performance agreement. 


The Counties believe language in the MOU that governs general contract conduct should remain.  These 
sections include: Discretionary Matters, Severability, Integration of Understanding, and No Third Party 
Beneficiary clauses.  These are good contracting or agreement standards that protect both parties to the 
agreement and clarify the scope of the agreement.  These are not meant to be the “teeth” of the 
agreement.   Both parties in the negotiation previously agreed this language would be left in the 
agreement, however, in the CDHS draft it is now removed.  CDHS has offered no reason for reversing its 
decision and taking the language out.  This is an improper action of not honoring what was previously 
agreed to and the language should remain in the document. 


CONCLUSION 


The Counties ask the Board to determine that its decision is not binding on the parties.  If the Board 
makes recommendations as to which disputed terms should be included in the agreement, the Counties 
request the Board recommend that both the improper guidance term and federal preemption term be 
added to the MOU and that the general contract provisions also remain in the agreement. 


 


Submitted on Behalf of ______________________________ 
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Crested Butte’s Creative 
Economy







Survey Methodology







What did the survey measure?


Excludes spending by individual artists and for profits arts businesses in 
the community


Economic impact of non-profit arts and culture sector in 2015







Who conducted the survey?


• Americans for the Arts, using 
economists from the Georgia 
Institute of Technology


• Conducted in 341 communities 
and regions throughout the 
United States







How was the survey conducted?


• Surveys of all 12 arts and culture non-profits in 
Crested Butte 2016


• 826 audience-intercept surveys collected from 
arts and culture events, performances, and 
exhibits


• Economic analysis of Gunnison County 
industries using US. Department of Commerce 
data and local tax data







Survey Results







1.


The non-profit arts and culture industry in Crested 
Butte is a 


$10.2 M industry,


supporting 252 full-time 
equivalent jobs and


generating $700K in local and state revenue







2.


The economic impact of arts 


and culture in Crested Butte is nearly 2x
more than similarly-sized 
communities


Communities participating in the survey with populations of 50,000 
or less had an average economic impact of $5.3M  vs. $10.2M in 


Crested Butte







3.


27% of non-resident survey 


responders indicated that


the primary purpose of 
their visit to the Town of 
Crested Butte


was to attend one of our art/cultural 
events. 







4.


Arts and culture event-related 
spending totaled $5.7 
million in the Town of Crested Butte


Excluding the cost of 
admission







5.


Over   1k volunteers
donated


nearly50k hours of time







The arts mean 
business in Crested 
Butte. 



Presenter

Presentation Notes


This study demonstrates that the Arts a significant economic driver in Crested Butte. The economic value of arts and culture should be carefully accounted for in our decision-making as a community.







The destination tourist market 
includes the arts!


• As an example, Center for the Arts programs and 
ticket sales have grown by 20% over the past 5 years 
annually


• The new Center is based on community and tourism 
demand.  This project represents a very large and 
important community investment.


• Arts activities complete the 
experience that makes us the 
Gunnison Valley.



Presenter

Presentation Notes


This study demonstrates that the Arts a significant economic driver in Crested Butte. The economic value of arts and culture should be carefully accounted for in our decision-making as a community.







The destination tourist market includes the 
arts!


• We are competing with Aspen, Telluride and other 
mountain resort towns on skiing and fly fishing and 
while we do not have the money of these resort 
communities, it is critical that we offer great arts 
opportunities as the overall experience.


• It would be a mistake to leave the arts out of the 
tourism “package” while our competitors excel in 
this area


• Why would we exclude the arts as a crucial part of 
the story of the valley?  It is part of our history and 
economic vitality!



Presenter

Presentation Notes


This study demonstrates that the Arts a significant economic driver in Crested Butte. The economic value of arts and culture should be carefully accounted for in our decision-making as a community.







Presenter

Presentation Notes

The huge economic value of the arts is in addition to the numerous ways the arts touch our lives here in Crested Butte.

The creative industry changes lives for the better. And when lives are bettered, society is improved. When society improves, it is reflected in the quality of life experienced by the members of our community. This is not reflected more clearly than in Crested Butte,Colorado.
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To: Rachel Sabbato 
From: Ian Billick 
Date: 2/6/18 
Re: Updated information on winter snowmobile use 
 
In a previous memo we described our intent for winter motorized access as the following: 
 
“We would use a motorized vehicle for any medical emergency at any time.  
 
We would use a motorized vehicle for operational emergencies at any time when we were 
unable to reasonably respond to an emergency without a vehicle, or when subcontractors 
require the use of snowmobiles.  
 
We would use a motorized vehicle for non-emergency logistical support (e.g., moving large 
amounts of supplies) no more than one roundtrip week (though we might use multiple vehicles 
on the same trip).” 
 
We are proposing to modify this to the following. 
 
“We would use a motorized vehicle for a medical emergency at any time.    
 
We would use a motorized vehicle for operational emergencies at any time when we were 
unable to reasonably respond to an emergency without a vehicle, or when subcontractors 
require the use of snowmobiles.  We will do our best to limit all trips, including medical or 
facility emergencies, to 3-10 pm on weekdays and non-holidays to avoid conflicts with 
recreation but would respond outside those times if the emergency required it.   
 
We would use a motorized vehicle for non-emergency logistical support (e.g., moving large 
amounts of supplies) no more than one roundtrip week (though we might use multiple vehicles 
on the same trip). We will not use vehicles for transporting program participants or RMBL staff 
(unless injured) in and out of Gothic.  For non-emergency logistical support we will limit trips to 
3-10 pm on weekdays and non-holidays to avoid conflicts with recreation.  We would limit the 
non-emergency logistical support to three sleds or one snowcat.  If multiple vehicles go in at 
the same time, they will travel in and out together in single file and in the same track to reduce 
impacts to recreation.” 
 







Following the Silent Tracks letter we would be happy to display a placar and provide the 
County, if it wants the information, a log of all motorized trips, including date, time of day, 
number and type of vehicles, the purpose of the visit, and the nature of the emergency if 
outside the designated times for non-emergency logistical support. 
 
As a point of clarification there has been some interest in collaborating with the Adaptive 
Sports Center to operate a limited number of programs for individuals with mobility challenges.  
It might be one of the few places in the world that people with mobility issues could have a 
backcountry experience.  We haven’t developed those programs yet, and so can’t provide 
specifics on how we would support those programs.  It would be helpful to know whether we 
should just not run such programs because of the difficulty of permitting, whether we should 
get some kind of permission now, or whether there would be a relatively simple mechanism for 
getting approval in the future once we have the programs worked out. 
 
Finally, we thought it would be helpful to describe what programs in Gothic might look like in 
the next several  years, if we were to get approval.  The descriptions below are just meant to 
provide a sense of what is likely to happen.  All such programs would be designed to be 
consistent with the restrictions laid out above (or whatever the restrictions the County adopts).   
 


1. We do not anticipate a substantial expansion in winter education programs in the future.  We 
would like to acquire experience running these programs before doing too much.  At the most, 
we intend to have two undergraduate classes in 2018-2019.  One class would visit Gothic for 
approximately a week in January and a week in May.  The class is capped at 12 students and 
would include several faculty.  We might also have a two week course the last half of May.  It 
would also have a cap of 12 students, with faculty coming and going.  At the most, those classes 
would involve one snowmobile trip in January and three in May.  Additionally, we have 
historically hosted avalanche courses in the huts and we expect these to continue.  There has 
been no snowmobile use associated with those trips and we do not anticipate that changing. 


2. We are tentatively planning winterized housing for approximately 30 individuals.  That would 
allow us to run a course of 24 students and provide staff support.  However, currently we are 
limiting our programs to 12 students.  We would be surprised if over the next five years we have 
programs that generated 8 weeks of use over the entire winter, with some of those programs 
happening in May (May-mester courses).  Because of historic road opening dates, we have to 
assume that May courses are “winter” courses, though in many years they will not be. 


3. As part of our facilities planning we are also including winterized storage.  This would allow us to 
store materials in the fall before the road closed and reduce the probability that winterized use 
would be needed to support a course. 


4. Because we are likely to have a handful of trips/winter at the most, we do not anticipate having 
a snowmobile of our own anytime soon.  Rather, we have talked with CBMBA about helping 
them buy a two-track groomer in return for letting us use the sled as needed.  The two track 
groomer would allow them to groom for Nordic and fat bike use simultaneously.  We will not be 
storing a vehicle overnight at the winter trailhead.   


5. As an example of using a snowmobile for a facilities emergency, in January boilers in our 
research center stopped working.  We needed to get them going again to avoid the building 







dropping below freezing, which would cause substantial damage.  Our staff responded on skies 
to analyze the situation.  We determined we needed to bring in a subcontractor along with parts 
and tools, so Alpha Mechanical took a sled in. 
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From: ashley sides
To: Planning
Subject: Comments on proposal for development of Gothic, North Pole Basin and Schofield
Date: Thursday, November 30, 2017 3:32:38 PM


To Whom it may concern,


My name is Ashley Sides and I am writing to submit comments regarding the proposal on land
use change permit by Rocky Mountain Biologic Laboratory in Gothic, North Pole Basin and
Schofield.  


I am a current landowner of property in Schofield, Parcel # 299301413013, which is almost
directly across the street from the cabin and property owned by RMBL, and where the
proposed changes would occur.  I am in strong opposition to the proposed changes.  


I purchased this property in 2011 primarily because of it's remote location and a desire to
enjoy the beauty of the area in solitude.  This area is quite unique in it's wildlife habitat and
vegetation and I strongly believe that adding an additional 2500 sq feet of development will
change that dynamic immensely.  The more people (even if they are only conducting research)
that are in this pristine area, the greater the change to the existing environment, and the less
accurate true research will be.  The area is populated enough and trafficked enough with all of
the tourists and outdoorsmen that frequent the area of the punchbowls.  Developing the area
will only bring more and more auto traffic and pollution to the area which also affects the
wildlife that lives in the area as well as the other people who own property and have
attempted to keep this area pristine.  Trying to bring more people in with areas for lodging,
increased power and telecommunications as well as meeting and work space will only spoil
the uniqueness of the area.  The reality is that Gothic (where there is already existing meeting
and work space) is not that far away, and I do not know of any good reason that additional
lodging would be needed in this area.  It may be more convenient, but I fail to see how it is
truly necessary.  


I also feel the same was about development in the North Pole Basin area, although it would
not directly affect me personally as much.  I feel that we should strive to keep unique areas
such as these as pristine as possible, and building up to 3000 sq ft here (or 6 structures) also
would have a significant negative environmental impact to the area.  


Regarding the Gothic proposed changes, which also do not affect me personally as much, I
also disagree with allowing non-research related events there such as weddings.  10 weddings
and 10 additional events/summer would essentially mean that there is at least one or more
event of some sort every weekend during the summer months.  This only would
increase exponentially the traffic to the area which is already extremely heavily used in the
summer.  This is also a completely unnecessary use and strain on the area and would seem to
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only benefit RMBL financially.


In conclusion, I am in strong opposition to all of the proposed land use changes.  If Rocky
Mountain Biologic Laboratory is sincere in their desire for research in the more untouched
areas, and preserving this unique area, they should be willing to sacrifice convenience and
profit in order to make this happen.  


Sincerely,


Dr. Ashley Sides







RMBL 
EMAIL 
11-27-17 
 
Dear Planning Commission: 
 
We have been part-time or full-time residents of the East River Valley near Gothic (7990 County Road 
317) since 1971; this year we were there from late May to early November. We have spent two winters 
in our cabin, and made many fall and winter visits in other years. We would like to make the following 
comments on this permit application: 
 
1) We know how important it is for RMBL to generate income by maximizing use of its current facilities, 
given the necessity to support a year-round staff with income generated primarily in the 3-4 month field 
research season. We think it makes sense to allow shoulder-season use of the facilities in Gothic. 
 
2) We think RMBL should be encouraged to require events such as weddings to use buses or vans as a 
way of minimizing traffic and parking, and (if alcohol is served) impaired drivers. 
 
3) One of the attractions of the off-season in the East River valley is the solitude it can offer, especially in 
the winter. This is facilitated by the current designation for non-motorized recreation, but threatened by 
the recent approval of machine grooming to facilitate bicycle riding to Gothic.  This increase in activity is 
potentially detrimental to wildlife that is already stressed by winter conditions. Nobody has studied this 
yet, but our guess is that ptarmigan that used to be common in areas near the road with willows are less 
likely to use those areas if there are bikers, hikers (who walk out if the snow is hard enough when it is 
groomed), and dogs who accompany them. The dogs may also influence the distribution and abundance 
of small mammals, foxes, and coyotes in the valley, and the occasional elk, moose, or pine marten that 
overwinter near Gothic.  One way to minimize the impact of additional motorized snow vehicles would 
be to combine trips with the grooming machine, or at least run multiple machines at the same time.  
Snow machines using the road should be encouraged to stay on one side of the road to leave the rest of 
it for skiers who prefer to use untracked snow. 
 
4) Given that there are already other private residences in Schofield Park, some of which are used from 
May through November, and some winter snowmobile use, we don't see the proposed change to the 
existing structures there as a problem. 
 
5) Similarly, given that structures are already present in North Pole Basin, we don't see a problem with 
the proposed changes to them.  The availability of these facilities in North Pole Basin and Schofield Park 
may help to reduce some of the traffic on the road, if researchers can spend the night rather than have 
to drive back to Gothic every day, and will facilitate research in years when the snow prevents opening 
the road until later than usual. 
 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment on this proposal. 
 
David and Bonnie Inouye 
 
inouye@umd.edu 
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Email received 12-1-17 
 
We own a cabin that abuts the South Gothic association and received a notice about a Public Hearing on 
December 1 regarding proposals from Ian Billick of RMBL. 
We are concerned about the proposal to allow weekly motorized trips into Gothic to bring in supplies 
for the increasing number of winter residents and staff.   
We would prefer that any trips into Gothic were paired with trips involving regular grooming instead of 
adding trips separately.  We must keep motorized vehicle use of the Gothic Road in winter to a 
minimum, lest there be created a “slippery slope” of additional users that results in an increase in 
general recreational traffic. 
 
Robert Enders 
7950 County Road 317 
Crested Butte, CO 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Opportunity Zones | Colorado Office of Economic 
Development & International Trade


Applications now open for Advanced Industries Early Stage Capital and Retention Grant LEARN MORE


Opportunity Zones


The Opportunity Zones Program was enacted as part of the 2017 tax reform package (Tax Cuts and Jobs Act) to address uneven economic 
recovery and persistent lack of growth that have left many communities across the country behind. In the broadest sense, the newly 
enacted federal Opportunity Zone program provides a tax incentive for investors to reinvest unrealized capital gains into low-income urban 
and rural communities.  In Colorado, Opportunity Zones may help address a number of challenges: 


• Promoting economic vitality parts of the state that have not shared in the general prosperity over the past few years
• Funding the development of workforce and affordable housing in areas with escalating prices and inventory shortages
• Funding new infrastructure to support population and economic growth
• Investing in startup businesses who have potential for rapid increases in scale and the ability to “export” outside the state of Colorado
• Upgrading the capability of existing underutilized assets through capital improvement investments


This economic and community development tax incentive program provides a new impetus for private investors to support distressed 
communities through private equity investments in businesses and real estate ventures. The incentive is deferral, reduction and potential 
elimination of certain federal capital gains taxes. U.S. investors currently hold trillions of dollars in unrealized capital gains  in stocks and 
mutual funds alone— this is a significant untapped resource for economic development.


Opportunity Funds which invest in Opportunity Zones provide investors the chance to put that money to work rebuilding the nation’s 
distressed communities. The fund model will enable a broad array of private equity fund managers and investors to pool their resources, 
increasing the scale of investments going to under-served areas.


OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC INPUT


Public input collected through 2/28/2018


OEDIT is working closely with some of our key local economic development partners, like the State’s local Enterprise Zone program 
administrators, to help select census tracts for Opportunity Zones. Other stakeholders and members of the public who would like to submit 
feedback in identifying opportunity zones are invited to complete a short survey.


We encourage you to communicate with the appropriate Enterprise Zone (EZ) Administrator for your geographic area of interest. You can 
also let us know about your interests in Opportunity Zone designations using the form below – we’ll share this information with the EZ 
Administrators.


For full implementation of the Opportunity Zone program, many efforts are going on simultaneously: states are working to identify and 
designate census tracts as OZs, the U.S. Treasury is finalizing their regulations which will implement this new law that will guide the 
Opportunity Funds, and investment groups are organizing and contemplating opportunities.


Provide Input Here
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Investors who are interested in investing in a potential opportunity zone may submit letters of interest as part of the survey.


Sample letters:


• Fund Manager Letter of Interest
• Investor Letter of Interest


CENSUS TRACTS


Colorado has 1,249 census tracts; 500 are eligible for OZ designation. The law allows for the designation of 25% of eligible tracts – that’s 
125. Of the 125, we may select up to 7 that do not meet the basic eligibility criteria, but are adjacent to an eligible designated tract and the 
median family income of the tract does not exceed 125 percent of the median family income of the adjacent qualified tract.


Census tracts are designed to contain populations between 2,500 and 8,000 people with an optimum size of 4,000 people. The spatial size 
of census tracts varies widely depending on the density of settlement – census tracts in urban areas will cover a small land area, while 
those in sparsely populated areas are large. The boundaries tend to follow visible features like roads and are designed to capture a 
homogeneous region of population characteristics, economic status, and living conditions.


Every state and territory may designate up to 25% of eligible census tracts; there are about 74,000 census tracts across the U.S.  Limited 
private equity in Opportunity Funds will seek the best investment opportunities aligned with their missions, potentially across the whole 
U.S. It’s important to remember that OZs in Colorado will frequently be competing with zones throughout the United States for capital 
investments so it is important that we designate zones that will be attractive for investors.


THE STATE’S ROLE IDENTIFYING COLORADO’S OPPORTUNITY ZONES


Governor Hickenlooper’s goal is to create the most pro-business state government, with the highest environmental and ethical standards. 
He has guided economic development efforts to support the unique communities and assets around our great state. Overall, Colorado’s 
economy is healthy with low unemployment and strong business and population growth. That said, the administration recognizes that 
many parts of the State and some urban communities are struggling with decline, business closures, and population loss. We are working 
hard to drive prosperity throughout the State. We are focused on growing quality job opportunities in our rural communities, addressing 
the lack of workforce housing and infrastructure, and strengthening our key industries. We look to support development across the state 
with opportunity zone designations.


OEDIT has developed mapping and data tools to aid in identifying census tracts for OZ designation. These tools highlight eligible areas 
plus indexes to highlight areas of need and opportunity; the state does not intend to designate areas where investment is already engaged 
and hurdles are low. Communities must decide where they want to encourage investment and make efforts to shape that investment to the 
community’s goals. Investment may come with the side-effects of higher real estate prices and gentrification.  Investments must also meet 
the criteria in the Opportunity Act for being qualified opportunity zone business property.   If the investments don’t generate capital gains 
they will not be attractive to Opportunity Funds.


This Data Table provides census tracts, eligibility, and indices developed by OEDIT


The Data Table identifies eligible census tracts.


On top of that we created an index for need to identify those areas that have experienced economic distress and have impediments to 
investment that might be overcome with the OZ designation. Low median family income and high poverty are the base criteria for 
eligibility. In addition, high unemployment, a declining labor force, and distance from thriving metro areas and major inter-state highways 
were used to build our need index. The map highlights those census tracts where the statistics indicate more need.


Additionally, we have constructed an index to identify areas of opportunity. This index helps to identifying the census tracts in the best 
position to see improvement with OZ designation. The index accounts for State programs already in place (like Main Street Communities, 
Creative Districts, and Enterprise Zones, to name a few), core assets (like higher education institutions, federal labs, and major hospitals, 
significant rural airports, and others), business and labor density, and a presence of advanced industry and exporting businesses.


These two indices are combined for an over-all index in an effort to prioritize areas for OZ designation.


Coming soon – State map with census tracts and indeces
In the meantime, this New Market Tax Credit map is a good resource.


These tools are meant to aid our local economic development partners and other stakeholders in identifying top contenders for OZ status. 
The goal is to designate areas with economic growth impediments that can be overcome given the assets and efforts already in place, and 
with the additional momentum that Opportunity Fund investment can bring to the area in a 10-year time-frame.


We are coordinating with the Enterprise Zone administrators to prioritize areas within their regions. We want to understand where local 
community planners want investment and growth to occur. We want to know what has hindered the growth desired, and whether an 
Opportunity Zone will address that hurdle. We’ll be considering the type of investment desired and whether private investment is the right 
tool. Other local efforts and the ability to market the opportunity to investors is also a key consideration. 


OEDIT will make a recommendation to the Governor about which census tracts to select in early March, and per the federal law, the 
Governor will submit the final list to the U.S. Treasury by March 21st, 2018 (unless a 30-day federal extension is granted).
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OPPORTUNITY FUNDS


For full implementation of the Opportunity Zone program, many efforts are going on simultaneously. While states work to identify and 
designate census tracts as OZs, the U.S. Treasury is finalizing their regulations which will implement this new law that will guide the 
Opportunity Funds. Investment groups are organizing and contemplating opportunities.


Opportunity Funds are a new class of investment vehicle that must be organized as a corporation or a partnership. The funds will specialize 
in attracting investors with similar risk/reward profiles to aggregate and deploy their capital in rural and low-income urban communities. 
Opportunity Funds will be comprised of private capital and guided by market principals. The funds must invest 90% of their assets in 
opportunity zone assets. Funds may invest in opportunity zones via stock, partnership interests, or business property.


Fund assets must create new business activity. If invested in an existing business, the fund must double the investment basis over 30 
months. The funds can create new businesses. or new real estate or infrastructure. Funds may not be invested in certain types of business 
like golf courses, country clubs, gambling establishments, and a few other specifically excluded types of business.


Program details are in development. We encourage you to search the web and to review the links below on our webpage.


WHY WILL INVESTORS CHOOSE AN OPPORTUNITY FUND


Some investors have a social investment drive – they want their capital to improve communities they know and love. The Opportunity 
Fund creates an additional incentive to invest in communities by deferring and possibly eliminating the capital gain tax on long-term 
investments. Booms in the stock-market have many investors stilling on unrealized capital gains; they can transfer these into Opportunity 
Funds putting the full value of the capital gain to work.


The law allows for the temporary deferral of inclusion of the capital gain in gross income for those capital gains that are reinvested into 
Opportunity Funds. 


These are benefits of rolling unrealized capital gains into an Opportunity Fund:


• No up-front tax bill on the roll-over investment
• Reduction of tax on the roll-over investment for long-term holding. 


◦ A 5 year holding reduces the capital basis to 90%
◦ A 7 year holding reduces the basis capital basis to 85%


• Investors can defer their original tax bill until December 31, 2026 at the latest, or until they sell their Opportunity Fund investments, 
if earlier.


Opportunity fund investments held in the fund for at least 10 years are not taxed for capital gains.


Links & Resources


Tax Cuts and Jobs Act
Enterprise Institute - fact sheet and background
The Economic Innovation Group - national eligibility map, a fact sheet explaining the investment incentive
Bloomberg Tax Management Real Estate Journal
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Colorado Office of Economic Development and International Trade 
(303) 892-3840 
oedit.info@state.co.us 


1625 Broadway, Ste. 2700, 
Denver, Colorado 80202 


Phone (303) 892-3840 | Fax (303) 892-3848 


Colorado Office of Economic Development and International Trade - A Division of the Colorado Governor’s Office - John W. 
Hickenlooper


© 2018 State of Colorado | Privacy Policy | Terms and Conditions | FY 17 Performance Plan
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200 E. Virginia Avenue ♦ Gunnison, CO 81230 


 
 
 
 
February 15, 2018 
 
Bureau of Land Management 
Gunnison Field Office 
210 West Spencer Ave, Suite A 
Gunnison, CO 81230 
 
Signal Peak Trails Proposal Planning Team, 
 
The Gunnison County Board of County Commissioners thanks you for the opportunity to comment on the 
proposed alternative (Alternative B) for the Signal Peak Trails Plan. Furthermore, we appreciate the 
opportunity afforded us to participate as a cooperating agency and the time the BLM has spent in public 
outreach for this project. The level of public engagement to us, as the county commissioners, has been 
strong as well. We believe that your goal in presenting the Alternative B concept was to make strong 
science and fact based decisions that allow the public to be heard and a plan that will be widely accepted 
in the spirit of compromise and honoring the BLM mission of multiple use management of our public 
lands. 
As in many decisions that impact different constituents in different ways, the Gunnison County Board of 
County Commissioners (BOCC) has been approached by both individuals and groups representing 
wildlife, sporting and recreation opportunities to advocate for their desires. In addition, we have had 
correspondence and discussions with property owners near the proposal that both support and have 
concerns about trail development opportunities. In addition to fielding comments and thoughts from those 
who live in the City of Gunnison and those in the North end of the valley, we have also heard input from 
residents of Tomichi Heights, Cranor Hill, and the Lost Canyon Tracts. Despite what is often at first blush 
differing opinions on what should happen on the ground, a common thread that is easy to decipher is that 
the underlying desire by most is that we take care of our greatest asset in Gunnison County to the best of 
our ability - that asset is our natural environment. 
 
As mentioned, we were asked to advocate for some differing positions including the following: 


• Endorse the original envisioned Plan for 45.3 miles of non-motorized single-track trail. 
• Endorse NO trail development in the Signal Peak Area. 
• Endorse the elimination of all north facing trail alignments, including North Woods. 
• Endorse the need for non-motorized connection to Lost Canyon Road. 
• Endorse the opportunity to utilize up to the full 28 miles of trail as limited by the CCA. 
• Endorse different types of closures and/or restrictions or elimination them. 


We assured each of these constituents and groups that we would voice their concerns and ideas in an 
effort to help the BLM craft an option that most would feel struck a balance.  We applaud your difficult 
task to make sure that the final plan lands on a solid decision backed by your planning documents, best 
available science and public input. That said we feel the proposed Alternative B takes into consideration 
the major concerns of recreationist and sportsman alike, while balancing the protective measures 
necessary for wildlife and habitat. We believe it has taken the best on the ground science from BLM 
scientist and the scientific input of Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) as well. Additionally, this area 
was specifically called out in the Candidate Conservation Agreement (CCA) as a viable area for managed 
recreation development within the parameters of that agreement. Finally, along with many partners the 
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county has been at the forefront of Gunnison Sage Grouse conservation and this plan reflects enhanced 
protections for the lek and associated habitat in this area. 
While their will continue to be strident debate on both sides of the Signal Peak development potential, we 
support the proposed Alternative B which outlines trail alignments, certain closure elements and camping 
restrictions in the planning area. We will support the continued collaborative work between the BLM, 
Gunnison County and the Gunnison Basin Strategic Sage Grouse Committee and other collaborative 
partners in finding opportunities to balance wildlife conservation as well as recreation and sporting 
opportunities for our residents and guest as well as for generations to come. 
We thank you for the opportunity to comment and our inclusion as a cooperating agency. 
 
 
Best Regards, 
 
 
__________________________      ___________________________ __________________________ 
Phil Chamberland, Chairperson      Jonathan Houck, Commissioner John Messner, Commissioner 
 


















































