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To: Planning Commission
From: Community Development Department Services Manager Beth Baker

Date: August 29, 2013

Planning Commission Regular Meeting — September 6, 2013
Draft Agenda- September 6th X

Draft Minutes for Review- August 2" X

Scarp Ridge- Jt. Public Hearing

¢ Comments X

e Sewage Disposal Report X

Tomichi Gravel Pit — Cont. Jt. Public Hearing

e Comments X

Sage grouse

e Proposed Amendment

The entire file can be viewed on the Gunnison County website. Community Development- Citizen Access Portal.

**The Scarp Ridge application # is LUC-13-00005
**The Tomichi Gravel Pit application # is LUC-12-00010

If you have trouble getting into the file, | would be glad to walk you through, just give me a call.
Thanks,

Beth Baker
Community Development Department
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August 30, 2013 -

Scarp Ridge Land Use Change application

?E;.'e'

This memo is to summarize the issues that have been dlscussed with the Scarp Ridge appllcants the Planning
Commission and the public to date.

The applicants, Colorado Parks and Wildlife and Community Development staff had scheduled a site visit on
August 27, 2013 to view the site and discuss wildlife issues. Unfortunately, CPW were unabie to attend and the
site visit was cancelled; we are attempting to reschedule the site visit. -

At the Planning Commission work session on August 23, 2013 the 'Planning Commission heard from Marlene
Crosby, Public Works Director regarding the proposed road improvements. Crosby indicated that she believed the
Scarp Ridge proponents may apply for a waiver of road and/or driveway standards. She stated that building the
roads or driveways to County standard and to allow access for fire-fighting equipment may not be practical.
Crosby also indicated that if the residential building sutes were clustered a waiver would be more likely to be
granted,

Jirn Cochran, County Wildlife Coordinator, also spoke at the meeting. He indicated his concurrence with the
comments from Colorado Parks and Wildlife, dated July 31, 2013, and expressed his concern about the wildlife
study prepared by John Monarch, the applicant’'s consultant. Cochran also stated that the subject parcel is in
mapped lynx habitat. The lynx is currentty identified as a Threatened Species by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS). Cochran said that the -applicant will need to contact FWS and provide documentation that the
parcel is subject to their requirements or exempt. The applicant’s consultant, John Monarch, stated that the FWS
had previously “taken the area out of consideration” and that this should not be a problem. Staff confirmed that
comments from the FWS on the lynx are requwed to be submitted.

Cathy Mask of the U.S. Forest Service was also present at the work session. She noted that the USFS did not
have concerns about the access road and the language in the easement discussing “short term or long term
rental of residential units,” which was raised by a member of the public. The USFS believes that the current
application is generally in conformance with the easement. Mask also discussed the potential realignment for the
Scarp Ridge trail. She said the USFS has not determined if the trail realignment would require an Environmental
Assessment, Environmental Impact Study, or would be a Categorical Exclusion. Mask explained that the USFS

_would determine this when they had the time and budgst, alternatively the applicants may hire a consult to

prepare this information which would then be reviewed by the USFS. The USFS will also be conducting a public
scoping on the trail realignment. The Planning Commission asked Mask if the USFS biciogist had reviewed the
wildlife comments from CPW, she said Matt Vasquez, the USFS biologist, had reviewed the comments and
agreed with them, he expressed his support for the zone of influence as a wider area than sumply the disturbed
area of atrail. :

Staff comments at the meeting focused on several sections in the Land Use Resolution that the applicant does
not appear to be in compliance with at this time.





Section 9-301: Applicability and General Standards for Commercial and Industrial Uses states that, “commercial
and industrial developments, including buildings, shall be designed according to the same principles governing
the design of residential developments, and shall be sited to complement the topography, avoiding
environmentally sensitive areas to the maximum extent feasible. Factors including drainage, noise, and odor and
sqlt'iroutnccjiing land uses shall be considered in siting buildings; sufficient access shall be provided, and impacts
mitigated.” i : :

The applicant has not demonstrated that the development has been sited to avoid environmentally sensitive
- areas, nor has it demonstrated that it has been designed according the same principles governing residential
development. ' :

Section 10-102: 3. Location Resuits in No Significant Net Adverse Impact to the Neighborhood states, *...the
cumulative impacts of the proposed development and existing development will result in no significant net
adverse impact to neighborhood lands or land uses, wildlife, visual quality, air or water quaiity...”

| have referenced the residential development and density standards because Section 9-301, as noted above,
states that commercial developments shall be designed according to the same principles as residential
developments.

Section 10-103: B. Conditions Are Appropriate for Larger Lot Size or Lesser Density, states that the decision
making body may deny a subdivision proposal that involves iot sizes that are substantially similar to the parcel in
the neighborhood if the following conditions are met:

1. Land Characteristics. The density of the proposed development does not comply with the standards
of Article 11: Resource Protection Standards {which includes protection of wildlife

2. Public water supply and wastewater treatment are not available. - '

3. Emergency services access is difficult. : _ . .

4. Significant net adverse effect will result. All impacts, including cumulative impacts when there is a
reasonable probability that cumulative impacts of the proposed and existing developments will have a
significant net adverse effect on neighborhood land and land uses, County or other infrastructure,
public health, safety or welfare, or on the environment. :

Finally, the standards for protection of wildlife have not been adequately addressed. Section 11-106: G.1.
Mitigation of Adverse impacts to Sensitive Habitat. A proposed land use change must mitigate adverse impacts it -
causes fo fands determined to be sensitive wildlife habitat including but not limited to a Gunnison Sage-grouse lek
or occupied habitat. Proposed land use changes that are found to have a significant net adverse impact that
cannot be mitigated upon sensitive wildlife habitat, shall be denied.

The applicant has not yet demonsirated that impacts to the wildlife can bé mitigated and that there is not a
significant net adverse impact. Information from Colorado Parks and Wildlife and concurring statements from the
Gunnison County Wildlife Coordinator and the U.S. Forest Service identify significant adverse impacts to wildiife.
CPW's comments noted “that the cumulative impacts to wildlife from consistently increasing recreational activities
in the Irwin Lake area are likely to become more and more difficult to mitigate. Backcountry outdoor
recreation...may have significant wildlife impacts even though it is perceived to be ‘light on the land’.” CPW goes
on to identify options for avoiding and minimizing impacts to wildlife including clustering of residential “
development, minimization of hew trail development, and marking of zip lines for avian species. CPW also says,
“Due to the extent of the development and use of the proposed project, avoidance and minimization of potential
impacts to wildlife resources may not be possible. Offsite mitigation may be the most effective tool for ensuring
that cumulative impacts to wildiife are adequately addressed.”

September 6is the bublic hearing for this pfoject which begins at 8 ém. The public seems to have significant
concerns abouit the trail realignment. . ' :

Please feel free to contact me with any questioné or concerns. Thanks.






Beth Baker

From: Patricia De! Tredici <pdel_tredici@hotmail.com>
Sent: ; Thursday, August 22, 2013 5:02 PM
To: _ . Beth Baker

- Subject: Re Pro;ect—LUC-1,3-00005 .

Dear Ms. Baker,

This note is in regards to Project-LUC-13-00005.

It is my understanding that Forest Service Land beiongs to the public, and the Forest Service land
around and above Lake |rwin is enjoyed by the public in numerous ways. Please consider the impact
that compromising access to our public land in this area would have. The County Commissioners
must take into consideration all the aspects of this project and | urge you to keep in mind how much
the area is currently enjoyed by so many. Please do not be swayed by dollar signs alone. Public
access should not be compromised for the gain of a few.

Respectiully,
Patricia Del Tredici

311G Cement Creek Rd
Crested Butte, CO 81224










Beﬂ_ Baker

From: shelley Garcia-White <shelleygarciaw@gmail, com>
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2013 7:01 PM

To: i Beth Baker

Subject: Fwd: Scarps Ridge

Begin forwarded message:

From: shelley Garcia-White <shelleygarciaw@gmail.com>
Subject: Scarps Ridge

Date: August 22, 2013 10:57:52 AM MDT

To: Pchamberland@gunnisoncounty.org

T would just like to express my concern about the proposed development of Sbarps Ridge!

I would like to see the trail head and access remain in the same location that it has originally
served
for public use, in the past 38 years that I have lived here.

[ am also concerned about a zip line, boat dock and nine structures ranging m size from 1500 to
8000

square feet. ‘This is a very pristine area with many locals and tourist already enjoymg it. To add
that much

more traffic and bu1ld1ng is above and beyond what any wildlife can endure

I thought; just fixing up the lodge would be enough for this group of people and I believe it
should be
enough.

We don't need a new resort in that area.

Please forward this message of concern to any public officials that are making decision on this
project.

Thank You
Shelley Garcia White










BeMaker

From: Susan Tyzzer <cbdtyz@gmail.com>
Sent: - Tuesday, August 27, 2013 11:41 AM
To: _ Beth Baker

Subject: Project Luc-13-00005

Dear Forest Service and Planning Commission members, it seems to me that there is already an "agreement” in place for
the Irwin Lodge Road as well as the area surrounding the lodge. Scarp Ridge LLC already agreed to what the use of the
area was and were allowed to have their Cat Skiing operation. To change the deal for the profit and enjoyment of the
few is absurd and | encourage you as the public will encourage you to make certain Scarp Ridge LLC holds to the
agreement that was first in place. Privatizing the area benefits the few and leaves the rest of the country without what
is rightly ours, Public Lands! ' ‘

Thank you for your time on this matter.

Sincerely,

Susan Tyzzer

Long time hiker of Scarps Ridge

Sent from my iPhone










United States

USDA De Forest Gunnison ‘ -
= partment of Servic . ~ 216 N Colorado St.
:>a— Agriculture ¢ Rﬂnger_Dls:rlct’ Gunnison, CO 81239
Vaice: 970-641-0471
TDD: 970-641-6817
File Code: 2730
* Date: August 23,2013
Cathie Pagano

Gunnison Count); Community Development
221 N Wisconsin St, Suite D
Gunnison, CO 81230

Dear Ms. Pagano:

In response to your phone call regarding comments received about the Scarp Ridgie, LiC

r'"*”*’*—-'pmrmm;*wé haveTeviewsd the easemeit granting access 10 their property.

—— T

The comment letter states that “item D stipulates that the easement depends on the owners
operating a private commercial resort.” Clause D of the easement does indeed state that “This
easement shall continue for as long as the property served is used for access 6 a private
commercial resort...” It is our understanding that the property would still be 6perated asa’
private commercial resort and this easement appropriately grants access for that enterprise. Ido
not believe that the easement is negated because the proposed resort will fook quite a bit different

than the originai resort.

The same letter refers to “item F” (Clause F) which states that “The rights herein conveyed do
not include the right to use the road for access to developments for short-term or long-term
residential purposes, unless and until the Grantor and the Grantee agree upon traffic control
regulations, rules, and other provisions to accommodate such use-of the road.” This clause does
not preclude access to short-term or long-term residential purposes but rather allows the Forest
Service to require and regulate traffic control in those instances. It seems that the rental of rooms
in the old Irwin Lodge would meet the definition of short-term residential as well as the rental of

the proposed cabins.

proposed activiti€s cannot be authorized by the existing easement. -

Sincerely,

forbon R.

JOHN R. MURPHY
District Ranger

!

Caring for the Land and Serving People

In summary, review of the existing easement does not lead me to believe that access for tl_le

I .

SCANNED

552
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Beth Baker

From: Charlie Kerr <ricekerr@bresnan.net> |
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2013 10:58 PM
To: Beth Baker

Subject: Scarp Ridge Proposal

Dear Planning Commission:

For fifteen years my wife and I have been inviting faraway family and friends to v131t and hike
with us in Crested Butte. From Pennsylvania, New York, Georgia, Alabama, California, Oregon, and
Denver, they have come, old and young, and we almost always take them on the same two introductory
hikes to let them sample a bit of the best. To help them with the altitude we first hike from the
top of Washington Gulch on 403 to the ridge overview, forty minutes of sheer pleasure. Then before
leaving CB we hike up Scarp Ridge from the current trailhead next to the Erwin lodge. The location
of this trailhead near treeline, shortening the overall length of the trail  to the top, and
allowing almost instant access to beautiful alpine meadows and stunning, expansive views,
culminating in one of the most impressive mountain ridge vistas in the state and OMG expressions of
delight, is essential to the facilitation of this hike. To change the location of this trailhead so
that the hike becomes longer or reguires more elevation gain will lessen accessibility and pleasure
for all but the most fit. What makes this hike so special is that while it is hard, it is not too
hard, and the rewards of flower and view begin immediately and culminate in an extracrdinary place.
Nearly all of our visitors have reached (or slightly surpassed) the comfortable limits of their
legs and lungs by the time we have reached the summit ridge, but oh how the, view replenishes their
spirit and strength.

The current Scarp Ridge trailhead is a precious, economic asset which should not be compromised.
Three years ago during a four day visit, our friends from Alabama stood on Scarp Ridge breathless
and awed. Last year they rented condo for a week, as they did again this year. Every visit includes
a hike up Scarp Ridge. Next year they hope their adult sons will be able join them. Having long ago
secured the right of public use of the road to the Erwin Lodge, Gunnison County should insist on
maintaining this right and only, if necessary, extend it uphill from its current terminus to
accommodate plans for developing the Erwin property. Location, location, location is the Scarp
Ridge trailhead’'s most important asset. Qur great grandchildren should have the right to begin
their hikes here or slightly above the current site. '

Thank you for your consideration,
Charles Kerr

400 Gothic Road #507

Mt. Crested Butte, CO 81225
970-270-0233










8.27.13

Gunnison County Planning Commission
Blackstock Government Center

221 N. Wisconsin, Suite D

Gunnison, CO 81230

Re: Scarp Ridge
Dear Planning Commission Members

. put on a ski mountaineering race in Irwin every early December that markets the Irwin/Crested
Butte area. ! bring over 60 athietes to our Valley to compete, spend money, and enjoy the high
alpine snow for the last three years. There was no way this race would happen if it weren’t for
the infrastructure that Scarp Ridge, LLC has invested. To that end | support their master plan for
improvements and additions. When you take a look at what the European Alps have to offer for
visitors Vs. what similar offerings we have in the Rocky Mountains {and specifically this
Valley)...this application appears to be a great fit for our tourist based economy.

I am aware of and understand the details of the Sketch Plan Application for the Irwin master plan
that was filed by Scarp Ridge, LLC for their 145 acres of old mining claims above Lake Irwin. Those
plans include a public parking area, vault toilets, and public trail to intersect an existing trail to the
top of Scarp Ridge, renovations to the old Irwin Lodge, up to six single-family cabins, two warming
huts, one overlook structure, and one storage shed. .| understand this application also includes
recreation plans for single-track trails for mountain biking and hiking on private lands as well as a
ropes course and canopy tour on private land.

Anyone who fairly evaluates the projects that Scarp Ridge, LLC has completed in Crested Butte
and above Irwin would acknowledge that Scarp Ridge, LLC's buildings are attractive and
compatible with their surroundings. The application now winding its way through Gunnison
County's land use permit process is a continuation of Scarp Ridge, LLC's record:of excellence and
support for our local community and businesses. We are, after all, a resort community that must
continue to attract people to experience the wonders of the high country. Scarp Ridge, LLC's
world-renowned and very popular cat skiing operation is testimony to the.high quality of its
activities. People who must earn a living in this valley appreciate and support Scarp Ridge, LLC's
continued collaboration with its local partners, contractors and employees to bring more visitors
and media to the Crested Butte area for a high-quality guest experience.

| would like to thank you for your careful consideration of this application, | think the long term,
environmentally-sensitive investments Scarp Ridge, LLC is making in our valley have a substantial,
positive impact to the local community and guests.

Sincerely,
Bryan Wickenhauser

Race Director for Irwin/LaSportiva Skimo Race
Team Crested Butte Member










Beth Baker

From: . Stevan Church <churchstevan@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, Septernber 02, 2013 8:27 AM

To: Beth Baker

Subject: ' Fwd: Lake Irwin

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Stevan Church <churchstevan ail.com>
Date: Mon, Sep 2, 2013 at 7:23 AM |
Subject: Lake Irwin

- To: bocc(@gunnisoncounty,org

My name is Steve Church, a resident of Crested Butte for 40 years & a home owner at Lake Irwin for 20 years.

What we, the residents of Gunnison County, have at Lake Irwin, is one of the last pristine recreational areas in

Colorado. Tourists & locals alike flock to this beautiful area for one reason. To get away from exactlly the kind

of development that Scarps Ridge development is proposing.

The solitude is something once gone cannot be recaptured. My family & I own a cabin on the South Shore of

Irwin & I can testify that on a windless day every conversation in the campground.on the north side of the lake
can be distincly overheard. A zip-line or wedding parties would shatter that solitude. .

T urge you to leave this unique bit of Gunnison County wild, for the benifit of our children & all the harried

masses that visit our area to escape exactly what is being proposed here.

Please do not let the ego & greed of one man ruin this unique area for generations to come. What we have here

is far more valuable left alone than any temporary cash injection Scarps Ridge LLC might provide.

Lake Irwin is natures finest work for all of our enjoyment, please do not turn it into an amusment park for a

select few.

The Church Family










Beth Baker o | ;‘

From: David Gottorff <educationadventures@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 01, 2013 5:54 PM

To: ] «  Beth Baker

Subject: Public input RE: Eleven building permit request
8-31-2013

Dear Gunnison County Commissioners,

Thank you for taklng the time to consider the public’s 1nput regarding Eleven Experiences’ request for a
building permit and the vacating of two public access easements in the Scarp Ridge area of Irwin, Colorado.

I write you today as an Irwin Resident and registered Gunnison County voter. I would like to inform the
Board of County Commissioners about several issues and concerns that I, and many of my neighbors in Irwin,
have with the proposal Eleven has put forth. Those issues and concerns include: 1) vacating two public access
easements (Scarp Ridge Trail and County Rd 826.1) and relocating the lower section of Scarp Ridge Trail. 2)
Eleven Experiences’ previous violations of Federal and County permits. 3) The negative impact that authonzmg
a Building Permit for Eleven to construct 10 structures will have on the culture, community, and environment in
the Lake Irwin area.

1) Asayear round resident in Irwin, [ want to spemﬁcally share with the Board issues and concerns | have
with vacating the current public access easements and what effect doing so would have on recreation
and public access during the winter months in the Scarp Ridge area. Much of the focus of letters from
my neighbors to the USFS and Eleven has been on evaluating the effects that vacating both easements
would have on hiking and public access during the summer months. While there is a bounty of issues
and negative impacts vacating these easements will have on hiking and public access in the Scarp Ridge
area during the summer months, I w11} let others highlight and cover the details of those issues with you.

First, [ would like to point out to the Board that since Eleven has been operating its snow cat skiing
operation, Eleven has not honored the rights of the public to use these easements in order to access
public land on Scarp Ridge during the winter months. Eleven has for the past three years roped off and
placed several “No Trespassing” signs where the Scarp Ridge Trail starts at its intersection with the
County Rd. 826.1 easement. The posting and enforcement of these “No Trespassing” signs and closure
ropes by Eleven employees has prevented the public from accessing public land via these easements

~ during its winter operation. When I have attempted to access public land in the Scarp Ridge area using
the County Rd 826.1 easement, Eleven employees have stopped me and told me that [ was not allowed

- to have skis on my snowmobile, travel by skis along these easements, or go up the Scarp Ridge Trail
without their permission. In the past Eleven’s employees have threatened me and others with
enforcement of this without any authority to do so, or ability to follow through on their harassing -
behavior. t

I completely disagree with the USFS’s statement that rerouting the Scarp Ridge Trail is a “win, win”
proposition. Currently, in the winter the Scarp Ridge Trail ascends to Scarp Ridge without going
through any highly avalanche-prone terrain, allowing for a safe and manageable route for the public to
access Scarp Ridge to ski. The proposed re-routing of the Scarp Ridge Trail, which I hiked with
members of the Board during the Eleven site visit on July 19, travels through highly avalanche-prone
terrain and would dramatically increase the risk and difficulty of ascending to Scarp Ridge. Re-routing -
the Scarp Ridge Trail may be feasible for summer access to Scarp Ridge for the public, but re-routing

1
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the Scarp Ridge Trail would essentially eliminate the ability of the pt}blic to safely ar_ld reasonably
access public lands on Scarp Ridge during the winter months. For this reason I consider th(_e proposal a
“lose, lose” proposition. Lose, a new trail for summer access that does not benefit the public plus Lo§e
the safe and reasonable access to the Scarp Ridge area altogether in the winter. For me, tl}e trade off is
not logical, or accept;fible. I implore the Board not to trade safe winter access for the public to public
land for a new trail the public doesn’t need or want to access Scarp Ridge in the summer.

I also wish to informigthe Board that Eleven has built three buildings next to the Movie Cabin that are
within the right of way boundaries stated in the County Rd 826.1 easement. Eleven’s Movie Cabin -
restroom building, power building and small cat barn are all partially within the “30 feet from the
center” of County Rd 826.1 which the language of the easement uses to define the boundary of the
easement. Building three buildings within the boundaries of the County Rd 826.1 easement not only
shows a complete lack of respect for the easements, but also demonstrates that Eleven has constructed
buildings and facilities that are not compliant with guidelines and boundaries the County has already
established. 1 would‘also request that the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) address this issue
and direct Eleven to gaither remove, or relocate, these buildings so that they are no longer within the
boundaries of the County Rd 826.1 easement. This building violation should be addressed and remedied
prior to the BOCC ta;.king up any other building permit request put forth by Eleven.

When Eleven pmchziléed the Irwin Lodge property, they were fully aware of thie Scarp Ridge Trail and
County Rd 826.1 easements. If such easements were going to be disruptive to their operation, then why
did Eleven decide to!purchase the property? Given that Eleven has aiready illegally built within the
easement boundaries and denied the public their legitimate use of the easements in winter, why should
the County at this time vacate those easements without a clear benefit to the public? The County Board -
should not. It wouldIbe deplorable for the Board to reward Eleven’s disrespectful and illegal actions by
vacating the County ;IRd 826.1 and Scarp Trail access easements. Again, I encourage you to not approve
this request. i .

Since Eleven purchzised the mining claims associated with the old Irwin Lodge, there has been a
constant and disturbing number of violations. Recently, residents of Irwin were informed by the
Gunnison County Clerk’s office that Eleven does not posses a valid liquor license for serving alcohol at
their Movie Cabin faj%cility. Irwin residents have for some time been aware that Eleven was serving
alcohol to their guests at the Movie':!(_labin. However we were not aware Eleven did not have the proper
license to do so. Furthermore, Eleven also does not posses the proper license to serve food at the Movie
Cabin facility. County officials should consider both of these violations to be serious infractions of
County ordinances. The BOCC should observe these violations as examples of how Eleven skirts
Gunnison County ordinances to do whatever they please in order to fulfill the needs of their guests.

In 2011, Eleven cut (Fiown a large number of standing live trees on USFS land adjacent to their property.
Eleven cut down these trees in order to “open up” a forested area so it could be skied with fewer
obstacles. Eleven hz%fd no authorization from the USFS to cut these trees and did so without regard for
the health or ascetics of the public land that Eleven shares with the general public. This incident also
demonstrates that Eleven conducts its operations with a complete disregard of the public and the USFS
which manages the natural resources for the public.

1 ! :

The USFS has autho!rized a commercial permit for Eleven, also known as Irwin Backcountry Guides
(IBG), to conduct the activities of Hiking and Snow Cat Skiing in the Lake Irwin area. The permit was
submitted to the PlaI:ming Commission in Eleven’s application. A quick glance at Eleven Experiences,
or IBG’s, Facebook a’md web pages clearly shows that Eleven has been offering the activities of
helicopter-suppoﬂeq:ﬂy fishing, off-road Land Rover tours, mountain biking, and paddle boarding and
canoeing on Lake Irwin. Although Eleven states that they use their “local partners’ permits to conduct
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these commercially guided experiences, the transfer or use of these permits by an organization other
than the permitted entity is prohibited and violates the commercial permitting guidelines issued by the
USFS. This demonstrates yet another instance of Eleven’s disregard for gaining the proper
authorization to conduct its commercial operation.

Given .the numtzer of previous violations Eleven has compiled, it would be inappropriate to reward this
e:_(tenswe- and diverse list of violations with an authorization for building permits that Eleven will surely
violate given their attitude and performance in the past. ‘

3) Eleven’s request to obtain a building permit for 10 structures, zip-lines, and roads to access these
structures will impact the environment and community around Lake Irwin. In its present form, the
requested building permit would almost double the size of the Irwin community in both livable square
footage and the area of land accessing houses by road. The number and size of the structures, in
combination with the roads accessing these structures, would have a large negative impact on the
aesthetics of Scarp Ridge for those who visit the area and for those who live in Irwin. '

I understand that Eleven is attempting to minimize the size and type of road that will access these structures.
However, common sense regarding the details of the structures Eleven proposes to build implies roads that
will be large and impactful on the high alpine ecosystem directly above a local source of water for the Town
of Crested Butte. Constructing buildings with the amenities Eleven proposes is going to require the use of
propane to power and heat those structures. How will that propane be delivered to these buildings? How
will emergency vehicles such.as an ambulance or fire truck gain access to these structures? Such large
vehicles will require full size roads with clearance from trees. Furthermore, the type and size of the
structures proposed will require materials and crews utilizing heavy equipment and tools. How will these
workers, their material, tools and heavy equipment reach the building sites? Will Eleven employees carry
these things in without the use of vehicles? Probably not. I do not believe Eleven when its representative
say these materials will be delivered by snow catand therefore there will only be very light and small roads.
Will these structures not require concrete foundations and heavy machinery to erect the structures or level
the ground? The construction and presence of these roads will destroy high alpine fields of wildflowers and
be a visible scar on the landscape, which would be visible from the recreation area of Lake Irwin. Currently
the USFS categorizes Scarp Ridge as an inventoried roadless area with recreational and aesthetic value for
the public. Approving Eleven’s building permit would negate the value of the public land adjacent and
connected to Eleven’s property, as well as compromise the scenic view of the Lake Irwin recreation area.

- In conclusion, 1 feel that Eleven’s building permit and request to vacate existing public access easements in

exchange for a trail that is unsafe and unusable travel half of the year should not receive the support of a single
Gunnison County Commissioner or Planning Commission member. Not a single thing that Eleven asks you to
approve would benefit the County, the visiting public, the USFS campground or the local community in Irwin.
If the BOCC were to approve any part of the requests put forth by Eleven, the residents of Irwin and the County
could, without a doubt, expect Eleven to completely disregard any and all guidelines or stipulations associated
with the approved aspect of their proposal. Eleven has repeatedly demonstrated its willingness to do so and an
inch will quickly become a mile, with a lasting and irreversible impact on our Lake Irwin Community. A vote
to deny Eleven’s proposal is in the best interest of the residents of Gunnison County and Irwin and all the
visitors who come to share our beautiful community. :

Sincerely,
David Gottorff
Irwin resident and registered Gunnison County voter since 2004 -










Re: Scarp Ridge

Gunnison County Planning Commission
Blackstock Government Center

221 N. Wisconsin, Suite D

Gunnison, CO 81230

)

Dear Planning Commission Members

We represent a collective group including, but not limited to, residents of the Gunnison
County, business partners of Irwin Backcountry Guides and its affiliate companies,

- experienced- guests. of-Eleven,-subcontractors. and. business_persons who, _would iike to
- express support for the Scarp Ridge proposal.

We are aware of and understand the details of the Sketch Plan Application for the Irwin
master plan that was filed by Scarp Ridge, LLC for their 145 acres of lode mining claims
above Lake Irwin. Those plans include a public parking area, vault toilets, and public
trail to intersect an existing trail to the top of Scarp Ridge, renovations to the old irwin
Lodge, up to six single-family cabins, two warming huts, one overlook structure, and one
storage shed. We understand this application also includes recreation plans for single-
track;trails.for mountain biking and hiking on pnvate lands as well as a ropes course and
canopy tour on pnvate land. CP

Anyone who falrly evaluates the prolects that Scarp Ridge, LLC has oompleted in.Crested
Butte .and .above . irwin would acknowledge that’ Scarp Ridge, LI.C's burldlngs are
attractive and compatible with their surroundmgs The application now wlnding its way
through Gunnison County's land use permit process is a continuation of Scarp Ridge,
LLC's record of excellence and support for our local community and businesses. We are,
after all, a resort community that must continue to attract people to experience the
wonders of the high. country. Scarp Ridge, LLC's world-renowned and very popular cat
skiing operation is testimony to the high quality of its activities. Péople who must earn a’
living in this valley appreciate and support Scarp Ridge, LLC's continued collaboration
with its local partners, contractors and employees to bring more visitors and media to
the Crested Butte area for a high-quality guest experience.

we'd Iike to thank you, for your careful consuderat:on of this appllcatlon, we. thmk the
long term, envuronmentally-sensitlve investments Scarp Rldge, LI.C is. maklog m our
valley have a substantiat, posrtive |mpact to the local community and guests

" Gimi-Racosky
PO Box 2634, Crested Burste, Co 81224 o
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GUNNISON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
PRELIMINARY AGENDA: Friday, August 2, 2013

DRAFT

12:50 p.m. e Call to order; determine quorum
e Approval of Minutes
e Unscheduled citizens: A brief period in which the public is invited to make general

comments or ask questions of the Commission or Planning Staff about items which are not
scheduled on the day’s agenda.

1:.00 p.m. Gunnison Valley Properties, LLC, joint public hearing/no action, Preliminary/Final Plan; request
for a year-round sand and gravel operation on 109-acres of a 220-acre parcel; 62-acres of which
will be excavated. The operation will include the extraction, crushing, screening, washing and
stockpiling of approximately 200,000 tons of sand and gravel per year. Asphalt and concrete
batching is also proposed to be conducted at the facility. The property is located approximately %2
mile east of the City of Gunnison, south of Highway 50 to Tomichi Creek, legally described as a
being located in the NE/4 SE/4 NW/4 Section 4 and the NE/4NE/4 Section 5, Township 49 North,
Range 1 East, N.M.P.M., 43188 Highway 50. Possible direction to staff.

End of e Report of actions taken by BOCC.

Meeting e A brief period in which Commission debriefs on the day’s processes, etc. No discussion or
action on any specific Land Use Change Permit applications will take place at this time.

Adjourn
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GUNNISON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
August 2, 2013

*kkk

The Gunnison County Planning Commission conducted a regular meeting, in the Commissioners’ Meeting Room in the
Blackstocks Government Center, Planning Commission meeting room. Present were:

Chairman- Kent Fulton

Vice-Chairman- Jim Seitz Assistant Director of Community Development- Neal Starkebaum
Commissioner-A.J. Cattles Planner-Cathie Pagano

Commissioner-Susan Eskew Community Development Department Services Manager-Beth Baker
Alternate Commissioner- Jeremy Rubingh BOCC- Phil Chamberland

BOCC-Jonathon Houck
Absent Commissioners- Tom Venard and Warren Wilcox
Others present as listed in text

*kkk

With a quorum present Chairman Kent Fulton opened the regular meeting of the Planning Commission.

*kkk

Moved by: Cattles seconded by Seitz to approve Planning Commission minutes dated July 19, 2013, as amended. The
motion passed unanimously.

*kkk
Dan Vader was concerned with the Signal Peak Industrial Park and their lack of a property owners’ association. He would
like the Sheriff’s office respond to calls and deal with the Industrial Park when called.

GUNNISON VALLEY PARTNERS- TOMICHI GRAVEL PIT: The Gunnison County Planning Commission (Planning)
and the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) conducted a joint public hearing, on the Preliminary/Final Plan; request
for a year-round sand and gravel operation on 109-acres of a 220-acre parcel; 62-acres of which will be excavated. The
operation will include the extraction, crushing, screening, washing and stockpiling of approximately 200,000 tons of sand
and gravel per year. Asphalt and concrete batching is also proposed to be conducted at the facility. The property is
located approximately %2 mile east of the City of Gunnison, south of Highway 50 to Tomichi Creek, legally described as a
being located in the NE/4 SE/4 NW/4 Section 4 and the NE/4NE/4 Section 5, Township 49 North, Range 1 East,
N.M.P.M., 43188 Highway 50.

Commissioner Warren Wilcox has recused himself from review of the application.
With a quorum present Chairman Kent Fulton opened the joint public hearing.

Community Development Department Services Manager Beth Baker confirmed adequate public hearing notice. The
applicants submitted the proof of posting and certified mailing receipts, and the Planning office had the notice published in
the Gunnison Country Times and the Crested Butte News.

The applicant Dick Bratton, and the applicant’s representative Ben Langenfeld of Greg Lewicki and Associates, were
present for the joint public hearing. Garland Cox and Ann Cox members of the Gunnison Valley Partners were present in
the audience.

Community Development Assistant Director Neal Starkebaum was present for the discussion.

Langenfeld gave a power point presentation. He explained the project could take approximately 27 years to complete.
He said they have addressed the conditions placed on the project at Sketch Plan approval in their Preliminary plan
proposal. He said Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) has submitted comments concerning possible impacts to the
fishery by the gravel operation. The comments indicated the infusion of water from the gravel operation could possibly
help the fishery.
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Langenfeld said they had decided to install two monitoring devices for noise and dust; they will conduct annual noise and
dust monitoring. The applicants will use best management practices when addressing the dust and the berms issues
used for noise mitigation.

Langenfeld said one of their water augmentation plans has been approved. He noted the City of Gunnison has
expressed their concerns with the irrigation water rights. He also said the Gunnison Three Mile Plan has been addressed.
Bratton added this project could benefit the City and the County by helping to clean up the entrance to the valley. Bratton
added competition is needed in the county gravel industry.

Langenfeld showed illustrations of the proposed pit, five years into operation. There will be permanent berms; one to the
east and the second along the highway. They will help mitigate the view of the pit from the highway. Most of the mining
will be complete when the berms are well vegetated. He added when the mining in the second pit is complete the berm
will be removed. They will finish mining in the processing area, and finally the lakes will be filled.

Langenfeld explained the berming will be used to obscure the view of the pit. There will be four berms only two will be
permanent. The height of the berms will not be over 10 ft. He showed illustrations of what the berms could look like. He
said there will be many years when the meadow will not be touched.

Langenfeld reiterated the CPW has submitted comments. CPW cannot be certain but has indicated generally an impact
from dewatering can help keep the water cool. Itis also good to have another water source when the water is low.

Langenfeld explained why the traffic counts had been taken in April as opposed to June. He had questioned the timing
and was informed that in a traffic study what matters is how much more traffic you are running through your access. They
were able to study it in April because how many cars turning in and out of the access is the important thing.

Neighbor Aaron MacLennan said because of the direction the wind blows it may be beneficial to move the monitoring
stations or add another one.

BOCC commissioners Phil Chamberland and Johnathon Houck were present for the discussion. Houck asked if the
methods used to mitigate visual impacts would mesh with the mitigation already in place. Langenfeld said it will not be
done all at once.

Rubingh asked about the traffic study; the study being done in April is still alarming. He noted his concern with the visual
line of sight and the berming areas. Langenfeld pointed out when determining the size of access, it is what is going in and
out of the access, not the traffic going by on the highway.

Chamberland and Fulton agreed with Rubingh’s concerns with a traffic study conducted in April and the visual impacts of
the berming.

Rubingh asked about the monitoring locations. He questioned why the stations would not be mobile to address each area
of operation. Langenfled explained monitoring stations remain in the same location so the effects can be compared
throughout the years. They have picked the two areas where they anticipate the worst impacts.

Cattles asked if noise became a concern somewhere else on the site could the monitors be moved; Langenfeld said the
experts would recommend adding another one temporarily. There is one by the highway to monitor the traffic noise and
dust. They are berming around the processing area to mitigate noise and will be monitoring there too.

Fulton suggested a third location near the mining area. Langenfeld agreed more data is always a good thing.

Rubingh asked if Langenfeld had spoken to Trout Unlimited and Western State University’s Kevin Alexander. Langenfeld
had not heard back from Alexander. Langenfeld reiterated the CPW comments were the most important. Assistant
Director of Community Development had spoken to Trout Unlimited representative Jessie Kruthaupt. Kruthaupt said Trout
Unlimited was not aware of potential negative impacts and added the additional water could be positive.

The commissioners discussed the effects of berming. Bratton acknowledged the neighbors above the pit would not
benefit much from the berming. Langefeld said from a practical standpoint there is not much that can be done to hide the
pit from the neighbors’ views. Chamberland suggested tress on the berms. Fulton said without a water source the trees
will not live.

Seitz agreed the traffic count being conducted in April is problematic. He said if later there is a traffic accident they will
feel badly; it does not make sense. There is a lot of fast moving traffic on the highway and slow moving trucks pulling out
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onto the highway is very dangerous. Seitz was not convinced the need for competition in the gravel industry could be
controlled. He asked Bratton if he would “put it in writing- they will not sell gravel to United Gravel.”

Seitz was concerned with the location of the pit. The gravel will be needed primarily in the Crested Butte area. This will
have gravel trucks going through the city on Main St. He said the negative impacts to downtown Gunnison could be
significant. It makes a lot more sense to mine it north of town where the construction will likely take place. The silos and
operations have been moved away from the highway. He said the scales should move too. He emphasized this would be
a benefit to a few that should be carefully considered.

Cattles asked if a different access on the highway had been considered: Bratton answered yes but it was not practical.

Neighbor Robert Belahay voiced many concerns including;

e the Land Use Resolution (LUR) states a mining operation shall not cause adverse impacts to residential areas

e the applicant must submit a visual impact assessment; it has not been done sufficiently

e any violations to the National Ambient Air quality would require the project to shut down and immediate correction
would be required

e the most advanced technology should be used to monitor the neighbors’ wells- if impacted the applicants must
agree to address it

¢ the wetlands could be polluted

e negative visual impacts are not being adequately addressed

e acceleration and deceleration lanes should be considered

Neighbor Steve Fry concerns included;

the pit could lower the water table-impacting his well

guestioned if another gravel pit was really needed

a gravel pit will devalue the private property close to the pit

e noise and air pollution are already concerns with the existing plant.

Neighbor Arron Maclean concerns included;
e agreed with both Fry and Belahay’s concerns
e needs assurance his well will not be impacted
visually he will be effected quite a bit
the view was the reason he bought the property- now he will likely sell his home ( if he can)
the existing operation is busy and the smell is unpleasant already, adding more will greatly compound it
the process should be made mobile and stay in the far south corner
the stock piles of material in the existing operation are at least 30 ft. high and very dusty
need for a third monitor
acceleration and deceleration lanes are needed

Neighbor Mary Kay Fry concerns included:
e asked if written comments can be submitted later
gravel truck traffic going through on Main St.
the operation will have a significant negative impact to the adjacent residential area
the view, dust, noise and smell will change the use of her home
concerned with the possible impacts to her health and her children’s health
the water from Valco is very dirty- not sure this water would be any different
did not see any piles of dirt on the illustrations- there will be many
134 acres is double the 70 acres of the existing operation

Ramon Reed was concerned with the berms and the safety aspects of slow trucks exiting and entering the highway. He
asked what the height of the berms will be relative to the highway. He suggested planting Cottonwood trees on the
berms because they grow naturally there. The neighbors across the highway will be adversely effected, he suggested
local screening. He said there could be individual mitigations done on the effected owners’ sites. A mitigation fund from
the developer could help. He has many concerns. He focused on the impacts of a sediment pond.

Jack Cullinan was in favor of the application; it is hard to grow the community without the gravel competition piece.

Aaron Maclean said he understands need for competition. He questioned how any money is put in the people’s pockets.
He did not see a big improvement to everyone’s economy. He asked how he can be helped.
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Mary Kay Fry questioned if the benefit of competition will be going to her also. The traffic at her entrance is already
unsafe; an increase in activity will only compound the problem.

Fulton allowed written comments to August 9, 2013.

Langenfeld addressed,;
e The protection of neighboring wells; we must demonstrate we will not injure neighboring wells; if injured they have
to compensate the owners. Bratton said they could agree to extend the 600 ft. boundary. They are willing to
potentially protect the neighbors across the road wells.

e The dust of the existing operation: the BMP and management technology can control the dust. They can run a
full time water truck to keep the dust down. He pointed out the air quality control office responds to citizen
complaints, and they would hold the operator to the standards of the permits

e The visual impacts — local screening and working with neighbors could be beneficial. The cottonwood trees could
be good but sustainability is a concern. Their plans are based on sustainability. The visual protection is part of
bigger approach with the entry way to the City of Gunnison.

e The water discharge, quality and sediment pond; there are water discharge control structures, ensuring good
quality water discharge. The water coming out of the aquifer is very clean. Gravel filter systems can be installed.
The pond acts a control point to ensure the State requirements have been met. It is a site specific requirement.

e The total area is 135 acres, it includes the disturbed and undisturbed areas. The asphalt plants on site should be
fixed. At completion dewatering would have to been done all the time.

Bratton agreed with Reed and will consider local berming to improve individual aesthetics. Cottonwood and willow trees
could be used.

Bratton is concerned with the visual of the overall area; the property values could increase by improving the Signal Peak
entrance.

Bratton said the impact to property value is a relative thing. He said the traffic would more likely be split than doubled. He
agreed to work with the neighbors.

Langenfeld said he will do more to prove the traffic study works.

Reed said the City has an open house this month on the City’s access plan, he recommended everyone express their
concerns.

Chamberland noted CDOT will meet with the BOCC on September 22, 2013.

Chamberland asked if there will be filtration system: Lagenfeld said there will be a bag house- he will provide information
on it.

Chamberland commented north of town could be a better location, but the same situation will exist wherever it goes.
There is a possibility of conflict with residential areas almost anywhere.

Eskew pointed out much of the expense when purchasing gravel is how far it travels to get to your site. The trucking is
very costly. She was troubled by the safety aspects for the benefit of a few. Public safety and the cleanliness of it will
impact us all for many years. This is very visible and the traffic concerns are a big problem.

Houck said there are always impacts to someone but the job is to make the best result. He thanked the audience for their
comments.

Fulton continued the public hearing to September 6, 2013 @ 1:00 P. M.

*kkk

Fulton adjourned the meeting at 1: 15 P.M.
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/S/ Beth Baker
Community Development Department Services Manager
Gunnison County Community Development Department
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8:00 a.m.

10:00 a.m.

11:00 a.m.

11:45 a.m.

Lunch

1:00 p.m.

End of
Meeting

Adjourn

GUNNISON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
PRELIMINARY AGENDA: Friday, September 6, 2013

e Call to order; determine quorum

Scarp Ridge LLC, joint public hearing/no action, Sketch Plan application. The applicant is
requesting approval for a master plan for the Scarp Ridge LLC (aka Irwin) property to include use
of the existing lodge for weddings and events and as a conference center; six new single-family
residences on adjoining mining claims; one storage structure, one elevated overlook structure, two
alpine huts; expansion of the existing maintenance barn; the addition of a roof deck to the existing
parking barn; outdoor pavilion that would seat approximately 170 people; new mountain bike trails;
zipline; kids’ village to include playground equipment; reroute of the existing Scarp Ridge trail. The
proposed structures and facilities will comprise a year-round commercial resort.

The property is located 12 miles west of the Town of Crested Butte, accessed from Kebler Pass Road (CR
12), Lake Irwin Campground Road (FSR 826), Green Lake Road (FSR 826.1E) and Irwin Lodge Road (FSR
826.1C). The parcel is legally described as the following 19 lode mining claims, all in the Ruby Mining District:
Aumego, U.S. Survey No. 2703; Capitol U.S. Survey No. 3466; Clara U.S. Survey No. 2801; Fourth of July
U.S. Survey No. 3467; Zumo U.S. Survey No. 2702; Crystal, U.S. Survey No. 1156; Diquita, U.S. Survey No.
2786; Double Dyke U.S. Survey No. 5511; Lead Chief U.S. Survey No. 2731; Legal U.S. Survey No. 4149;
Silver Hill U.S. Survey No. 2813; Justice U.S. Survey No. 2867; Pickwick, U.S. Survey No. 2814; Tacoma U.S.
Survey No. 2701; Lottie S U.S. Survey No. 5322; US Treasury, U.S. Survey No. 5322; Lower Chloride, U.S.
Survey No. 17240A,; Little Minnie, U.S. Survey No. 4421; Staten Island, U.S. Survey No. 3716.

Frank Kugel & George Sibley, Upper Gunnison River Water Conservancy District work
session/no action, informational discussion on water topics

Community Development Staff —amendments to the Gunnison County Land Use Resolution,
work session/possible action, proposed amendments to sections of the Land Use Resolution to
update Gunnison Sage-grouse regulations

Approval of Minutes

e Unscheduled citizens: A brief period in which the public is invited to make general comments
or ask questions of the Commission or Planning Staff about items which are not scheduled on
the day’s agenda.

Gunnison Valley Properties, LLC, continued joint public hearing/no action, Preliminary/Final Plan;
request for a year-round sand and gravel operation on 109-acres of a 220-acre parcel; 62-acres of
which will be excavated. The operation will include the extraction, crushing, screening, washing and
stockpiling of approximately 200,000 tons of sand and gravel per year. Asphalt and concrete
batching is also proposed to be conducted at the facility. The property is located approximately ¥2
mile east of the City of Gunnison, south of Highway 50 to Tomichi Creek, legally described as a
being located in the NE/4 SE/4 NW/4 Section 4 and the NE/4NE/4 Section 5, Township 49 North,
Range 1 East, N.M.P.M., 43188 Highway 50.

¢ Report of actions taken by BOCC.
o A brief period in which Commission debriefs on the day’s processes, etc. No discussion or action
on any specific Land Use Change Permit applications will take place at this time.

NOTE: Unless otherwise noted, all meetings are conducted in the Blackstock Government Center Meeting Room at 221 N.
Wisconsin St. in Gunnison, across the street from the Post Office. This is a preliminary agenda; agenda times may be changed
by the staff up to 24 hours before the meeting date. If you are interested in a specific agenda item; you may want to call the
Community Development Department (641-0360) ahead of time to confirm its scheduled time. Anyone needing special
accommodations please contact the Community Development Department before the meeting.






Scarp Ridge
Sewage Disposal Report
for the
Gunnison County Sketch Plan
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Norman Whitehead, P.E.-P.L.S.
NCW & Associates, Inc.
Crested Butte, Colorado

(970) 349-6384
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The proposed site consists of seven existing buildings and ten proposed buildings on 145 acres
located north of Irwin Lake. The project is also located within the Town of Crested Butte’s water
shed.

Existing Buildings
The existing buildings are listed a follows:

1) The old Irwin Lodge.

2) The storage shed located at the Lodge site.

3) The wastewater treatment facility building for the Lodge.
4) The Movie Cabin.

5) The Movie Cabin Restroom Building.

6) The Cat Barn. '

7) The Maintenance Barn.

The existing Lodge has proposed wastewater facilities that would be treated by the existing
onsite treatment facility. The onsite treatment facility is not currently active but it is still
permitted by the State. It is anticipated that this facility will be activated as part of the Lodge
remodel.

The Movie Cabin Restrooms do not have a discharge.

The remainder of the buildings do not have waste facilities.
Proposed Buildings

The proposéd builds consist of the following:

1) Overlook Cabin (400 to 1,500 square feet) (No ISDS)

2) Silver Hill Cabin No. 1 (2,500 - 8,000 square feet) (ISDS)
3) Silver Hill Cabin No. 2 (1,500 to 3,500 square feet) (ISDS)
4) Ruby Cabin (1,500 to 5,000 square feet) (ISDS)

5) Alpine Hut (300 to 1,500 square feet) (ISDS)

6) Upper Alpine Hut (300 to 1,500 square feet) (No ISDS)

7) Lottie Cabin (1,500 to 5,000 square feet) (ISDS)

8) Robinson Creek Cabin (1,500 to 5,000 square feet) (ISDS)
9) Clara Cabin (1,500 to 5,000 square feet) (ISDS)

10) Clara Cabin Storage (400 to 1,500 square feet) (No ISDS)

The proposed locations of the buildings due not lend themselves to a centralized wastewater

system. The proposed sewage disposal will be by use of Individual Sewage Disposal Systems
(ISDS). The area has shallow bed rock and thus may require elevated leach fields and/or
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advanced treatment systems. None of the proposed buildings will have facilities that will
generate more than 2,000 gallons per day.

The advanced treatment systems will be of a type that have State approval, two of which are the
Advantex and the Bio-Microbics systems.

An on-site meeting with the County’s Environmental Health Inspector will be scheduled for
sometime in mid September 2013.

All of the proposed systems will conform to the Gunnison County, the Town of Crested Butte
and the State of Colorado sewage disposal regulations.
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AdvanTex’is one of the rmost suslainable
wastewater treatment systems avallable for
household use. The filter unit is flush to the
ground and blends into landseaping.

Reliable, Sustainable Treatment
For Residential Wastewater

Orenco Systems®, [nc.
814 Airway Avenue, Sutheriin, Oregon, USA 97479
Toll-Free: 800-348-9843 o +1-541-459-4449 o www.0renco.com

[ENERIRERR Treetment
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In the patented* AdvanTex Treatment System, household sewage flows into the processing
tank, where it separates into scum, sludge, and liquid effluent. Filtered effluent is dosed to
the AdvanTex filter pod, where it trickles through sheets of a synthetic textile. There, naturally
‘occurring microorganisms remove impurities from the effluent. After recirculating between the
tank and the AdvanTex filter, the effluent is discharged to the soil via irvigation or a drainfield.

The system's pump runs only a few minutes an hour, using just a few cents worth of electric-
ity a day. Because solids decompose in the tank, the tank requires purnping only every 8-12
years, under normal use. Using little energy, generating a minimum of sludge, and purifying
wastewater for beneficial reuse, AdvanTex Systems are one of the most environmentally
sustainable technologies for home wastewater treatment.

More than 26,000 of Orenco's textile filters have been installed at homes, businesses,

and community treatment systems throughout the United States, Canada, Europe, and
Australasia. Third-party testing shows that AdvanTex Treatment Systems do a better job
of treating wastewater than most municipal sewers. And field testing shows that AdvanTex
Treatment Systems work under real-world conditions.

“The effluent from the fiter units typically was clear with no odor . . . the increased
loading rate allows for a decrease in the footprint required by fifter units (com-
pared to sand and gravel filters) . . . in an onsite treatrment scenario, textile filter

effluent could be utilized for fandscape irrigation . . .”

Leverenz, Darby, and Tchobanoglous,
“Evaluation of Textile Filters for the
Treatment of Septic Tank Effluent,”
University of California at Davis,
October 2060.

Typical backyard configuration of an
AcdvanTex® Treatment System.
The systern has five main functional parts:

il VeriComm® Web-based

monitoring systernt

A1 Processing tank

| Biotube® pumping package

£} AdvanTex filter

% Recireutating splitter valve

+ MVP digltal programmable panels available as an
option in some markets,

Other configurations and models available.

NOTE: * Covered by U.S. patent numbers

6,372,137; 5,980,748; 5,531,804; 5,480,561; 5,360,556,
5,492,635; 4,439,323; 0461,870; and D445,476.
Additional patents pending.
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Orenco’s AdvanTex® Treatment Systems are the ideal solution for environmentally
sustainable treatment of residential wastewater flows.

Outstanding Wastewater Treatment

Unlike other onsite wastewater treatment technologies, AdvanTex provides consis-
tent, reliable treatment under real-world conditions. Other systems work OK in a
controlled testing environment, but don't hold up to normal household use. AdvanTex
does. AdvanTex Treatment Systems process and discharge small amounts of treated
wastewater throughout the day. Water so clean it can be reused for drip or subsur-
face irrigation, or discharged to shallow, inconspicuous trenches.

Fits Small Yards

AdvanTex Treatment Systems require very little
space. The filter unit is 7.5 ft x 3 ft x 2.5 ft

(2286 mm x 914 mm x 762 mm), small enough to fit
under a deck or on top of the processing tank.

And some jurisdictions allow a reduction in drainfield
area with AdvanTex. So AdvanTex is ideal for small
sites, or for homeowners who simply want more

use of their yard.

Low Lifetime Cost

AdvanTex Treatment Systems may cost a little more up front than other systems,
but, thanks to low maintenance requirements, they cost much, much less over time.
Power costs, pumping costs, and equipment replacement costs are a fraction of
those for other technologies. Plus, AdvanTex filters protect your drainfield.

—_ P R - )

AdvanTex turns household
wastewater into clear,
odorless effluent you can
reuse for subsurface
irmgation.

AX20 shown here.
In addition to being compact,
AdvanTex® Treatrnent Syslems are
easier to operate and maintain than other
wastewater technologies. No odors. No
power-hungry, noisy blowers. No activated
sludge to manage or pump. No discharge
of untreated sewage during peak flows or
emergencies.

AdvanTex® Treatment
Systemns make raw waste-
water up to 98% cleaner ...
consistently producing

| effluent in the 5/5 mg/L range
i

| 500 mg/L
450 mg/L
|130 mg/L
T e
BOD
Biocherical Total
(Oxyqen Demmd) (S\.Bparded Solids)

Typical Household Raw Wastewater'

B Typical AdvanTex* Effluent?

1 Source: Derived from Small and Decentalized
Wastewater Management Systams, Crites &
Tehebanoglous, McGraw-Hill, 1588, p. 183.

2 Actual performance results, based on & six-month

L/d), using composite sampling.

{" Typical Filtered Septic Tank Effluent -

accumulative average from NSF (National Sanitation !
Foundation) testing an the AX20N at 500 gpd (1800 |






Round-the-Clock
Monitoring

Your AdvanTex
Treatment
System may
inciude a
control panel
with a remote
telemetry unit
and a round-
the-clock,
Web-based
monitoring system,

supervised by your service
provider. You'll have even more
peace of mind, knowing that the
VeriComme Monitoring System
is continually and automatically
verifying the operation of your
system. For more information, go
to www.orenco.com or
www.vericomm.net and
click on the icon for VeriComm's
“On-Line Demo.” (Non-telemetry
control panels also available.)
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ives You Peace of Mind
Orenco’s AdvanTex Treatment Systems are not just a product. They are part of a
comprehensive program, for homeowners' peace of mind.

Authorized Dealers and Trained Installers

AdvanTex Treatment Systems are sold by authorized Dealers, who provide ongoing
support and warranty service. Dealers ensure that AdvanTex Treatment Systems
are set in place by trained installers, following Orenco's instructions.

Trained Service Providers

Like any onsite technology, your AdvanTex Treatmeént System benefits from regu-
lar maintenance by a trained service provider, following Orenco's instructions. Field
‘maintenance report forms are digitally archived for future reference.

Complete, Carefully Engineered Package

Your AdvanTex Treatment System comes as a totally pre-manufactured package,
including AdvanTex textile filter, Biotubes pumping package, and “smart” control
panel. AdvanTex can be installed on most lots in less than a day.

Low Routine Maintenance Costs

AdvanTex Treatment Systems are easy to service, easy to clean, and generate no trou-
blesome activated sludge. Since maintenance is minimal, so are the long-term costs.
Fach system comes with a Homeowner’s Manual, with tips for preventive maintenance.

Low Power Costs

AdvanTex uses very little power... an average of $1.75-$2.00 per month (based on
the national average of ten cents per kilowatt-hour). Compare that to the average
power cast of $30.00-$60.00 per month (depending on your area) for many
“activated sludge” aerobic treatment units!

Safe in Emergencies

AdvanTex Treatment Systems that are equipped with VeriComme® o
Control Panels automatically notify service providers of irregutar -— W
conditions. And all systems are sized to allow for a minimum of 24

hours of wastewater storage, at average daily flows. So operators

can provide “emergency” service during normal working hours,

keeping service costs down. -5,

Child-Proof

The lid of the AdvanTex filter is affixed with recessed bolts, making it
very tamper-resistant.

Warrantied

Crenco Systemse®, Inc. provides a limited, multi-year warranty
on all materials and workmanship. Length of warranty varies by
region but is at least three years. i






There's a standard AdvanTex Treatment System model for
every site condition, design flow, and regulatory requirement.

AdvanTex Treatment Systems are particularly well suited for . . .

s small sites

* failing systems

& poor soils

* nitrogen reduction

« gnvironmentally sensitive sites
* stringent treatment standards

* pretreatment of moderately high-strength waste

e, Onsite Treatment of Residential Wastewater

Alberta, Canada

“We've installed about 500 AdvanTex Treatment
Systems for all sizes of homes, and, typically, the
treated wastewater looks just like water. Our
winter temperatures can be as low as -38" F
(-39° C). In the middle of Decernber, we started

Deschutes County,
Oregon

“I specified an AdvanTex
Treatment System for a cluster of
12 luxury homes in the Metolius
River Resort, along a premier
trout stream in eastern Oregon.
AdvanTex worked well because
the site has an extremely small
footprint and the system was
easy to install. Also, the treatment
unit is right in front of the Resort’s
office, so it was super important
that there be absolutely no smell,
and there isn't. Plus, we didn’t
have to search for the right treat-
ment media, since it's all includ-
ed. [ would use AdvanTex any
place you’'d use a conventional
recirculating fitter.”

Steve Wert, CPSS, WWS
Wert & Associates, Bend, Oregon

Tucson, Arizona

“Nearly 1,000 AdvanTex Treatment
Systemns have been installed in
Arizona, primarily due to poor
soils, seasonal high water tables
and/or nitrogen in the groundwa-
ter. In Tucson, homeowners and
their treatment systern design-
ers have also had to deal with
limiting site constraints, shallow
rock shelves, and small building
envelopes. The AdvanTex system,
followed by a subsurface drip
system, was the answer. Plus, the
installed systems go almost unno-
ticed in yards and landscaping.”

Todd Christianson,
Premier Environmental
Products, LLC

up an AdvanTex Treatment System on a 13,000 ft2
(1200 m?) home that averages 1200 gpd (4500 L/d).
Two weeks after start-up, the owners entertained
30 family members and guests for a full week.

it worked great!”

Bruce Silvester, Onsite Specialties, Inc.

Newport,
Rhode Island

“I spent six years fooking for the
right wastewater system for my
second home, which is on a small
isfand. Even with seasonal flows,
our AdvanTex Treatment System
is working great . . . so great, |
decided to become a dealer! We
entertain often, so we use a lot
of water, but we've never had a
problem. And the system was
easy to transport and install.”

Peter Kent, Atlantic Solutions, Ltd.






Orenco Systems is owned and managed by
engineers who develop waslewater systems
that work — systermns based on sound
science.

Clockwise from left;
Eric Ball, RE., Jeff Ball, PE., Hal Ball, RE.,
(front) Terry Bounds, PFE,

AdvanTex" Treatment System

AXN Models meet the

requirements of NSF-ANSI!
SZ° Stancard 40 for Class | Systerms.

Powored by
® Franklin Electric

Orenco

Orenco Systems®, Incorporated

814 Airway Avenue
Sutherlin, OR 97479 USA
T  800-348-9843

T 541-459-4449

F.  541-459-2684
WWW.orenco.com
www.vericomm.net
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by Orenco

Orenco Systems has been research-
ing, designing, manufacturing, and
selling leading-edge products for
small-scale wastewater treatment
systems since 1981. The company
has grown to become an industry

Your health is our priority. Af Orenco Systems, we
are committed to "Changing the Way the World Does
Wastewater.”

leader, with about 250 employees and with more than 300 points of distribution in
North America, Australasia, Europe, Africa, and Southwest Asia. Our products and

technologies have been installed in more
than 60 countries all over the world.

Orenco maintains an environmental {ab
and empioys dozens of scientists and
engineers. Orenco's systems are based
on sound scientific principles of chem-
istry, biology, mechanical structure, and
hydraulics. As a result, our research
appears in numerous publications, and
our engineers are regularly asked to
give workshops and offer trainings.

Distributed by:
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As the industry standard for decentralized wastewater treatment systems, our
FAST® systems provide alternative wastewater treatment options for those
residing outside the reach of municipal (public) treatment plants.

FAST® systems can be used for new construction, existing tanks, or renovation
of failed systems, including those in nitrogen sensitive areas or limitations
with distance to groundwater and/or smaller dispersal field size requirements.
Engineered to fit most applications, typical applications include:

COMMERCIAILY

Innovative l[deas, Proven Products
FAST® systems integrate the advantages of a completely
immersed fixed-film technology for exceptional microbial
growth during low, average and peak usage. Increasing
sludge settleabilty and eliminates sludge bulking; the
innovative FAST® wastewater treatment systems are
easy to maintain and extraordinarily reliable.

= wastawater
MicroFAST =
Versatile and robust, these systems are designed

for individual homes, ch d subdivisions, and
other do mesﬁu—sn‘engmlmw applications.

wastewater
ReroFAST e
» Sysiems
Asimple upgrade to deliver high levels of treatment

to enhancefrenovate a septic system; see our
5.0.5.-Save Our Septic® :Varraﬁy Program.

Nitrogen Reduction

The FAST® technoiogy lessen the impact of harmful
influent ammonia levels by consistently reducing the
total nitrogen at exceptionally high removal rates. The
NSFE/ANSI® 245 certified MicroFAST® and other FAST®
systems are engineered to take all aspects of the
treatment into consideration.

HighStrengthFAST

Meeting the unique challenges of high-strength commercial
applications or properties with 2 higher loading with robus, low-
miinlenance treatment systems.

e - . i e
I
Mg FAST i
Ideal for small communities or commercial properties,

the MyFAST® i istent high perf low
maintenance, and sludge management all in one tank.

MEEE’EMS'B' i

For use with a MicroFAST® system to provide second stage
nitrification to achieve even higher levels of nitregen reduction.

marime:

REWAGE TREATHMENY Sy§THMS
Cerfified Type It Maring Sanitsiion Devices (MSDs)
for virually every type of vessel or offshore structure.

Gy
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Residential Small Systems
. wastewater
RetrOFAST treatment
. systems
= wastewater
MicroFAST i
- systems

Multi-Family & Community
Systems

H wastewater
I c ro treatment
« Systems
waslewaler
M Ens.r lrealmaent
k y syslans

Small & Large Commercial
Systems

=- wastewater
Icro treatment
« Systems
- wastewater
I ren tfreatment
» systems
wastewaler
M FAST treatiment
u - sysiems

Marine Sanitation Systems

Certified Type Il Marine Sanitation Devices (MSDs) ideal
for small leisure vessels to large commercial ships and oil
platforms.

- MarineAST® LX-Series
» MarineHAST® M- & MX-Series
- MarineHAST® DV-Series






E.ﬂl ns‘-m Maxlmum Treatment C“ ity” Modu|g Dlmonswns**" (L x w x H) - Welght‘""‘" _
-LI “ F '{ Volume/Modyle™ ";LPéopﬁﬁeria}ud_ule' a 1 (4:7em)d, i requid] S e JL m“___i e
F RetroFAST“’ 0.150, 150 GPD (67 LPD)} ~ 1t0 3 22" (55 cm) x 24" (61 cm) x 32 (81 cm) 74lbs | 34kg !

!i RetroFAST® 0.250| 250 GPD (947 LPD)] 110 4 27" (67 cm) x 30” (76 cm) x 34" (85 cm) 125Ibs | 57kg i
5- RotroFAST® 0.375(375GPD(1420LPD)| 1to 5 39" (98 cm) x 30" (76 cm) x 34" (35 cm) 1561bs | 71kg -

A TR R e ol
. Micrnrmmrw‘f"?vz"‘“"‘ ‘le'f’“",“"“‘ Capacity | . 'Modhl'e Uiiﬁéﬁ#iéﬁg...‘* (Lx Wx My L e ?“’"9',;_""% |

MicroFAST® 0.5 |500GPD (1893LPD)} 1 s j 59 (150 cm) x 30° (76 cm) x 56" {1: 30ﬁcm)ﬁ 1851bs | 75kg ,;: 7
MicroFAST® 0.625 625 GPD (2366LPD)|  1to 10 : 60" (152 cm) x 43" (109 cm) x 55" (130 cm) | 185lbs | 84kg
MicroFAST® 075 JSOGRD QA3 IPD) 11011 | 60" (152cm) x 45 (109 om) x55" (130cm) | 200es | 1kg
MicroFAST® 0.9 .900 GPD (3407 LPD);  1to 14 ! 59" (150 cm) x 48" (122 cm) x 57" (145 cm) 215lbs | 98kg '
MicroFAST® 1.5 ;1500 GPD(S678LPD)| B1to21 | 82" (208 cm) x 55 (140 cm) x 58" (147 cm) 456 lbs | 207 kg |
.................................................................................. :
MicroFAST® 3.0 13000 GPD(11366LPD)! 10to42 ! 71" (180 cm)x 59" (150 cm) x 81" (206 cm) | 725Ibs | 329 kg 4
MicroFAST® 4.5 1500 GPD (17034LPD)| 18to 63 145" (368 cm) x 73" (185 cm) x 51° (130 cm) | 1600 Ibs | 726 kg |
MicroFAST® 9.0 [s000 GPD (3068 LPD)| 3010126 | 145" (368 cm) x 73" (185 cm) x 76" (193 cm) | 2300 Ibs | 1044 kg ;

Larger Appl|cal|ﬂns>9000 GPD  Multiple FAST® treatment modules can be used in pafaﬂel and/or series for additional fiow or desired treatment levels. 5

R e gtk g Bl

TR VTS

Maxlmum Trealment Capacny

Module' Dimensions*** (L x W x H)

T

== w;.g'i.;:-“ T

. {L Ma;lmum Treatmenl _Capacnty

il AMS ZONE *

) Larger Appltcaltons>9000 GPD  Multiple FAST treatment modules can be used in paraile! andior series for additional flow or desired treatment levels.

LT e S e —-'——“-—"“—.--'- T i et e ot e T

" BMS ZONE ™

; mgnstrengmrnsr i A —
T o Gt (e T (om) 2271 | Toskg
HghSUengFAST" 15, -RGDMIGD | | B2 (208 Cm) x55' (140C) x 56" (7 cm) | 4561bs | 207 kg o
HSienghTAST S0 DGR | Focery | 77 (80G XS (S0m) 6T (lsen) | 7251bs | S29kg
HighSIenghFAST" 45 a1 1070 145 GeB o) 175" (185 cm) 1517 (130 om) | 1600 bs |, 726 kg |
| HghSenghFAST" 80 ameronessy | | 145" @68.m) X7 (85 cm) x 767193 c) | 2300 bs {1044 kg

;

"/ OPTIONAL MYTEE® SCREENING DEVICE

.............

f:; Vihie 1l Paapla Saved . || Optional Lirorsystem . - - Optional Package [ Mikino ank o~ U7}

20000 GPD (75.7 m¥/d)|  up to 400+ 4.0XD Lixor® 2.0 5000 gallon [19 m?] 2 |
MyFAST®4.0  40000GPD(150mYd)| upto600+ |  40XD | Lo 20| so00 gallon[19m | 2
MyFAST® 6.0 |60000GPD(225md)| upto 800+ | 60XD | lxo*30 | 7500galion[28m3 | 3 !
""""""" {50300 GPD (00 up to 12008 | @) 4.0xD | Lwora0 | 10000 gailon 38 mi| 4
"MQEA'S'T'@HE 0 120000 GPD (450 m%0) | Up 10 1900+ | (2)6.0XD |  Lixo"60  |(2) 7500 gallon 28 m¥]] &
MYFAST® 160" [HOVCRO 0] Up 02600+ | (@)40XD | La"s0 | 10000 galon @8 ] 8 |

| Larger Applications >160000 GPD, consult factory. Multple FAST treatment modules can be used in paralel analor series for additiona fiow or desired ﬂeaﬂnenﬂevels

*Treatment capacity: Individual FAST® module capacities are rated based on biological (BOD), hydraulic and other project-specific cansiderations. All rated capacities are giver: as
quicelines for suggested use. Actual capacity may vary with local conditions and performance goals.
*\olume/People per module: Please note that only residential applications or those applications requiring treatment for only sanitary wastewater may be designed from the volume and
number of people per module. Actual capacity may vary with focal conitions and performanice goals.
***Module dimensions/weight provided only for shipping specnﬁcatlons Please see design specifications for recommended exterior tankage sizing. Treatment modules shall be
installed inside tanks that are locally approved and manufactured using watertight materials.
Electrical Options: Electrical components are available to meet all worldwide electrical specifications (voltphase/frequency).

Bio-Microbics...Better Water. Better World.®

www.biomicrobics.com






' How Does the FAST® System Work?

D L T B R e n o8 o« & 8 o2 o2 @ e 2
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(T} Wastewater enters the treatment system

[2] Natural separation and settling processes occur in the
primary settling zone.

3 In the primary settling zone for most large residential and
commercial applications, a SaniTEE® device is used to
prevent large solids from entering the treatment zone.

(4 A remote, above-ground blower introduces air (oxygen)
into the treatment module to facilitate a robust circulation of

. ® A Purpose Cleaner'f
fighty llllke@ Laundry Detergent £

wastewater through the media's channeled flow path.

(5} Bacteria become "fixed" or attached
to the stationary media where the
abundant, diverse and self-regulating
population of microbes is consistently
maintained in the aeration zone to
metabolize the incoming waste.

{8} Clear, odorless, treated water is ready
for standard or innovative dispersal.
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Awards, Technology Approvals, and Product Certifications

Australian Department of Transportation & Royal Australian Navy - Technology Aoproval
CGL (Canadian Great Lakes) Maritime Certification ~ issued by the Canadian Coast Guard
CSA {Canadian Standards Association) Irternational Electrical Certification

+ CE - European Electrical Systems (including a “Tropical Certification Rating}
€CS (China Classification Saciety) ' FEL iRt 4L - FAST” Technology Approval

Environmental Business Jotirnal (EBJ} — 2009 Technology Merit Business Achievement Award, Wate/
Waslewaler - BigBarrier* Membrane BioReactor Technology

EPorlinie.com (Environmental Protection Magazing) - "2011 New Product of the Year™ (Recycling) -
BioBarrier* Membrane BloReactor Technology

Frost & Suflivan - 2011 Technology Innovation Award (Decentralized Commercial Outlets}
+ Frost & Sullivan - 2010 North American Technology Innovation Award {Water/Wastewater)

GreenSpec® (Product Directory) listed...Provides accurate, unbiased...information [to]...improve the
environmental performance, and reduce the adverse impacts of buildings.

1APMO (International Association of Plumbing & Mechanical Officials), Listed by IAPMO RET File #2586
- FOGHog" Fat Of & Grease Interceptor FH-20 & FH-50

+ MO (International Maritime Organization) MARPOL 2010 - FAST™ Technology Approval
Massachusetts Title 5 Innvative/Abernative System General Use Permit for Nilrogen Reduction

+ NSF/ANSI Std 40, class 1 Certified - MicroFAST* 0.5, 0,75, 0.8, 1.5 & BioBarrier” MBR 0.5, 1.0, &
1.5 - Recognized in inlernalional rade by regulatory agencies at the local, state, and federal levels.

NSF/ANSI Std 245 (Nirogen Reduction) Certified - MicroFAST= 0.5, 0.75,0.8, 1.5, RioBarrier*-N MBR
0.5, 1.0, & 1.5, and BioBarrier' MBR 0.5, 1.0, & 1.5

AP, Mncnn;?uﬂnr

8450 Cofe Parkway + Shawnee, KS 66227 USA
{800} 753-3278 + T (913) 4220707 » F: (913) 422-0808
www.biomicrobics.com * sales@biomicrobics.com

SCIENCO/FASI.
- a division of Bio-Microbics, Inc.
- 12977 Mawrer [ndustrial Dr - Sunset Hills, MO 63127 USA

(800) 652-4539 + T:{314) 7569300 - F: [314) 756-9306
e W sciencoF AST.com + solutions@sciencofast com

NSF/ANSI Std 350 class R (Water Reuse) Certified - BigBarrier” MBR 0.5, 1.0, & 1.5 - Trealed efftuent
discharged from onsite treatment systems meeling reuse requirements, including indoor {toilet/urinal
flushing} and outdoor (surface imigation) uses.

PDI {Plumbing & Drainage Institute) Certified - Standard PDFWH201 and PDI-G101 grease interceptors
— promoles the advancement of innovalive plumbing products.

Poland - Aprobata Techniczna (Technology Approval) ze Inslylut Ochrony Srodowiska (Instilute of
Ervironmentat Protection)

Romania - Avizeaza Favorabil - Consiliul Tehnic Permanent Pentru Constructii - Ministerul Dezvoliari
Regionale Si Turismubui

Russia - Technology Approval - denepanehan Cnywba Tlo Hapsopy B Cabepe 3awwtel Tipas
MotpeBrreneh W Enaronanysms Yenosia (Federal Service of Environmental Protection)

Russia - CPT CeupeTenscTeo o Poccuicknx Ctangaprax (Certification of Russian Standards) -
BioSTORM™ - All sizes

Russia - PMPC (Russian Maritime Register of Shipping) MEX[YHAPOOHOE CBWAETENLCTBO
0 MPEACTBPALLEHMM 3ATPA3HEHMA CTOYHBIMU BOAMM - International Sewage Pollution
Prevention Cerlificate

SASO (Saudi Arabian Slandards Organization) Certified

ETL (UL} - Listed 1o US electrical certification requirements

UK. - United Kingdom Department of Trade - FAST® Technology Approval

1.5, Coast Guard 33CFR159 - FAST™ Technalogy Approval for Type # MSD (Marine Sanitation Devices).

U.S. EPA-ETV (Enwironmental Technology Verification) - RetroFAST® .250, 375 - validates the
performance of technology thal may improve the prolection of the environment.

...and MORE!

www.biomicrobics.com *« www.sciencofast.com

© 2012 Bio-Microbics Inc. All Rights Reserved. All trademarks and logos are regislered trademarks of Bio-Miciabics Inc. of used under license. Except certificalion marks, which are regisiered by their respective owners.

PRINTED IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
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Proposed Amendments— Sage-grouse related Sections
Gunnison County Land Use Resolution

SECTION 1-112: USE OF MAPS

Gunnison County uses the following maps as general sources of information to provide initial guidelines for siting
development, and for alerting the County, the applicant and the public about the physical characteristics of a
parcel and the area in which it is located. Site-specific studies may be required of individual parcels to determine
individual characteristics more definitively, and how they may affect a development proposal.

A. MAPS ADOPTED. Gunnison County hereby adopts the following maps in this Resolution, as if they were
actually included as illustrations in the Resolution. These maps may be updated from time to time, pursuant
to Section 1-112: B: Adoption of New or Updated Maps.

3. GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE LEK-AND-OCCUPIED HABITAT MAPS. Gunmson County maps that
deplcts pnvate lands located W|th|n 0-6-mi

eeeupted areas deflned as Gunnlson Sage grouse habltat as currently adopted by the Board

SECTION 2-102: DEFINITIONS

GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE HABITAT means areas that are mapped as habitat for Sage-grouse as
defined by the Gunnison Basin Gunnison Sage-grouse Habitat Prioritization Tool (Gunnison Basin Sage-
grouse Strategic Committee 2012), as may be amended by the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic
Committee, with final approval by the Gunnison County Board of County Commissioners.

GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE RANGEWIDE CONSERVATION PLAN means the document titled the
Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan, Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Steering
Committee, Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife, Denver, Colorado, 2005, as may be amended and
accepted by resolution of the Board. If not listed specifically within this Resolution, definitions related to the
Gunnison Sage-Grouse shall be as specified in the Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan.

LEK means an arena where male Sage-grouse display for the purpose of gaining breeding territories and
attracting females. These arenas are usually open areas with short vegetation within sagebrush habitats,
usually on broad rldges benches or vaIIey floors where VISIbI|Ity and hearing acuity are excellent—eks-are

TIER 1 HABITAT means seasonally important Sage-grouse habitat defined in the Rangewide
Conservation Plan 2005, by the Gunnison Basin Gunnison Sage-grouse Habitat Prioritization Tool as
having a score of +15 or higher.

TIER 2 HABITAT means Sage-grouse habitat defined by the Gunnison Basin Gunnison Sage-grouse
Habitat Prioritization Tool as having a score of +14 or lower.

HABITAT PRIORITIZATION TOOL means the modeling methodology adopted by the Gunnison Basin
Sage-grouse Strategic Committee (2012) to map Gunnison Sage-grouse habitat types and provide
comparative numerical scoring of those habitats. The Habitat Prioritization Tool is maintained by the
Gunnison County Geographic Information Systems (GIS) Department.

Draft LUR Amendment Language
Revision #1 - July 22, 2013
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SECTION 4-102: PROJECTS CLASSIFIED AS ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW
PROJECTS THAT DO NOT REQUIRE LAND USE CHANGE
PERMITS

The following Administrative Review Projects require a Building Permit, an Individual Sewage Disposal System
Permit, an Access Permit, Reclamation Permit, or other County permit, but shall not require an additional Land
Use Change Permit; such Projects shall comply with all the other requirements of this Resolution:

SECTION 5-102: PROJECTS CLASSIFIED AS ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW
PROJECTS THAT REQUIRE LAND USE CHANGE PERMITS

The following types of Projects are classified as Administrative Review Projects that require Land Use Change
Permits:

SECTION 7-201: SKETCH PLAN APPLICATION FOR MAJOR IMPACT PROJECTS

2. NATURAL FEATURES. A map or maps identifying the general locations of the following elements, and
any other significant visual or other resource areas on the property:

f.  WILDLIFE HABITAT MAPS. Wildlife Habitat Maps, prepared by the Colorado Division of Parks and
Wildlife including the Wildlife Resource Information System (WRIS) and/or the National Natural
Diversity Information Source (NDIS) maps available from the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife;

and the Gunnlson County Gunnlson Sage grouse l:ek—Map—ﬂqat—deplets-pwateJandsJeeated—mm

éeeupuad Habltat Map mapgenemqepm&mnsen%age-gmuseeeeupeekhabﬂat Maps may

also be submitted that are prepared by the applicant’s wildlife consultant to provide site-specific detail
using the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife and Gunnison County habitat maps as baseline
data.

Draft LUR Amendment Language
Revision #1 - July 22, 2013
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SECTION 11-106: PROTECTION OF WILDLIFE HABITAT AREAS

A. PURPOSE. The natural and scenic resources in Gunnison County, including wildlife, are essential
components of the County's economic base and help to establish the rural character of the County. Tourists
visit and recreate in Gunnison County because of the quality of these natural resources, including the
abundance of wildlife species found in the area. These resources are also a basic element of the quality of
life for residents of Gunnison County. The standards in this Section are intended to protect sensitive wildlife
habitat areas, to protect biological field research, and to ensure that wildlife remains a part of Gunnison
County's natural environment for generations to come. In addition, this Section is designed to:

1. SUSTAIN AND ENHANCE EXISTING POPULATIONS OF GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE. Sustain and
enhance survival of the Gunnison Sage-grouse.

2. PRECLUDE THE NEED TO LIST, OR MINIMIZE THE IMPACT OF LISTING OF GUNNISON SAGE-
GROUSE AS CANDIDATE SPECIES. Help implement an effective strategy and programs that will
preclude the need to list, or minimize the impact of listing of the Gunnison Sage-grouse as a candidate
for threatened or endangered status pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 1973, or at a minimum,
demonstrate the intent of Gunnison County to preserve and protect habitat that will lessen the impact if
listing does occur.

B. APPLICABILITY. All applications for Land Use Change Permits, including Building Permits, Individual
Sewage Disposal System Permits, Gunnison County Access Permits, Gunnison County Reclamation
Permits, and Land Use Change Permits shall be processed subject to the individual requirements of this
Section, and assessed to determine if the location of the proposed activity is within the sensitive wildlife
habitat areas designated on the maps referenced in Section 11-106: C.: Maps Used to Identify Sensitive
Wildlife Habitats.

1. DEVELOPMENT ON INDIVIDUAL LOTS, WITH A BUILDING ENVELOPE, IN SUBDIVISIONS
APPROVED BY GUNNISON COUNTY BEFORE-APRIL-3-2007. If a building envelope Aetivity-on
individual lots in subdivisions approved by Gunnison County-befere-April-3,-2007—for-which-building
envelopes-were that was designated on an approved plat, recorded in the Office of the Gunnison County
Clerk and Recorder, and is located in Tier 1 Sage-grouse habitat, the building envelope shall be relocated
to avoid or minimize impacts to Gunnison Sage-grouse or their habitat, to the maximum extent feasible.
This requirement is general in nature and applicable to property subject to land use regulation by
Gunnison County. If it is determined that relocation of the building envelope is necessary to avoid or
minimize impacts to Gunnison Sage-grouse or their habitat, the process to relocate the building envelope
shaII be handled as an adm|n|strat|ve reV|ew by the Commumty Development Department -inside-a

C. MAPS USED TO IDENTIFY SENSITIVE AND CRITICAL WILDLIFE HABITATS. The general reference
maps used to identify locations of sensitive wildlife habitats. Because maps depicting wildlife habitat are
general in nature, and because animal distribution is fluid and animal populations are dynamic, the maps
shall be used as “guides” or “red-flags.”

1. COLORADO DIVISION OF PARKS AND WILDLIFE MAPS. The Wildlife Resource Information System
(WRIS) and Natural Diversity Information Source (NDIS) maps available from the Colorado Division of
Parks and Wildlife.

2. GUNNISON COUNTY MAPS. The Gunnison County Gunnison Sage-grouse Lek—Map—and-the
Gunnison-Counhty-Guhnison-Sage-grouse-Occupied Habitat Map. The purpose of these this maps is to

Draft LUR Amendment Language
Revision #1 - July 22, 2013
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place a landowner on notice that a parcel may contain sensitive-wildlife important Sage-grouse habitat
areas.

D. INITIAL SITE-SPECIFIC ANALYSIS REQUIRED FOR ACTIVITY PROPOSED ON A PARCEL THAT IS
WHOLLY OR PARTIALLY WITHIN 8:60-MILES-OF GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE LEK-OR-OCCUPIED
HABITAT. As part of the applicable required permit application review process, Gunnison—Ceunty, the
Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator, in consultation with the Colorado Division of Parks and
Wildlife, shall conduct an initial site-specific analysis of development that is proposed on a parcel that is wholly

or par‘ually W|th|n %&mﬂeseﬁa Gunnlson Sage grouse ek habltat M&apphealeledeetsten—malmg—bedy

E. APPLICATIONS FOR BUILDING PERMITS, ACCESS PERMITS, INDIVIDUAL SEWAGE DISPOSAL
SYSTEM PERMITS AND GUNNISON COUNTY RECLAMATION PERMITS ON A PARCEL THAT IS
WHOLLY OR PARTIALLY WITHIN 8:60-MILES-OF GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE LEK-OR-OCCUPIED
HABITAT. Development located on a parcel that is wholly or partially within 8:60-miles-ef-a Gunnison Sage-
grouse lek habitat that requires a Building Permit, Access Permit, an Individual Sewage Disposal System

Permlt or a Gunmson County Reclamatlon Perm|t &nd—any—develepment—elassmed—asran—Admtmstnatwe

1. LOCATION WITHIN GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE TIER 1 HABITAT A-0.60-MILE-RADIJS-OF-A
GUNNISON-SAGE-GROUSE-LEK. All applications for Land Use Change Building Permits, Access
Permits and Individual Sewage Disposal System Permits and Gunnison County Reclamation Permits
shall be reviewed by the Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator and shall require

consultatlon with the Colorado D|V|S|on of Parks and W|Id||fe elassmed—and—tnltlally—rewewed—as

2. LOCATION WITHIN GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE TIER 2 ©OCSCUPIED HABITAT. All applications for
Land Use Change Permits, Building Permits, Access Permits, Individual Sewage Disposal System
Permits and Gunnison County Reclamation Permits shall be reviewed by the Gunnison County Wildlife
Conservat|on Coordmator and may requwe Consultat|on with the Colorado Division of Parks and W|Id||fe

3. PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE. Owner(s) of land may request a pre-application conference with
Gunnison County staff to review Gunnison Sage-grouse issues that reasonably may arise from an
application pursuant to this Section. Upon receipt of such request, Gunnison County staff, and as
available a representative of the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife, will meet with the owner(s) to
review such issues and to identify potential solutions. The Community Development Department will
coordinate the conference. Gunnison County shall consider the advice of applicant's wildlife
biologist/ecologist or a similar qualified expert.
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4. REFERRAL TO COLORADO- DPASION—OF PARKS-ANDWILDHFE GUNNISON COUNTY
WILDLIFE CONSERVATION COORDINATOR AND ON-SITE CONSULTATION. The Community
Development Department and the Public Works Department shall forward a copy of the application(s) to
the Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator. The Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation
Coordinator shall determine the habitat type and whether an on-site consultation is required. If an on-
site consultation is required the Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator shall coordinate and
local-office-of-the-Colerado-Division-of Parks-and-Wildlife-and schedule an on-site consultation with the
applicant and/or appllcants representatlve the Communlty Development Department, Pubhc Works
Department a
the Division of Parks and W|Id||fe—asava|4able The purpose of the on- S|te consultation shall include
location of any-lek-er-oceupied habitat, identification of site-specific data to inform the review process,
and |dent|f|cat|on of potentlal mltlgatlon of Sage-grouse related issues. Fhe-on-site-consultation-shall-be

a. TIMELINE FOR REVIEW. The County shall request that the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife
submit comments about the application within 21 days after the on-site consultation; when comments
are not provided within that time by the Division, the County shall proceed to complete the permit
process without those comments.

F. REVIEW, REFERRAL TO COLORADO DIVISION OF PARKS AND WILDLIFE OF MINOR AND MAJOR
IMPACT PROJECT APPLICATIONS. The Community Development Department shall refer Land Use
Change Permit applications for Minor or Major Impact projects to the local office of the Colorado Division of
Parks and Wildlife for that agency’s review and comments to make use of the expertise and judgment of that
agency in the protection of sensitive wildlife habitat, and its recommendations, if any, to reduce or eliminate
adverse impacts to sensitive wildlife habitat and species that may result from proposed development. It is
intended that the Division of Parks and Wildlife will review the application and participate in on-site
consultations and provide timely comments to the Community Development Department that identify actions
and/or recommendations to reduce or eliminate adverse impacts to wildlife.

1. MINOR IMPACT PROJECTS. The Department shall submit a copy of the Minor Impact project
application to the Division pursuant to Section 6-106: E: Request for Review by Other Agencies or
Departments, with a written request that the Division review the application and identify in a written
response whether or not the parcel on which the land use change is proposed is located within sensitive
wildlife habitat, and issues that it believes appropriate to be addressed during the permitting process.
Based upon the Division’s knowledge of a specific site, the Division may also recommend that a wildlife
habitat analysis be conducted, pursuant to Section 11-106: F.4.: Wildlife Habitat Analysis of Minor Impact
or Major Impact Projects, which shall be required to be submitted by the applicant before a public hearing
is scheduled on the Minor Impact project application.

2. MAJOR IMPACT PROJECTS. The Department shall submit a copy of the Preliminary Plan for a Major
Impact project application to the Division pursuant to Section 7-302: C: Review and Comment by Review
Agencies, with a written request that the Division review the application and identify in a written response
whether or not the parcel on which the land use change is proposed is located within sensitive wildlife
habitat and issues that it believes appropriate to be addressed during the permitting process. If the parcel
is located within sensitive wildlife habitat, a wildlife habitat analysis conducted pursuant to Section 11-
106: F.4.: Wildlife Habitat Analysis shall be submitted by the applicant before the public hearing on the
Preliminary Plan is scheduled.

3. PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE FOR MINOR OR MAJOR IMPACT PROJECTS LOCATED ON
A PARCEL WHOLLY OR PARTIALLY WITHIN GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE ©SCUPIED HABITAT
ORWATHIN-0.6- MILES-OF-A-GUNNISON-SAGE-GROUSE-LEK. A Pre-Application Conference is
required for any Minor or Major Impact project located wholly or partially on a parcel within Gunnison

Sage-grouse eceupied habitat erwithin-0.60-miles-of a-Gunnison-Sage-grouse-lek.

4. WILDLIFE HABITAT ANALYSIS OF MINOR IMPACT OR MAJOR IMPACT PROJECTS. If Colorado
Division of Parks and Wildlife comments indicate that the proposed land use change for a Minor Impact
or Major Impact project is within sensitive wildlife habitat, the applicant shall be required to submit a site-
specific wildlife habitat analysis. The analysis shall evaluate the relevant physical features of the property,
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shall make a site-specific determination of the locations of wildlife habitat on the property, and shall
describe how the proposed development will comply with Section 11-106: G.: General Standards for
Development in Sensitive Wildlife Habitat Areas. The analysis shall be prepared by a wildlife
biologist/ecologist or similar qualified expert in consultation with the Colorado Division of Parks and
Wildlife. It shall be submitted with the Preliminary Plan application for a Major Impact project, or before
the public hearing is scheduled on a Minor Impact project, and shall contain the following:

a. MAP. A map of the property shall be submitted, depicting the activity patterns of the wildlife using
the sensitive wildlife habitat, identifying, where relevant, migration routes, travel corridors or patterns,
nesting, feeding, watering and production areas, and any critical connections or relationships with
habitat adjoining, but outside of, the project site. The map shall also identify whether the land
immediately surrounding the proposed land use change is privately owned or is public land owned
by the U.S. Forest Service, U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Colorado Division of Parks and
Wildlife, or other similar agency.

b. REPORT. A report shall be submitted that describes the activity patterns of the wildlife using the
habitat, using a scientifically valid time period. It will also identify any species that use the property
that are listed by the U.S. Department of the Interior or the State of Colorado as endangered,
threatened, or are species of special concern.

1. EVALUATE IMPACTS. The report shall evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed
land use change on the sensitive wildlife habitat and the species using that habitat,
including whether it could be a threat to the viability of the species, cause a reduction in
the diversity of wildlife species in the county, or change the status of its federal or state
listing. The report shall identify the types of potential impacts that are anticipated (including
stress due to human presence, interference with reproduction, change of migration routes,
etc.) and the time periods (spring, summer, fall, winter, year-round, etc.) during which
wildlife are expected to be affected by the proposed land use change.

2. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. The report addressing any Major Impact project (and any
proposed land use change classified as a Minor Impact project that the Planning
Commission determines requires such evaluation) shall also evaluate the cumulative
impacts on wildlife habitat beyond the project site. The report shall also address whether
the cumulative impacts of the proposed land use change when added to the past and
present impacts of other land use changes, will eliminate, reduce, or fragment wildlife
habitat in the county to the extent that the viability of an individual species is threatened or
the diversity of species found in the county is reduced, or the population of a species in the
impact area will be significantly reduced.

3. MITIGATION PLAN. The report shall include a wildlife habitat mitigation plan that
describes how the proposed development will comply with Section 11-106: G.: General
Standards for Development in Wildlife Habitat Areas, providing detail regarding the
avoidance, mitigation, and enhancement techniques, monitoring and performance criteria
that will be employed.

G. GENERAL STANDARDS FOR DEVELOPMENT IN SENSITIVE WILDLIFE HABITAT AREAS. All
development shall comply with the following standards when it is located on lands designated as sensitive
wildlife habitat, including but not limited to parcels located partially or wholly in habitat areas delineated on the
Gunnison County Gunnison Sage-grouse Habitat Lek Map;—and-the-Gunnison-Ceunty-Gunnisen-Sage-
grouse-Oceupied-Habitat-Map, and all lands determined to be sensitive wildlife habitat pursuant to Section
11-106: B: Applicability.

1. MITIGATION OF ADVERSE IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE HABITAT. A proposed land use change must
mitigate adverse impacts it causes to lands determined to be sensitive wildlife habitat including but not
limited to a Gunnison Sage-grouse lek-er-oceupied habitat. Proposed land use changes that are found
to have a significant net adverse impact that cannot be mitigated upon sensitive wildlife habitat, shall be
denied.
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a. CONSIDERATION OF BENEFICIAL EFFORTS. Gunnison County shall consider, and affirmatively
recognize as mitigation in the permitting process, conservation easements/covenants (and similar
mechanisms), and documented management agreements/programs accomplished, or to be
accomplished, in coordination with the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife or other agencies
(such as the Natural Resources Conservation Service or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) that are
beneficial to the Gunnison Sage-grouse. Each case will be reviewed on an individual basis to
determine if the easement, covenant or deed restriction satisfies all of these standards.

1. TERMS OF EASEMENT ARE PERPETUAL AND SATISFACTORY TO COUNTY. The
terms of the existing easement, covenant or deed restriction are perpetual and acceptable
to the County.

2. PRESERVED LANDS PROVIDE GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE HABITAT. That both the
preserved land provides Gunnison Sage-grouse habitat, and the restrictions imposed by
the pertinent easement, covenant or deed restriction are sufficient to justify the
determination that adverse impacts have been substantially or wholly mitigated by such
preservation.

3. ADDITIONAL BENEFITS SUBSTANTIALLY OR WHOLLY MITIGATE ADVERSE
IMPACTS. Additional preservation efforts substantially or wholly mitigate adverse impacts
to sensitive wildlife habitat.

2. IRRIGATION DITCHES. Pursuant to Colorado law, owners of irrigation ditches have the right to maintain
irrigation ditches, headgates and other diversion structures. Gunnison County shall not require mitigation
that will interfere with the right of ditch owners to maintain ditches, headgates or other diversion
structures.

3. MITIGATION TECHNIQUES. Mitigation techniques to protect wildlife species that the County determines
may be impacted by a proposed land use change on lands identified in Section 11-106: B: Applicability,
including, but not limited to:

a. LIMITATIONS. Requirements to avoid sensitive wildlife habitat during seasons the wildlife species
use the habitat. When appropriate, the proposal shall include techniques to minimize human
intrusion, including, but not limited to:

1. BUFFERS. Visual and sound buffers to screen structures and activity areas from habitat
areas through effective use of topography, vegetation, and similar measures.

2. LIMITATIONS OF HUMAN ACTIVITIES DURING SENSITIVE TIME PERIODS. Seasonal
avoidance limitations on, or stoppages of intrusive human activities during sensitive time
periods, including limiting construction activities and recreational uses during sensitive time
periods such as elk migration, elk calving or when sage grouse mating, nesting or brood
rearing is occurring on parcels located partially or wholly in habitat areas delineated on the
Gunnison County Gunnison Sage-grouse Lek Habitat Map er—the—Gunnison—County

3. LOCATIONAL CONTROLS. Controls on the location of development, so it does not force
wildlife to use new migration corridors, or expose wildlife to significantly increased
predation, interaction with vehicles, intense human activity, or more severe topography or
climate, or encircle wildlife habitat with development.

b. WATERING AREAS. Measures to avoid disturbance of waterholes, springs, seepages, marshes,
stream beds, stream banks, wetlands, streamside vegetation, ponds, and watering areas to the
maximum extent feasible. Catchment basins may be required to prevent stream siltation.

c. HABITAT COMPENSATION. Requirements to develop additional habitat, or to acquire and
permanently protect existing habitat to compensate for habitat that is lost to development, in the form
of ongoing on-site or off-site wildlife habitat enhancement. Enhancement is the process of increasing
wildlife carrying capacity on undeveloped habitat and may include prescribed burns, seeding, brush
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cutting, and fertilization, as determined to be appropriate by the County, based on the advice of the
Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife or other technical experts.

d. DOMESTIC ANIMAL CONTROLS. Controls on domestic animals within or near areas of sensitive
wildlife habitat. Dogs may be prohibited within one-half mile of elk, deer, and bighorn sheep critical
winter ranges and winter concentration areas. The number of cats and dogs allowed in a
development may also be limited.

1. DOGS AND CATS PROHIBITED OR CONTROLLED NEAR GUNNISON SAGE-
GROUSE HABITAT. Requirements in the form of conditions of a permit, and/or inclusion
within declarations of a subdivision’s protective covenants enforceable by Gunnison
County, may be required prohibiting, or requiring control by kenneling or other physically-
secure methods within er-nreara-0-60-mileradius-of-a Gunnison Sage-grouse lek-erwithin

or-near-sensitive-Gunnison-Sage-grouse habitat.

e. PROTECTION FROM ANIMAL-BORNE DISEASES. Gunnison County may impose limitations on
the introduction or possession of non-native species to lessen the possibility of the introduction of
disease to native wildlife populations.

f. CONTROL OF NUISANCES. Controls on lighting, noise, excess use of fertilizers or pesticides, and
similar nuisances that could have a significant net adverse effect on Gunnison Sage-grouse
oceupied habitat and the continued use of the area by other wildlife.

g. DENSITY RELOCATION. Residential development may be clustered to avoid sensitive wildlife
habitat.

h. ROAD CONSTRUCTION. Requirements to avoid new road construction through sensitive wildlife
habitat.

i. STREAM ALTERATIONS OR DIVERSIONS. Controls on alterations or diversions of streams to
retain the character and productivity of the streams. Such alterations will be subject to all applicable
local, state and federal codes and regulations.

j-  ALTERATIONS OF EXISTING WET MEADOW/SAGE HABITAT INTERFACE AREAS. Controls
on alterations of existing wet meadow/sage habitat interface areas.

k. STRUCTURES TO MINIMIZE HAZARDS. Requirements to design, locate, construct and maintain
game-proof fencing, one-way gates, game underpasses, or other structures to minimize hazards to
wildlife, such as requiring a minimum distance between high-power electric wires to avoid
electrocution of eagles.

. AGENCY ACCESS. Where applicable, the provision of access to Colorado Division of Parks and
Wildlife or other applicable agencies to facilitate maintenance of wildlife and wildlife habitat.

H. STANDARDS SPECIFIC FOR DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED ON PARCELS THAT ARE WHOLLY OR
PARTIALLY WITHIN 8.60-MILES-OF A-LEK-ORWITHIN-OCCUPIED-HABITAT-OF GUNNISON SAGE-
GROUSE HABITAT. In addition to the standards and mitigation techniques included within this Section, the
following standards shall apply specifically to development proposed on a parcel that is wholly or partially

within a-0-60-mileradius-of alek-orwithin-oceupied-habitat-of the Gunnison Sage-grouse Habitat:

1. DISTURBANCE GUIDELINES. Development activity shall comply with the GUSG Disturbance
Guidelines in the Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan, Appendix 1, as may be adopted
and amended from time to time by the Board.

2. LIMITATION ON HUMAN ACTIVITIES INCLUDING RECREATIONAL USES DURING GUNNISON
SAGE-GROUSE SENSITIVE TIME PERIODS. Seasonal avoidance or limitations of intrusive human
behavior during sensitive time periods, including but not limited to winter and when Gunnison Sage-
grouse are mating or raising chicks.

3. UNDERGROUND UTILITIES REQUIRED NEAR GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE LEKS. Utility lines shall
be placed underground within 8:60-miles—ef-a Gunnison Sage-grouse habitat, to discourage avian
predators.
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I. FENCES. Design of fences other than those associated with agricultural operations te shall ensure
they do not adversely impact wildlife. Design standards for fences are as follows:

1. MAXIMUM HEIGHT. Fences shall not be higher than 42 inches.

2. MATERIALS. Fences should be limited to a maximum of three strands or rails. Rail fences should only
use rounded rails. Wire fences should not be made of woven wire, unless they are used to enclose sheep
or goats. Wire and rail fences shall have a kick-space (distance between the top two wires or rails) of not
less than 18 inches that uses wire or rail that has a smooth surface. The top rail should be made of a
solid material in heavy use areas, to make it more visible to wildlife.

3. REMOVABLE SECTIONS. Fences in migration corridors should have removable sections or openings
to allow for seasonal passage of wildlife. The applicant shall be responsible for removing fence sections
when migration is occurring and replacing those sections when the season of migration has ceased.

4. UPGRADING EXISTING FENCES. As a condition of development approval, applicants proposing land
use changes within sensitive wildlife habitat areas should agree to remove or to alter any existing fences
on the property to comply with the above requirements.

5. FENCES AROUND RESIDENCES EXEMPT. Fences located in the immediate vicinity of a residence
shall be exempt from these limitations.

6. DESIGN AND LOCATION. Fence location and design should minimize adverse impacts to sensitive
wildlife habitat.

J. VEGETATION. Proposed land use changes shall be designed to comply with the
recommendations of the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife regarding vegetation, and to
preserve large areas of vegetation utilized by wildlife for food and cover. Roads shall be located on
the edge of wildlife habitat areas, to prevent fragmentation of wildlife habitat. When native
vegetation must be removed within habitat areas, it shall be replaced with native and/or desirable
non-native vegetation capable of supporting post-disturbance land use. Individuals planting
vegetation away from the homesite should consider using vegetation suitable for wildlife cover and
food. Vegetation removed to control noxious weeds shall not be required to be replaced, unless
the site requires revegetation to prevent erosion or noxious weeds from becoming established.

1. TIME ALLOTTED FOR REVEGETATION. Vegetation required pursuant to Section 13-115:
Reclamation and Noxious Weed Control shall be established and growing within two growing seasons
(730 days) of the issue date of the applicable Gunnison County Reclamation Permit.

K. CDOW ACCESS. Where applicable, the applicant shall continue to provide historical access or
agreed-upon new access other than the historical access, for the Colorado Division of Parks and
Wildlife to manage wildlife and to monitor wildlife activities.
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