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OLP Action Plan
Summary of Action Items

Action  Action Item Recommended
Item Parcel Description Parcel Number Current Ownership Zoning Objective Action Priority

1 Lot 14, Block 9, Vail Intermountain 2103‐143‐01‐044 EAGLE RIVER WATER & SANITATION DISTRICT Two‐Family P/S Residential Trails Obtain easement High
2 Section: 14 Township: 5 Range: 81 PCLIN NE1/4NW1/4 2103‐142‐00‐001 L. LADNAR INC Outside Town Boundary Protect sensitive land Aquire parcel Low
3  Subdivision: HIGHLAND MEADOWS TRACT C 2103‐141‐03‐018 MPH HOMES LLC Outside Town Boundary Trails Obtain easement High
4 Subdivision: VAIL HEIGHTS FIL 1 Lot: 9 2103‐114‐01‐042 LANNIE, PAUL ANTHONY & DONNA DEAN Two‐Family P/S Residential Community use Acquire parcel High

Subdivision: VAIL HEIGHTS FIL 1 Lot: 10 2103‐114‐01‐029 ST MORITZ LLC Two‐Family P/S Residential Community use Acquire parcel High
Subdivision: VAIL HEIGHTS FIL 1 Lot: 11 2103‐114‐01‐028 ST MORITZ LLC Two‐Family P/S Residential Community use Acquire parcel High

5 Subdivision: BUFFER CREEK RESUB Lot: 32 2103‐123‐02‐010 BRUCE H. ALLEN REVOCABLE TRUST ‐ ETAL Two‐Family P/S Residential Protect sensitive land Acquire parcel High
6 Subdivision: HIGHLAND MEADOWS FIL 2 Lot: 32‐C 2103‐123‐23‐003 HIGHLAND HEIGHTS OWNERS ASSOCIATION Outside Town Boundary Trails Obtain easement High
7 Subdivision: BUFFER CREEK RESUB Lot: 9 THRU:‐ Lot: 12 2103‐123‐02‐001 VAIL HOTEL OWNER ESHV LLC Public Accomodation‐2  Community use Acquire parcel High
8 Subdivision: TIMBER VAIL Lot: 1  2103‐123‐29‐001 RANCH CREEK DEV LLC Single Family Residential Wildlife  Acquire parcel Low
9 Section: 1 Township: 5 Range: 81 PCLIN 2103‐014‐00‐005 SHAPIRO CONST CO PENSION PLAN Agricultural and Open Space Protect sensitive land Acquire parcel Low
10 Section: 6 Township: 5 Range: 80 PCLIN 2101‐063‐00‐002 POTATO PATCH GROUP LLC Residential Cluster Trails Obtain easement High
11 Subdivision: VAIL VILLAGE FILING 2 TRACT A 2101‐064‐07‐011 EAGLE RIVER WATER & SANITATION DISTRICT Outdoor Recreation Protect sensitive land Acquire parcel High
12 Subdivision: VAIL VILLAGE FILING 1 Block: 5‐E Lot: K PART O 2101‐082‐04‐005 VAIL CORP Public Accomodation  Protect sensitive land Acquire parcel High
13 Subdivision: VAIL VILLAGE FILING 5 TRACT E PART OF 2101‐082‐42‐011 VAIL CORP Agricultural and Open Space Trails Obtain easement High
14 Subdivision: VAIL VILLAGE FILING 5 Block: 2 Lot: D‐1 2101‐082‐42‐004 VAIL CORP Agricultural and Open Space Trails Obtain easement High
15 Subdivision: GOLDEN PEAK SKI BASE AND RECREATION DISTRICT PARCEL PARCEL 1 2101‐081‐09‐006 VAIL CORP Ski Base/Recreation  Trails Obtain easement High
16 Subdivision: VAIL VILLAGE FILING 8 Block: 2  N/A THE PULIS RANCH Outdoor Recreation Protect sensitive land Acquire parcel High
17 Subdivision: VAIL VILLAGE FILING 12 Block: 2 Lot: 1 PART OF BK‐0228 PG‐0740 2101‐023‐01‐028 PEAK SERVICE REALTY Low Density Multiple‐Family Protect sensitive land Acquire parcel Low
18 Subdivision: BIGHORN 2ND ADDITION Lot: 1 2101‐111‐01‐001 CHLOE HELD MORAN REVOCABLE TRUST Two‐Family P/S Residential Protect sensitive land Acquire parcel High
19 Subdivision: BIGHORN 2ND ADDITION Lot: 5 2101‐111‐01‐003 CHLOE HELD MORAN REVOCABLE TRUST Two‐Family P/S Residential Protect sensitive land Acquire parcel High
20 Subdivision: BIGHORN 2ND ADDITION Lot: 8  2101‐111‐01‐022 CHATEAU‐D'OEX LLC Two‐Family P/S Residential Trails Obtain easement High

Subdivision: BIGHORN 2ND ADDITION Lot: 10 2101‐111‐01‐020 MARILYN E. COORS REVOCABLE TRUST Two‐Family P/S Residential Trails Obtain easement High
Subdivision: BIGHORN 2ND ADDITION Lot: 12 2101‐111‐01‐021 AHCO 27 LLC Two‐Family P/S Residential Trails Obtain easement High

21 Subdivision: BIGHORN SUB Lot: 19 AND:‐ Lot: 20‐A PT OF RESUB OF LOT 20 2101‐122‐18‐002 BIGHORN MUTUAL SANITATION & RECREATION CO Agricultural and Open Space Protect sensitive land Acquire parcel High
22 Section: 12 Township: 5 Range: 82 PCLIN 2101‐123‐00‐006 BEUTEL, CARA Agricultural and Open Space Protect sensitive land Acquire parcel High
23 Subdivision: BIGHORN 3RD ADDITION Block: 5 Lot: 1 THRU:‐ Lot: 3 PT OF 2101‐122‐00‐002 STATE DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS Outdoor Recreation Sensitive land, comm. use Acquire parcel High
24 Section: 12 Township: 5 Range: 80 PCLIN BK‐0216 PG‐0514 WD 2101‐123‐00‐007 TIMBER FALLS PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC Low Density Multiple‐Family Trails Obtain easement High
25 Subdivision: DISTELHORST SUBDIVISION Lot: 2 TRACTS A & B 2101‐124‐34‐001 FREDERICK W. DISTELHORST REVOCABLE TRUST Medium Density Multiple‐Family Protect sensitive land Acquire parcel High

Section: 12 Township: 5 Range: 80 PCLIN 2101‐124‐00‐017 RACQUET CLUB OWNERS ASSOC Low Density Multiple‐Family Protect sensitive land Acquire parcel High
Section: 12 Township: 5 Range: 80 PCLIN SE1/4 2101‐124‐00‐003 RACQUET CLUB OWNERS ASSOC Low Density Multiple‐Family Protect sensitive land Acquire parcel High
DESC: TRACT I Subdivision: RACQUET CLUB TOWNHOMES CONDO 2101‐124‐24‐012 RACQUET CLUB OWNERS ASSOC Low Density Multiple‐Family Protect sensitive land Acquire parcel High

26 Section: 12 Township: 5 Range: 80 PCLIN SE1/4 2101‐124‐00‐008 MOUNTAIN MEADOW CONDOMINIUM ASSOC INC Residential Cluster Protect sensitive land Acquire parcel High
27 Section: 13 Township: 5 Range: 80 SW1/4NE1/4NE1/4 PCLIN 2101‐131‐00‐001 DUANNE F. ROGERS REVOCABLE TRUST Outdoor Recreation Protect sensitive land Acquire parcel Low
28 Unplatted 1945‐012‐00‐012 STATE DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS No Zoning Road Access Acquire parcel Low
29 Unplatted 2203‐171‐00‐001 USFS Outside Town Boundary Trails Acquire parcel High



Town of Vail 
Real Estate Transfer Tax 

 
The Town of Vail Real Estate Transfer Tax (RETT) is the Town’s primary funding source for park and open space land acquisitions.  
RETT imposes a 1% land transfer tax upon the transfer of interests in real property.  RETT was adopted by ordinance 1979 and was 
amended in 1980, 1987, 1992 and 2006.  Below is a summary of RETT and amendments that have been made since 1979. 
 
Ordinance 26, Series 1979 

• 1% Land Transfer Tax to be paid upon transfer of all real property. 
• Sale or conveyance of real property for purpose of constructing low or moderate priced housing exempt from Tax. 
• 1% consideration shall be earmarked for acquisition of real property located either within or without the limits of the Town 

of Vail. 
• Funds shall be subject to appropriation only for the purposes of acquiring land for parks, recreation, open space and/or 

similar purposes. 
 
Ordinance 5, 1980 

• Many refinements to Ordinance 26, Series 1979 
• Addition to appropriation of funds to include “paying incidental costs and principal and interest on any borrowing for the 

acquisition.” 
 
Ordinance 8, Series 1987 

• No increase to the 1% tax rate without such tax rate increase is approved by a majority of the registered electors voting in a 
regular or special election. 

• Appropriation of funds expanded to include the cost of construction of buildings which are incidental to park, recreation and 
open space land, including paying incidental costs and the principle of and interest on any borrowing of such improvement 
and construction. 

• Appropriation of funds may be used for acquiring land located within the Town of Vail or contiguous to the town boundary. 



 
Ordinance 10, Series 1992 

• Appropriation of funds within the Town of Vail or within one mile of the boundaries of the Town of Vail. 
• Funds shall be appropriated for the following purposes: 

o Acquiring, improving, maintaining and repairing real property for parks, recreation, open space and similar purposes, 
o The construction, maintenance, and repair of buildings which are incidental to park, recreation, and open space land, 
o Landscaping parks and open space, 
o The construction, maintenance, repair and landscaping of recreation paths set forth in the Town of Vail Recreation 

Trails Plan, and 
o Paying incidental costs and principle of and interest on any funds borrowed for the purposes set forth above. 

 
Ordinance 31, Series 2006 

• Appropriation of funds expanded to include supporting sustainable environmental practices as determined necessary for the 
environmental health and welfare of the Town of Vail. 

• Intent of amendment that appropriation of funds for acquisition of lands, construction and maintenance of incidental 
buildings, landscaping and construction and maintenance of trails to be satisfied prior to appropriation of funds for 
sustainable environmental practices. 



NEPA and EIS process for new trails located on USFS lands 

The following steps generally outline the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
process, which new trails located on USFS lands would be analyzed under.  

1. Official “Project Proposal Letter” (PPL) containing proposals from the Conceptual Trails Plan submitted by Town of 

Vail to USFS 

• PPL submitted by Town of Vail to the USFS. 

 

2. USFS Evaluation of PPL and Proposal Acceptance 

• PPL reviewed for consistency with the Forest Plan, USFS Direction, and Open Lands Plan. 

• Based on predicted environmental impacts, the USFS determines the level of NEPA that would be necessary to analyze the 
proposal (including a Categorical Exclusion (CE), an Environmental Assessment (EA), or an EIS). 

• An EIS is the highest level of site-specific NEPA review and would be anticipated for a proposal containing numerous trails as 
outlined in the Conceptual Trails Plan. Individual trail proposals, re-routes, or maintenance may fall under a CE or EA. 

• Project proposal accepted by USFS. 

 

3. Proposed Action Development 

• USFS Interdisciplinary Team (ID) Team resource specialists work with the Town of Vail to develop Proposed Action, project 
design criteria, and mitigation and monitoring measures to minimize environmental impacts. 

 

4. NEPA Process Begins: Public Scoping Period (Public Comment Opportunity) 

• Scoping Notice, including project purpose and need and description mailed to the public and agencies. 

• Scoping period initiated when the Notice of Intent is published in the Federal Register. 



• Public has opportunity to present comments on the project specific website and/or in writing, by fax, by email, or in person. 

• Public Open Houses are held during scoping period (the opportunity for the public to be informed of the project proposal, ask 
questions, and submit comments). 

 

5. Preparation of Draft EIS 

• Based on comments received during the scoping period and review by the ID Team, a “reasonable range of alternatives” as 
required to NEPA is Developed to be analyzed in the Draft EIS.  

• Studies and analysis, including field surveys, are conducted to prepare the Draft EIS 

• Technical reports are prepared, including Biological Assessment submitted to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 7 Requirement. 

• Draft EIS is comprised of the Purpose & Need for Action, Description of Alternatives, Affected Environment, and 
Environmental Consequences, as well as mitigation measures to minimize impacts to resources. 

 

6. Draft EIS Comment Period (Public Comment Opportunity) 

• Draft EIS is delivered to EPA to publish the Notice of Availability for public comment in the Federal Register, which initiates 
comment period. 

• Document provided to federal, state, and local agencies and organizations, and interested members of the public for a 45-day 
public comment period. 

• Comments received during Draft EIS comment period by agencies and the public help further refine and strengthen the 
analysis. 

 

7. Response to Comments and EIS Finalized  

• USFS drafts responses to public comments and issues the Final EIS. 

 



8. Preferred Alternative Determined by USFS 

• Preferred Alternative is chosen by Decision Maker. 

• Preferred Alternative can be any alternative in its entirety, including the No Action, or a combination of alternatives. 

 

9. Publication/Issuance of Final EIS and Draft ROD  

• USFS completes Final EIS and Draft Record of Decision (ROD)  

• If objections are received, a 45-day objection review period begins. If no objections are filed, issue decision on or before fifth 
business day after close of objection period. 

• If objections are filed, decision issued after all objections have been responded to in writing. 

• Implementation possible of proposed trails from the Conceptual Trails Plan possible after decision is signed. 

 



Trail Types and Standards 
 
The trails included in this plan are designed for a variety of user 
experiences and purposes.  Each type of trail is therefore subject to 
a different set of standards and practices that will best 
accommodate the users on that trail. Multi-use trails should be 
wide enough to accommodate the many users and user types 
sharing the trail, while soft surface trails should be designed to 
provide natural experiences. There are a different set of standards 
for bicycle facilities that share the road or have a dedicated space 
separated from the road. This section describes each facility type so 
that readers can get a clear understanding of each term. It also 
describes the standards Vail uses for that facility type and in what 
context it is appropriate.  

 

Hard-Surface Trail Types 
The Town of Vail has many hard-surface or paved facilities for 
pedestrians and cyclists. These facilities provide safe routes along 
roadways and between homes and local destinations. The hard-
surface facilities are categorized as either separate/buffered from 
the road or within the roadways. Separated facilities include 
sidewalks, separated multi-use paths (Gore Valley Trail through 
Katsos Ranch), and attached multi-use paths (Gore Valley Trail 
along the frontage roads). Paved shoulders (along the Frontage 
Roads) and shared lanes (residential areas) are considered within 
the roadway. The Town of Vail follows the American Association of 
State Highway and Transportation Officials’ 2012 Guide for the 
Development of Bicycle Facilities which offers guidance on facility 
widths, pavements and layout of the system.  
 
  



  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
  

Sidewalks 
Sidewalks are pedestrian facilities located along 
roadways in both residential and commercial areas. 
They separate pedestrians from the roadway, creating 
pedestrian safety and comfort. They are most common 
in areas with heavy vehicular traffic. Sidewalks can be 
attached - separated from the roadway by the curb, or 
detached - separated by a landscape planting strip or 
buffer zone. Sidewalk widths are between 5-10’.  Wider 
walks are encouraged in busier areas.  
 

Attached Multi-Use Trails 
Similar in design to a sidewalk, attached multi-use trails 
are used in areas with limited right-of-way or space for 
a separated trail and where the town’s recreation trail 
system runs along the roadway. Attached multi-use 
trails are paved and between 8’-10’ wide. They are 
typically curb-separated from the frontage roads. 
Though they look similar to sidewalks, they are wider 
and open to cyclists like a separated multi-use trail.  
 

Separated Multi-Use Trails 
Separated multi-use trails provide safe routes away from 
motor vehicles and are common in Vail’s paved system. 
Multi-use trails are used by pedestrians, cyclists, 
dogwalkers, strollers, commuters, as well as fat bikers 
and Nordic skiers in the winter. Typically paved with 
asphalt or concrete, the trails offer an accessible 
recreational experience. In Vail, these trails connect 
neighborhoods to local destinations such as Vail 
Village, the library, and local parks. The Town of Vail 
requires these trails to have a 10’ wide paved surface 
with a 1’ gravel shoulder on either side. In heavily 
trafficked areas, the trail may be up to 12’ wide. 

Sidewalks and Attached Multi-Use Trails are 
typically curb-separated or gutter- separated with 
a minimum width of 5’ and up to 10’. 

Image source: FHWA Small Town and Rural Multimodal 
Networks Guide 

Separated Multi-Use Trails are typically between 10-
12’ in width with 1’ gravel shoulders on each side 

Image source: FHWA Small Town and Rural Multimodal 
Networks Guide 

Vail’s Attached Multi-Use Trails are attached at the 
back of a 6” curb with a width of 10’. A widened 
shoulder adjacent to the curb/gutter is typical. 

Image source: FHWA Small Town and Rural Multimodal 
Networks Guide 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Typical “sharrow” layout per  MUTCD 

Paved Shoulders 
Paved shoulders are used on Vail’s frontage roads to 
safely accommodate pedestrians and cyclists in the 
roadway. They also extend the maintenance life of a 
roadway and provide additional space for parked 
vehicles. In Vail, these shoulders are 3’-6’ wide and 
carry pedestrians and cyclists in the same direction as 
motor vehicles. Share-the-Road signs may be used to 
protect users.  Adding striped shoulders to some of 
Vail’s residential areas could help accommodate 
pedestrians and cyclists and calm traffic.  

Shared Lanes 
All streets and roadways, unless prohibited by law, 
permit use by both bicycles and motor vehicles. Cyclists 
generally prefer to ride on lower volume roadways. 
On busier roadways or designated bike routes, a 
bicycle with chevrons (commonly known as a 
sharrow) is stamped on the roadway to welcome 
cyclists and improve safety. The placement of sharrows 
depends on the street’s parking arrangement – on the 
edge of the roadway for wider streets with parallel 
parking and closer to the center on narrow streets 
with angled parking. 
 

 

 

Roundabout Safety 
Roundabouts present a challenge for pedestrians and 
bicycles.  Appropriately placed crosswalks and 
Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFBs) can safely 
assist users through the roundabout. Placing 
crosswalks at the access roads to the roundabouts 
avoids the limited view drivers have through the 
roundabout. RRFBs further alert drivers to crossers and 
have been shown to improving driver’s yielding 
compliance.  Signs that encourage cyclists to “Take a 
Lane” as a vehicle help improve visibility and let drivers 
know cyclists may be present.   
 

 

Paved shoulders have a 4-6’ recommended 
minimum width but with an outside curb may be 
narrowed to 3’. 

Image source: FHWA Small Town and Rural Multimodal 
Networks Guide 



Soft-Surface Trail Types 
Soft-surface trails are naturally-surfaced, narrow trails that generally follow the natural contour of the land.  In Vail, soft-surface trails can be 
found on the valley floor, along the lower reaches of mountain-sides and up into the higher elevations that surround the Town..   Soft-surface 
trails should be designed to be sustainable with gentle grades and a natural contour that limits the impact to the environment.  
 
Most existing and proposed soft-surface trails in the greater Vail network are on Forest 
Service land.  As such, these trails are subject to USFS trail standards.  The Forest Service 
publication Trail Fundamentals and Trail Management Objectives provides trail 
definitions, classes, recommended design parameters (widths, grades, clearances, etc.) 
and management objectives.  The publication can be found on the U.S. Forest Service 
website (www.fs.fed.us). 
 
In general, non-motorized Forest Service trails are considered multi-use (hiking, 
equestrian, biking).  Trails within designated wilderness areas, such as the Eagles Nest 
Wilderness, are designated for hiking and equestrian use only.  In non-wilderness areas, 
trail design can be used to encourage use by specific user-groups.  For example, 
narrow, steep trails are more likely to be used by hikers whereas trails with banked 
turns or technical sections may be preferred by mountain bikers.  
 
When looking to improve or expand Vail’s trail system, efforts should be made to 
provide trails for all user types and abilities using general standards as outlined below. 

 

Trail Design 
When designing new trails, adopting non-sanctioned trails or recommending 
maintenance on existing trails, trail design standards should be used based on the 
proposed use of the trail.  Per the USFS, the following general trail standards are 
recommended.  The standards would be further refined by trail difficulty.     
 

 

  

http://www.fs.fed.us/


Soft-Surface Trail Design Standards 
Trail Use General Standards  

Hiking Trails 
In Vail, hiking-only trails are found in the 
Eagles Nest Wilderness and within the Vail 
Mountain trail system.  Hiking-only 
designations are recommended for several 
trails in the Conceptual Trails Plan. 
 

Tread width: 12-36” 
Corridor width: 48-72” 
Ave grade: <10% 
Max grade: 15-20% for less than 100’ 
 

 

Multi-Use Trails 
In the Vail area, all trails on Forest Service land 
are designated as multi-use unless otherwise 
indicated by a Wilderness designation or a 
resort Special Use Permit. Many of the 
proposed trails are also expected to 
accommodate multiple user groups. These 
trails should be wider than hiking-only trails to 
accommodate passing.  
 

Tread width: 28-48” 
Corridor width: 60-84” 
Ave grade: <10% 
Max grade: 15-20% for less than 100’ 
 

 

Mountain Biking Trails 
In Vail, the mountain biking-only trails are 
exclusively within the Vail Resorts Special Use 
Permit on USFS lands. While not part of the 
Plan recommendations, it is possible that 
some new trails, in the Lost Lake Loops for 
example, could be designed as more 
favorable to mountain bike use. 
 

Tread width: 18-48” 
Corridor width: 60-84” 
Ave grade: <10%  
Max grade: 15-20% w/ frequent grade 
reversals and potential banked turns 
 

 

  



Trail Difficulty Rating System 
The U.S. Forest Service regards trails as Class 1 through 5, with Class 1 as highly variable and unimproved (difficult) and Class 5 as highly 
improved with little variability (easy) and varies the Classes based on the “Trail Designed Use” such as hiking, biking, motorcycling, etc.  The 
International Mountain Biking Association (IMBA) uses a system based on the International Trail Marking System used by ski areas rating trails as 
green-blue-black-double black.   
 
Since most trails in the Vail network would be considered non-motorized and multi-use, this Plan recommends a rating system based on Easy, 
Moderate, Difficult trails by combining aspects of both the USFS system and the IMBA system.  As Vail is a ski destination, it is recommended to 
follow the ski Trail Marking System to rate trails as green, blue, black or double black.  Considerations when rating a trail will include surface 
type, stability and smoothness, tread width and grade and trail length.   
 

 Surface Tread Width Platform Width Average Grade Tread Smoothness 

 
Easy 

Paved, compacted 
gravel or compacted 
natural material.  Firm 
and stable. 

>36” >48” <5% 
No obstacles or 
obstacles less than 2” 
tall. 

 
Moderate 

Natural compacted 
material, some rock 
surface.  Mostly stable 
slightly variable 

24-36” >48” <10% 
Avoidable and 
unavoidable obstacles 
less than 6” tall 

 
Difficult 

Natural material, rock, 
loose gravel.  Variable 
stability 

12-24” 24-48” <15% 
Avoidable and 
unavoidable obstacles 
up to 18” tall 

 
Additional standards should be applied according to trail use type as shown on the previous page.. 
 

 

 

 

 



Other Trail Uses 

Electric Assisted Bicycles 
Electric Assisted Bicycles (EABs) or “E-bikes” are growing in popularity across the country and are used by both commuters and recreationalists.  
In Colorado, e-bikes are allowed anywhere that a traditional bike is allowed, including paved recreation trails, unless otherwise restricted by the 
local municipality.  Currently, e-bikes are not allowed on soft-surface USFS trails unless the trail allows motorized vehicles.  In Vail, e-bikes are 
encouraged as a way to reduce vehicle traffic, promote healthy outdoor activity and to provide opportunities for less-fit or older bikers who 
might otherwise have difficulty with the steep terrain and high altitude.  As their popularity increases, Vail should remain vigilant in regards to 
safety and over-crowding on the recreation trail system.  

Trails on Snow 
Vail’s trails are covered in snow throughout the winter. There are opportunities for skiing, 
snowshoeing, and fat biking on the snow-covered trails. Conflicts between user groups such as 
fat bikers and cross-country skiers arise when there is discord in speed between users, limited trail 
width to accommodate user “footprints,” and the varying desires of grooming standards for snow 
covered trails. The Nordic Center trails will be opened to fat biking during the winter. The Gore 
Valley trail between Donovan Park and Lionshead is open but not maintained during the winter. 
The Gore Valley Trail between Sunburst Lane and East Vail is part of the Nordic Center.  
 

Rugged Accessible Trails 
Rugged Accessible Trails are wide, accessible trails that provide natural and 
rugged trail opportunities to a wider range of users. These trails are 
accessible to handcycle and mobility assisted users, and are user-friendly for 
beginning mountain bikers and large group hiking. Since handcycles are 
powered by the riders’ arms versus legs, these recreationalists need newly 
adapted trail systems. The following design standards should be applied: 
 
3’-5’ tread width 
6’-12’ corridor width 
Average and maximum grades should be lower than multi-use trails  
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Lost
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South Trail

Spraddle Creek to Booth Creek 
Connector

Lost Lake Loop System
Red Sandstone Road 

to Buffehr Creek Trail 
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Bald Mountain Hiking Trail

Vail Trail Extension Phase II

Mill Creek 
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Minturn Ridge 
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Town of Vail Community Wildlife Forum 

Sponsored by Town of Vail and Vail Symposium 

January 18, 2018 

Panelists: 

Bill Andree, Colorado Parks and Wildlife 

Rick Thompson, Western Ecosystems Inc. 

Kelly Colfer, Western Bionomics LLC 

Jen Austin, U.S. Forest Service 

Rob Levine, Moderator 

Each panelist opened with an approximately 10 minute presentation.  

Bill Andree, CPW 

Bill Andree began with a presentation on the state of wildlife in Gore Valley. Bill described results of his 
experiences monitoring deer and elk populations from helicopter over his decades-long career. Bill 
identifies a dramatic decline in elk beginning in 2002.  In unit 45, elk numbers counted from helicopter 
surveys dropped from close to 1000 in 2002 to 61 animals in 2016. Bill also delves into calves per 100 
cows, an important number that indicates population numbers.  In the 1980s and 1990s, herds had 
about 60 calves per 100 cows.  That number dropped closer to 30-40 calves per 100 cows from 2009-
2016. 

Bill attributes much of these declines to human disturbance and offers results from a human 
disturbance study completed in Eagle County.  Cow elk hunting licenses after 2012 were reduced by 75% 
in an effort to stop this disturbing trend, but population declines continued. 

Mule deer populations in the Gore Valley have also seen declines in recent decades. Due to growth in 
human population, recreation and development, population objectives set by CPW were reduced from 
26,000 in the early 1980s to 13,500-16,500 in 2008. Mule deer populations are currently steady at the 
upper end of that objective range but this still represents a reduction of about 35%.  

Bill then addressed the East Vail bighorn sheep herd. The herd was about 30 in the 1950s, 80-100 in the 
1990s and the population dropped after a difficult winter in 2007-08 to about 40 sheep. Even without 
hunting of this herd, CPW has not been able to get the herd to grow above about 40 animals. Bill 
attributes this to habitat loss and disturbance from humans. 

Bill then addresses bear-human conflicts in the Gore Valley. Conflicts have increased steadily since the 
early 1990s, when bear-resistant garbage cans began to be introduced in CO.  CPW received over 350 
phone calls about nuisance bears or bear-human conflicts in eastern Eagle County in 2017.  



Statewide bear population numbers were estimated at 8,000-12,000 in the 1980s. In 1991, CDOW 
estimated 10-12,000 bears. Today, CPW offers a conservative estimate of 17,000-20,000 bears 
statewide. This represents a near doubling of bear populations in approximately 40 years. 

Mountain lion calls in Eagle County have also increased in recent years, from 11 in 2015 to 64 in 2017. 
The best population estimates Bill can offer on mountain lions comes from hunter harvest data.  In 
1980, 81 mountain lions were harvested, in 2001, 439 were harvested. Lions, like bears, have begun to 
see human communities and the dogs, cats, raccoons and foxes that live there as good food sources. 

Gore Range mountain goats have begun declining precipitously from 120+ in 2010 to about 60 in 2017. 

Moose are a success story in Vail and statewide.  They first showed up in Vail around 1983. They are less 
prone to human disturbance than other wildlife species. Human conflicts are beginning to increase as 
moose populations grow and because many people do not realize what dangerous animals they can be 
and approach them for photo opportunities. 

Finally, peregrine falcons breed successfully in Eagle County in most years, however populations have 
not increased above two nesting pairs in the upper Eagle Valley, one in East Vail and one in Minturn. 

Rick Thompson, Western Ecosystems, Inc. 

Rick Thompson steps to the microphone to discuss habitat connectivity in the Gore Creek and Eagle 
River drainages. Rick defines “viable connectivity” as sufficient to allow a population of wildlife” to 
access all seasonal habitats within its home range.” Most of his research addresses wide-ranging species 
like deer, elk and lions. Migration corridors designed by humans need to be of sufficient width for target 
species to use, for elk that needs to be 700-800 feet wide in forest, or 1,000 to 1,200 feet wide in open 
habitat. Rick describes a successful collaboration with Cordillera golf course designers to incorporate a 
wildlife corridor into that golf course which elk have been using since the 1990s. 

However, habitat connectivity requires more than narrow habitat corridors. True connectivity requires 
resting and bedding areas along migration paths which are difficult to carve out in a valley with 
increasing human populations and expanding development. 

Different species are impacted differently by development. Typically, larger animals with a larger range 
are more adversely impacted by development and direct habitat loss is only one impact of development.  
Animals may avoid areas where humans are present even if those areas have not been developed (trails, 
popular recreation areas, ski resorts). Road kill impacts wildlife populations. Displaced animals often 
move to other areas and compete with local animals there. The cumulative impacts of all these factors 
begins to explain declines in wildlife populations that Bill Andree described in his presentation. 

Rick has a process for assessing wildlife impacts of developing a specific parcel and how those impacts 
can be mitigated. In his opinion, the ideal approach involves avoiding and minimizing impacts to wildlife 
and compensating for impacts that cannot be avoided. In reality, this is an ideal approach, not one that 
can be implemented completely on any given parcel. Rick recommends minimizing wildlife impacts by 
locating development in non-native or lower value habitat, closer to existing disturbances such as I-70. 



He recommends increasing density of human development and concentrating impacts within existing 
town boundaries and already-developed areas. It’s better to develop old hayfields than to develop 
existing wildlife habitat. There is also value to concentrating development in the corner of a parcel while 
leaving much of a parcel undisturbed for wildlife habitat. Local governments and town planners can also 
discourage tree and vegetation removal on parcels being developed. Buffers between human 
development and wildlife habitat and migration corridors can also minimize impacts of development to 
wildlife. Minimizing fencing can help preserve wildlife corridors and facilitate movement as well. Finally, 
Rick recommends wildlife management plans for communities that protect wildlife from disturbance 
from pets, include education and outreach to residents, bear-resistant trash container requirements and 
landscaping strategies. 

Rick also encourages developers and homeowners to take responsibility for enhancing habitat to 
“compensate” wildlife for habitat loss through revegetation, fertilization of wildlife habitat and wildlife 
friendly fire management. 

Kelly Colfer, Western Bionomics LLC 

Kelly begins by discussing the impacts of recreation to wildlife.  The primary issue is energetic costs to 
wildlife when disturbed by humans.  They burn calories when they run away and spend time fleeing 
rather than feeding. Disturbance extends beyond the edges of a trail or road. The estimated zone of 
disturbance, within which wildlife are likely to change their behavior due to human presence, varies 
from species to species. Factors such as frequency of human presence, time of day of human presence, 
type of recreation and vehicles also affect the likelihood that wildlife will be disturbed. Animals are more 
disturbed by unpredictable encounters such as off-trail hiking. Some animals may habituate to human 
presence on trails, but some studies have shown that elk, in particular, may not habituate to 
disturbance.  

Trail and road construction can also lead to introduction of noxious weeds and reduce the value of 
forage in wildlife habitat. Removal of dead trees and snags can eliminate breeding habitat for cavity 
nesters such as woodpeckers. 

Studies have come to conflicting conclusions about the different disturbances caused by bikers and 
hikers. Kelly sites two studies, one which concludes that bikers and hikers both disturb deer and elk in a 
radius of 200 meters.  A second study concludes that hikers disturb wildlife out to 600 meters and bikers 
out to 1500 meters. Kelly argues that there is a difference in how hikers and bikers impact wildlife, but 
cannot offer conclusive evidence of what specifically that difference is. Dogs can also be a major 
disturbance to wildlife, especially in calving areas. 

Winter range availability is the primary limiting factor for elk and deer, but transition ranges in spring 
and fall are also very important. Elk need to begin the winter with fat reserves equal to 9% of total body 
mass to survive the winter. Recreation in the fall can disturb grazing and impact the ability of deer and 
elk to fatten up. An animal’s flight response, especially in the winter, can have major impacts on survival 
rates. Kelly recommends winter trail closures to protect wildlife from disturbance. 



Hawks and owls also have a wide disturbance buffer of about 0.5 miles during nesting season. It is 
crucial to think of nesting habitat when locating and constructing new trails. Trail construction also 
impacts endangered boreal toads through habitat loss and spread of fungus. 

Kelly concludes by emphasizing the importance of trail closures on winter range and in calving habitats. 

Jen Austin, USFS 

Jen sees her role as more of a habitat manager and leaves direct management of wildlife populations to 
CPW.  

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires an assessment of the impacts of a project before 
it can begin to be implemented. Forest service staff strives to ensure that the project will be in line with 
state and federal regulations and the District’s own management plan. The process involves an 
interdisciplinary team from the USFS that may include foresters, wildlife biologists, fisheries biologists 
and others depending on expected impacts of the project. This team looks for red flags to protect 
habitat and wildlife, such as whether there is an active raptor nest in the proposed project area. If data 
is absent, new studies may need to be done to help inform the decision-making process. The project can 
be contained and buffered to protect wildlife habitat, nests and other resources. The interdisciplinary 
team uses the best available science and public input to estimate what impacts of a given project will be 
on wildlife populations and individual animals. 

How are animals impacted by human interface or activity, particularly in ways that may not be 
evident to a casual observer? For example, if an animal doesn’t immediately flee at the site of a 
human, are there impacts? What are they? 

Bill Andree: Generally, if an animal changes its behavior, you’re too close. What is less obvious is the 
stress response of the animal. Stress increases heart rate and calorie output. Even if it doesn’t change its 
behavior, you may have disturbed that animal. Some ungulate spend as much as 90% of their time 
resting to conserve calories. The act of standing up increases calorie output by 25% compared to lying 
down. Impacts increase when animals are in poor condition. This includes females in spring who are in 
the last trimester of pregnancy. 

Kelly Colfer: Ads that animals that don’t flee may show signs of habituation, especially concerning 
species like bears, mountain lions, moose and coyotes that may cause human conflict. 

Rick Thompson: Big game on winter range are already starving. They are in a caloric deficit and depend 
on their fat reserves because adequate forage is not available. Elk have about 75 days of fat reserves to 
get through the winter. Animals are less likely to respond to disturbance (flee) when snow is deep, 
weather is cold, forage is scarce, or fat reserves are dwindling. 

Jen Austin: Flushing a bird has impacts on nesting birds, predation, nest parasitization etc. 



What does the research show about the different impacts of urban development such as housing vs. 
the impacts of recreation such as the development of trails.  And how do you measure those impacts? 
And how reliable and valid are the available studies? 

Rick Thompson: Concludes that urban development has the greater impact. Habitat is permanently lost 
24/7. Recreation impacts are mostly diurnal disturbances and direct habitat losses associated with trails 
are generally insignificant. Wildlife avoid the disturbance, not the trail. Even if hikers and bikers have the 
same disturbance, bikers travel farther so they likely encounter and disturb more wildlife in a given unit 
of time. 

• Recreationists rarely view themselves as having a degrading impact on the environment. 
• Management plans attempt to allow coexistence 
• Managers know what works, what doesn’t and why 
• When trail siting and management don’t work, the trail and associated wildlife impacts generally 

remain 
• It is rare for trails, once built, to be decommissioned even when negative effects are known and 

documented. 

Bill Andree: Housing development has an impact on wildlife. Study from 1980 to 2010 showed that 
housing had a higher impact on wildlife than energy development. Mule deer populations are declining 
as a result of development across the west. Local study shows impacts from recreationists in Dowd 
Junction. Studies don’t necessarily show the impacts of recreation on the scale we see in this valley, no 
nighttime activity, smaller groups of people etc. Studies are valuable but are not complete. Ninety-three 
percent of studies concluded an impact to wildlife from recreation. Fifty-nine percent showed negative 
impact to wildlife. Positive impacts were usually to corvids, rodents etc. “It doesn’t matter how you 
recreate. If you’re out there, you have an impact.” 

Jen Austen: The impact of dogs and cats must be taken into account. Cats are major predators of native 
wildlife. Need for more research on large landscapes and research on interactive impacts of different 
disturbances.  Studies also focus more on wildlife behavior than on population-level impacts. Studies 
also often lack a “control”.  

We know that the decline in wildlife populations I soften described as “death by 1,000 cuts,” all these 
little impacts just adding up. However, is there a last straw to sustaining wildlife populations? If so, 
what is it? 

Rick Thompson: Rick is not sure there is a last straw for the species being addressed here. These species 
are not at risk of extinction or extirpation from Eagle Valley. But declines in habitat availability and 
habitat effectiveness are likely the biggest factors, especially if exacerbated by a harsh winter. Other 
major causes are habitat fragmentation, disease, predation and road kill. 

Kelly Colfer: Thinks we can avoid the last straw by planning with wildlife in mind, by maintaining 
corridors and critical habitat. 



Bill Andree: Believes there is a last straw. Habitat loss is the first that comes to mind. It’s ok in our 
culture to pen in wildlife, but we need to begin to contain human development as well. Most big game 
species are in decline in this valley. Is that what we would call sustainable? 

What tools do we have to protect wildlife from the impacts of recreation development? 

Bill Andree: The tool is avoidance. Avoid the impact when possible, minimize the impact otherwise. 
Mitigation is a fallback. Conservation easements and fee title are also tools, but they are expensive and 
not necessarily ideal mitigation techniques due to distance. Finally, seasonal closures are an important 
tool.  The problem is that people don’t follow those rules. “Place first” idea from Outside  magazine: 
maybe we need to begin to set aside areas for wildlife and stay out of those areas. “What we do is a 
luxury, those animals are just trying to survive.” 

Kelly Colfer: Developers want to maximize revenue. Routt County uses a valuable planning tool to 
incentivize developers to set aside land for wildlife habitat.  

Jen Austin: Support local corridor and connectivity planning projects, help fund these programs. USFS 
put a couple of wildlife cameras on the North Trail in Vail. Showed over 200 people used the North Trail 
in a span of 10 days during elk calving closure. 

Rick Thompson:  Education is the key tool, especially for planners. Wildlife should be considered early in 
the planning process. Any development, even optimally designed, contributes to decline in wildlife 
habitat. Seasonal closures must be enforced. 

How would you rate the effectiveness of existing wildlife corridors in Vail? 

Bill Andree: The Dowd Junction underpass was one of the first developed in CO. We’ve learned a lot 
from it. It’s not that effective because of its design but we’re better off with it than without it. East Vail 
span bridges are very effective and should be recreated later. 

Jen Austin: Fencing to direct wildlife to passages is crucial. 

Bill Andree: Fences are really built to protect motorists, not wildlife. However, they can save 25-30 elk 
per year in the Edwards-Avon stretch alone. Lack of movement across the highway can have an impact 
on access to seasonal habitats and genetic diversity within populations. 

Rick Thompson: West Vail Pass bridges are very effective for all species. It’s important that eastbound 
and westbound bridges be adjacent as they are on West Vail Pass, as contracted to offset bridges on 
East Vail Pass. Vail Pass is the best example in the Southern Rockies of wildlife passages across a 
highway. They are very costly though. 

What are some examples of communities that have thrived alongside wildlife populations and what 
can we learn from those examples? 

Bill Andree: The best thing that’s worked in some places is to purchase and set aside a big chunk of 
private land for wildlife. Manage these areas specifically for wildlife and minimize recreation. 



Concentrating animals in a location like that can increase risk of disease being spread. Animals can also 
have an impact on habitat and resources when concentrated in an area and concentrating prey species 
can also attract predators. 

Kelly Colfer: Conservation easements can be effective and have not been thoroughly discussed in this 
forum.  It’s a win-win for wildlife and property owners. 

What caused the demise of the Minturn elk herd? 

Bill Andree: Primarily the number of people but increase in predator populations on elk calves also had 
an impact. Predators alone wouldn’t have that impact alone, it’s compounded by increased human 
development and recreation disturbance. 

Rick Thompson: The best winter ranges are on south facing slopes at lower elevations. That leads to a 
natural conflict with human development. Winter ranges are the most important habitats to protect, 
but summer, breeding and transitional ranges are all important to protect. 

Winter range is a limiting factor for wildlife, but how has expanded recreation in Colorado impacted 
summer range? 

Bill Andree: Wildlife love the high alpine country on Grouse Mountain, Homestake and Camp Hale in the 
summer.  

What can the Town of Vail do to protect wildlife habitat in our community? 

Rick Thompson: Migration corridors within the town boundaries would be valuable. Be an active 
stakeholder and participant to protect bighorn sheep range in East Vail. The winter range could be 
better managed. There is an enormous need to protect the mud springs underpass for mule deer 
migrations, especially from development on private property to the north. 

Bill Andree: For what’s left in the Gore Valley, he’s not very optimistic. Vail should look beyond its 
borders and seek out conservation easements and fee title purchases on wildlife range outside Gore 
Valley. We also need to begin to set areas aside for wildlife and stop fragmenting the small patches of 
habitat that remain within the town limits. And protect the mud springs underpass in Dowd Junction for 
mule deer migration. 

Jen Austin: Conservation easements to protect remaining habitat and support for Eagle County Safe 
Passages Project. Finally, support for the seasonal closures. 

 

 


	Trail Scoping Sessions Minutes - Sept 2017 - reviewed and updated.pdf
	Scoping Session Minutes #1 - edited.pdf
	Scoping Session Minutes #2 - edited.pdf
	Scoping Session Minutes #3 - edited
	Scoping Session Minutes #4 - edited.pdf
	Scoping Session Minutes #5 - edited




