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ABSTRACT

Fireon the Mountain: Growth and Conflict in Colorado Ski Country
By
Michael Childers

Dr. Andrew Kirk, Examination Committee Chair
Professor of History
University of Nevada, Las Vegas

This dissertation examines the environmental, economic, and cultural toovier
the private development of ski resorts in Colorado’s National Forests between 1910 and
2000. Downhill skiing emerged as an increasingly popular winter activity durirfgshe
half of the twentieth century, particularly in western state such as Col@kaguut of the
a larger outdoor recreational boom throughout the United States’ during the interwar
years, downhill skiing challenged the Forest Service’s ability to meetngublic’s
growing appetite for year-round recreational opportunities. These challgmgeased
following World War Il as the nation’s growing population and affluence dréions
to their public lands to sightsee, camp, hunt, and ski. The Forest Service turned to private
ventures to develop ski resorts to meet this growing public demand. But the development
of ski resorts on public lands by private interest proved to be problematic when faced
with competing views of public lands and public land management. The same natural
allure that drew millions to the country’s national parks, national forests, andpotbiar
lands also gave rise to a modern environmental movement, which called for the
preservation of wilderness, limits on urban and suburban growth, and pollution reduction.

These two emergent views of nature came into increasing conflict witmotieeaover
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the management of public lands, particularly concerning the development of stg.resor
With more ski resorts, and more skier visits, than any other state, Coloratithgat a

center of these conflicts. By the late 1960s, a growing number of critics began
denouncing the environmental impacts of ski resorts on national forests. Over the next
four decades, political battles raged throughout Colorado over the environmental, social
and economic impacts of ski resorts. Controversies such as Colorado voters’ rejection of
the 1976 Denver Winter Olympics, the fight to develop Beaver Creek Ski Resort, and the
burning of twelve buildings on top of Vail Ski Resort by members of the extremist
environmental group Earth Liberation Front pitted the American public’s growing
recreational demands against emergent concerns over the environmental dnd socia
consequences of the commercial development of ski resorts on public land for private
corporate gain. These fights not only tell the story of skiing in Colorado, but Am&rica
changing understandings of nature and the larger environmental costs of outdoor

recreation and tourism.
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INTRODUCTION

In the frigid morning hours of October 18, 1998, William Rogers raced along the
snow-covered slopes of Vail Ski Resort setting fires. In a matter of minkategsf
engulfed six buildings, including the ski resort’s aging ski patrol headquarters and the
lavish Two Elks Lodge. Having set the blazes, the thirty-three-year-olcbanmental
activist known as Avalon to his friends quickly made his way to the bottom of the ski
resort where twenty-one-year-old co-conspirator Chelsea Gerladdvishind the
wheel of her truck. “I waited 10 minutes, then 20. After a half-hour, as | was wondering
if I should leave, Avalon appeared. He just walked up to the truck and got inside. He said
two things: He said he was injured. And that the action was successful,” Getdach la
told journalist McKenzie Funk in an interview from prisofihe two immediately drove
eastward to Denver, stopping off at a local metro area library to checkeheelnfior
information on how to treat Rogers’s sore Achilles tendon and e-mail a communiqué to
the Vail newspaper and regional National Public Radio affiliate takewjtdior the
arsons. Citing the Forest Service’s approval of Vail Ski Resort’'s Qatéid expansion
into the upper basin of the Two Elks River drainage—a development biologists and
environmental activists had long maintained would disturb the habitat of the endangered
lynx as well as an important calving area for elk in the region—the briefle-ma
proclaimed that “[p]utting profits ahead of Colorado’s wildlife will not bertatied,” and
warned, “We will be back if this greedy corporation continues to trespass iatandl

unroaded areas.”

! Chelsea Gerlach, “Firestartefutside September 2007, 105. On the Vail Arsons, seedd@iick,
Powder Burn: Arson, Money, and Mystery on Vail Maim(New York: Public Affairs, 2001).

2 ELF Communiqué, October 19, 1998, in Leslie JaRiekering, The Earth Liberation Front, 1997—-2002
2nd ed. (Portland: Arissa Media Group, 2007), 13.
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The most notorious act of “eco-terrorism” in American history, the Vail Arsons
brought instant national attention to the highly contentious debate over Vail Ski'®Resort
expansion into the 1,000 acre Two Elks Roadless Area. Considered by many Isiedogist
be a prime habitat of the threatened Canadian lynx, despite the lack of aiapheerif
sighting of the elusive cat in the area since the 1970s, the roadless arehio&alrski
terrain. Its mellow north facing slopes held ample amounts of snow, and thearsa’
open glades were perfect for intermediate skiers, the ski industry's breadtend but
clientele. But while the Two Elks area held great potential for skiingyadroalition of
environmental organizations, backcountry skiers, hunters, and even the Colorado
Division of Wildlife opposed the ski resort’'s expansion, fearing the impacts the
development of ski trails, lifts, roads, and structures would have on wildlife, partycul
the lynx?

Roughly twice the size of a house cat, the Canadian lynx had become theglasest
de célébritén the debate over the development of ski resorts in national forests, the lynx
sat at the center of the fight over the Cat Il expansion. Listed as enedryethe
Colorado Department of Wildlife, the last confirmed sighting of a tuft eaatih the
state had been in 1973, leading many to wonder if the cat still existed in the ragion. B
beyond the lynx, the Two Elks roadless area was home to one of the state's largest el
herd calving grounds, and a key watershed for the Eagle River, which providedowate

the small community of Minturn, just down valley from Vail Ski Reédeside its

% The Colorado Department of Wildlife had listed thex as endangered in the state, while federal
authorities considered the cat threatened as defipehe Endangered Species Act. The reason fer thi
difference lay in the fact that nationally the Iywas only threatened, meaning that it faced thedilikod

of becoming endangered, nationally, but in periéxtinction in Colorado.

* Al Knight, “Missing Lynx: Vail Plan Eases Way f@pecies, The Denver PosDecember 14, 1997;
Dustin Solberg, “Locals Protest Vail ExpansioHjgh Country NewsMarch 30, 1998; Tony Perez-Giese,
“The_Missing Lynx,”Denver Westword NewbBlovember 6, 1999.
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impacts on wildlife, expansion opponents pointed to Vail Resort’s planned development
of the 5,000-acre Gillman property adjacent to the Two Elks Area as evidendesthat t
expansion was more about real estate than it was about skiing. Vail Resordssdehie
claims, stating that the expansion was just the completion of the final phaseesdhis r
1986 Master Plan created in conjunction with the Forest Setvice.

Two days after the fires, Vail's local newspaper and the regional Nafortéic
Radio affiliate both received Rogers and Gerlach’s statement claimpansakility for
the arson. News of the email spread quickly, and news stories began to emeligg focus
on a fringe environmental group known as the Earth Liberation Front (ELF) and its
extremist agenda. Colorado Governor Roy Romer declared the fires “an act of
terrorism.” Others agreed, including the FBI who labeled the ELF the largest domestic
terrorist organization in the United Stafdgainstream environmental groups quickly
sought to distance themselves from the blazes and condemned the arsons, but the damage
had already been done. Seemingly overnight, Vail Resorts, the owners of Vadsski,R
went from a greedy corporation exploiting public lands in order to increasesptofda
victim of terrorism. Vail Resort officials quickly exploited the swellwfgoublic
sympathy. “Don’t let the bastards get you down,” Vail Resorts president Bailly

implored a crowd of Vail employees and locals residents at a public meetowjrigl

® James Brooke, “Environmentalists Battle Growt!Skf ResortsThe New York Timedanuary 19, 1999,
A 10.

® The labeling of environmentalists as terroristshmy FBI remains controversial. Many advocates of
groups like the ELF maintain that defining theitiaas as terrorism stretches the bounds of creititigb
and point to the fact that not a single life hasrbost in any action by members of the ELF osisser
group the Animal Liberation Front. FBI officials im#ain that actions such as the Vail Arsons arartje
meant to intimidate through the use of violence. fore discussion on eco-terrorism see: Craig
RosebraughBurning Rage of a Dying Planet: Speaking for thetlE&iberation Front(New York:
Lantern Books, 2004), 236-41; Douglas Lokgpterrorism(New York: Facts on File, 2004), 3-56; Rick
ScarceEco-Warriors: Understanding the Radical Environrmaiovement{Walnut Creek, CA: Left
Coast Press, 2006), 259-85.

" James Brooke, “Suspicious Fires Shed a Light akk Baumblings in Vail, The New York Times
October 21, 1998. A 18.
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the arson&.Environmental groups opposed to the expansion saw their support evaporate.
“The fire really hurt. They turned Vail into a victim, and environmental groups |t

of progress on the issue of ski area expansioasdlled Rocky Smith, former director of

the Colorado Environmental Coalition, on the aftermath of the arsons and their impacts
on public opiniorT.

After setting the fires, Rogers and Gerlach, along with six other msrmabtheir
ELF cell known as “The Family,” remained fugitives until 2004, when, after-gesx-
long investigation, the FBI arrested both along with three others in connection talthe Va
Arsons. Rogers committed suicide in his prison cell shortly after his aneg§&erlach
received a nine-year prison sentence in a federal penitentiary attemagto cooperate
with authorities:’ The arsons cost Vail more than $12 million in damages and $13
million in lost revenues over the next season. Despite these losses, theofiebto be
an unintentional boon to the iconic ski resort. In 2000, Vail opened its Category llI
expansion. Renamed Blue Sky Basin, the new addition included two bowls named after
the resort’s founders Pete Siebert and Earl Eaton, three high-speed skidifis, a
extravagant new Two Elks Lodge 5,000 square feet larger than the ofiginal.

In the end, the Vail arsons, and the fight over the Category Ill expansion that
precipitated them, were merely the continuation of decades of contentious debabe ove
environmental and social consequences of the development of ever-larger ski hesorts, t
growing outdoor recreational industry, and tourism’s role in the management of the

American West's vast public lands. In addition, the development of ski resortisatthgs

8 Allen Best, “Vail Fires Outrage Communityiigh Country NewsNovember 7, 1998.

° Rocky Smith, Former Staff Ecologists for the Caltw Environmental Coalition. Interview by author,
April 14, 2008.

9“Four Are Indicted on Arson Charges in 1998 Fmesa Resort in Vail,New York TimesMay 20, 2006,
A-10.
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broader regional struggles over tourism, urbanization, and the environment in the
twentieth century American West. Each of these factors have held signifitaehces

on U.S. Forest Service management policy, redefining the agency’s mission angd placi

it at the center of a larger cultural battle between the American pubiteisng outdoor
recreational demands and mounting concerns over the environmental impacts of such
demands on the natural worfd.

Once viewed as a secondary use of national forests, outdoor recreation emerged as an

increasingly popular use of national forests and other public lands by the 1920sgcreati

12 Home

what Forest Service Chief Henry Graves termed “a crisis of natiomahtem.
to the vast majority of the nation’s public lands, the region, in effect, becameitrésat
playground. This trend continued in the decades immediately following World War Il, a
activities such as hiking, fishing, camping, and skiing, exploded in popularity asnsilli

of Americans ventured out into their national forests and national parks to hike, camp,

fish, and ski. Public lands became more valuable to the West's expanding urban and

™ Much has been written on the twentieth century Aca@ West. Those | draw from include: Richard
White, “Its Your Misfortune and None of My Own,”: A Newsttiry of the American We@lorman:
University of Oklahoma Press, 1991); Carl Abb®tie Metropolitan Frontier: Cities in the Modern
American WegfTucson: University of Arizona Press, 1993); Walllergent,Into the West: The Story of Its
People(New York: Vintage Books, 1999); William Travislew Geographies of the American West: Land
Use and the Change Patterns of Pl§ééashington D.C.: Island Press, 2008); Carl Abddtiw Cities

Won the West: Four Centuries of Change in WestemthNAmerica(Albuquerque: University of New
Mexico Press, 2008), 186-290. Published in 1957, B@meroy’'sin Search of the Golden Wesas the

first historic investigation of tourism in the Anigain West. The topic remained largely ignored uhsl
1990s with works like Hal RothmanDevil's Bargains.n the decade since the publicatiorDavil's
Bargainsscholarship on tourism has grown much deeper. feve on the history of tourism in the
American West see: Hal Rothmadevil's Bargains: Tourism in the Twentieth-Centd¥est(Lawrence:
University Press of Kansas, 1997); David Wrobel Battick Long, edsSeeing and Being Seen: Tourism
in the American Wegt.awrence: University Press of Kansas, 2001), Mithael DawsonSelling British
Columbia: Tourism and Consumer Culture, 1890-107&ncouver: UBC Press, 2004), Susan Sessions
Rugh,Are We There Yet?: The Golden Age of American yavaitationgLawrence: University Press of
Kansas, 2008). For excellent examples of Tourism{sgact on local communities see: Bonnie Christensen
Red Lodge and the Mythic West: Coal Miners to Comslloawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2002);
and Connie Y. Chiang, Shaping the Shoreline: Fiskand Tourism on the Monterey Coast (Seattle:
University of Washington Press, 2008).

2 Henry Graves, “A Crisis in National RecreatioAfherican ForestryJuly 1920), 391-97.
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suburban population as recreational amenities than as grazing range, timber stands, a
hard rock mines. In this new, post-industrial West, politicians, environmentalists, and
recreationalists wrestled over the social and environmental consequetitesegfion’s
urban and suburban growth and the transition from economies based on extractive
industries such as mining, timber and grazing to those based on tbtrism.

The increasing role of recreational tourism in the economy of West’s himdist|
especially in communities adjacent to the region’s vast public lands, led to ettreas
tensions between recreationalists, environmentalists, and the U.S. Forest Segvithe
environmental and social consequences of outdoor recreation— including increased
wildlife habitat fragmentation, rapid growth, and loss of rural ideftifys activities
such as skiing and hiking grew in popularity through the 1950s and 1960s, a nascent

environmental movement began calling for the preservation of wild Hreas.

31n his seminal workComing of the Post-Industrial Socigspciologist Daniel Bell agued that the shift
from a goods-producing economy to a service-basedamy, along with the pre-eminence of the
professional and technical class, the centralitthebretical knowledge as the source of innovadionh
policy formulation for the society, the controlteEhnology assessment, and the creation of new
intellectual technology embodied the emergencepafsdindustrial economy. In this postindustrial ldor
the measurement of economic well being was detemry quality of life as measured by services and
amenities rather than quantity of goods. Scholacs s historian Hal Rothman, economist Thomas
Michael Power, and geographer William Wyckoff héweher explored the larger ramifications of this
postindustrial transformation in the American Wé&stthman argued that by repackaging cultural images
postindustrial industries such as tourism redefirevalue of place, nature, and identity. Natureobees
not just a source of raw goods, but of experielaces“physic trophies” used to define leisure, placel
perhaps most importantly, identity. See: Daniel Bébming of the Post-Industrial Society: A Venture in
Social Forecastin@nd ed (New York: Basic Books, 1999), 14; Hal Rothm@&myvil's Bargains: Tourism
in the Twentieth-Century Wegtawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1997), hariias Michael Power,
Lost Landscapes and Failed Economies: The Seardch¥alue of Plac€wWashington D.C: Island Press,
1996); William Wyckoff, “Postindustrial Butte Geographical Reviewol. 85 (October, 1995), 478-496.
“ Thomas Michael Power contends that a shift frotreetive industries to service base economiesimill
the long-run lead to the preservation of natunaditecapes, protecting both jobs and the environnBartt.
while service industries like tourism and real estalue natural resources in a fundamentally wfie
manner than timber, grazing, and mining, they briittp them a whole set of environmental issues;esom
old, some new. See: Powénst Landscapes-5.

! On the rise of the modern environmental movemeet Samuel P. HayBeauty, Health, and
Permanence: Environmental Politics in the Unitedt&, 1955-1988New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1987), 13-39; Hal Rothm&aving the Planet: The American Response to thedamrent in the
Twentieth CenturyChicago: Ivan R. Dee, 2000), 131-159; Ted Staiptd2own to Earth: Nature’s Role in
American History(New York: Oxford University Press, 2002), 239-61.
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Recreationalists often joined in the call to end clear cutting and strip mininglas s
actives took away from their aesthetic enjoyment of public lands. But while
environmental groups often sided with recreationalists on issues such as timber and
mining, they often questioned the intensive development of public lands for recreation,
particularly the development of ski resorts. These consequences were profoundly
apparent in the Forest Service’s attempt to balance the public’'s growirzgndéon ski
resorts with environmental concerns over the impacts of ski reSorts.

Ski resorts had been the lighting rod of numerous controversies as early as the 1930s
as seen with the struggle over the proposed development of a ski area in the San
Gorgonio Mountains outside of Los Angeles between skiers and conservation groups.
Such battles only increased following World War Il as downhill skiing grew in
popularity; between 1954 and 1970, lift ticket sales rose by 124 percent in Colorado
alone. As skiing grew in popularity, ski resorts increased in both number arld size.
Controversies such as the rejection of the 1976 Denver Winter Olympics by Colorado
voters in 1972 and the fight four years later over Disney’s proposed development of a ski

resort in the Mineral King Valley just north of Sequoia National Park indicatewimg

16 Charles WilkinsonCrossing the Next Meridian: Land Water, and theufertof the WegMWashington
D.C.: Island Press, 1992), 17-27; William Robbii@eating a ‘New’ West: Big Money Returns to the
Hinterland,”Montana: The Magazine of Western Histd6/(Summer 1996), 66-72tal RothmanpDevil's
Bargains: Tourism in the Twentieth Century AmerivdastLawrence: University of Kansas Press, 1996),
29-49; Ann F. Hyde, “Round Pegs in Square Holeg Rbcky Mountains and Extractive Industry,” in
David Wrobel and Michael Steiner, edglany Wests: Place, Culture, & Regional Idenfitpwrence:
University of Kansas Press, 1997), 93-113; LizahNlias, et al. ed$magining the Big Open: Nature,
Identity, and Play in the New WeStalt Lake City: The University of Utah Press, 200

" Charles Goeldner, et alhe Colorado Ski Industry: Highlights of the 199898 SeasoBoulder:
University of Colorado Graduate School of Businédministration, Business Research Division, 1999),
Charles Goeldner, “Skiing Trends in North Ameridsluntain Resort Development: Proceedings of the
Vail Conference, April 18-21, 199Burnaby, British Columbia: Simon Fraser Universitentre for
Tourism Policy and Research, 1992-20.
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environmental opposition to the development of ski resorts throughout the country,
particularly in the Colorado Rockié¥.

Skiing emerged in Colorado as a means of traveling through the snow covered
mountains during the mid-nineteenth century. Men such as “Father” John Dryer and
Albert Thompson became regionally famous for their exploits delivering mail over
Colorado’s treacherous winter mountains on twelve-foot long wooden skis. Residents in
rural mountain towns such as Steamboat Springs, Crested Butte, and Grandedake us
skiing as a means to get around during the long winter months. Despite this regional
appeal, skiing remained a little known sport until the 1910s when a wave of Scandinavian
immigrants including Carl Howelson, who in 1915 helped form the Steamboat Springs
Winter Sport Club, brought the sport of Nordic skiing with them to Colorado. Ski clubs
flourished throughout the state during the decade, with hundreds competing in weekly ski
jumping contests. But by the late 1920s, Nordic skiing slowly faded in popularity wit
the introduction of downhill, or alpine, skiing. Originating in the Austrian Alps, downhill
skiing proved more accessible to a growing numbers of recreationalists throughout t

country. Unlike Nordic skiing, downhill skiing was much easier to learn and allowed

18 On the fight over San Gorgonio see: Ingrid P. Witleray for Snow: The History of Skiing in Southern
California (Norco, CA: Vasa Press, 2001), 86-103. On therowatsy surrounding Mineral King see: Lary
Dilsaver and William TweedZhallenge of the Big Trees: A Resource Historyeafu®ia and Kings
Canyon National ParkéThree Rivers, CA: Sequoia Natural History Assaoiatinc., 1990), 278-82 and
298-301; Joseph L. SaMountains Without Handrails, Reflections on theiblal Parks(Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press, 1980, 67-70. Onhistory of skiing in North America see: John B.eX|
From Ski to Skiing One Hundred Years of an Amergpart, 1840-194Q0Amherst: University of
Massachusetts Press, 1993); Anne Hyde, “Squarei®&mund Holes: The Rocky Mountains and
Extractive Industry,” in David Wrobel and Michaeker, eds.Many Wests: Place, Culture, and
Regional Identitf{Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1997), 93-Hal RothmanDevil's Bargains:
Tourism in the Twentieth-Century Wéshwrence: University Press of Kansas, 1997); afifliPhilpot,
“Consuming Colorado: Landscapes, Leisure, and theigt Way of Life,” (PhD diss. University of
Wisconsin, Madison, 2002); Abbott Fay History of Skiing in Colorad@Montrose, CO: Western
Reflections, Inc., 2003); Annie Gilbert-Colem&ki Style: Sport and Culture in the RocKieawrence:
University Press of Kansas, 2004); John Hitye Story of Modern Skiir{¢lanover: University of Vermont
Press, 2006); Edward Duke Ritchie, “Living it UpAspen: Post-War America, Ski Town Culture, and the
New Western Dream, 1945-1975" (PhD. Diss. Boultlariversity of Colorado, 2006).
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novices to enjoy the thrill of racing down snow-covered slopes with minimal skill
Downhill skiing quickly spread throughout North America as American tolarsds
European instructors brought the sport to the United States and Canada. By the mid-
1930s, dozens of small ski hills opened throughout Colorado, most in national forests.
Skiing, like all outdoor recreational actives, enjoyed the benefits of Newspeatling
and increased Forest Service efforts at recreational planning. Berthoudrgaably the
most popular ski area of the period, opened in 1937 with a rope tow built with private and
federal funds?

The United States entry into World War 1l slowed the development of the sport
nationally as the war effort limited Americans’ leisure time andtghd travel. But the
war proved to be a boon to Colorado’s ski industry. The creation of tha0ntain
Division, and its subsequent move to Camp Hale outside the railroad town of Pando,
introduced hundreds of the country’s best mountaineers and skiers to the state. Many
returned following the war and helped build Colorado’s most popular ski resorts,

including Arapahoe Basin, Aspen, and \Ail.

9E. John AllenFrom Ski Sport to Skiing: One Hundred Years of Anterican Sport, 1840-1940
(Amherst: The University of Massachusetts Pres33),9Hal Rothman, “Powder Aplenty for Native and
Guest Alike.”Montana(Winter 1998), 3-17; Abbott Fay History of Skiing in Colorad@lontrose, CO:
Western Reflections, Inc., 2003); Annie Gilbert-€uoln,Ski Style: Sport and Culture in the Rockies
(Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2004); JalynThe Story of Modern Skiir{gdlanover: University
of Vermont Press, 2006).

20t is difficult to overstate the impacts of the™ountain Division on the ski industry in Amerida.
Colorado alone, three of the state’s most popidiaresorts were opened by veterans of the famedidiv.
Aspen, Arapahoe Basin, and Vail. Because of thisidiv's impact much has been written on its history
See: H. Benjamin Duke, Jr. “Skiing Soldiers to 8§iEntrepreneurs: Development of the Colorado Ski
Industry,” manuscript. Earl E. Clark Papers, SetieNational Association of f0Mountain Division. Box
1, FF45 Denver Public Library Western History aneh@alogy Department. Denver, Colorado; Hal
Burton, The Ski TroopgNew York: Simon and Schuster, 1971); Peter Sheitimb to Conquer: The
Untold Story of World War II's 10Mountain Division Ski TroopdNew York: Scribner, 2003); Mckay
Jenkinsthe Last Ridge: The Epic Story of America’s Firgiuvitain Soldiers and the Assault on Hitler's
Europe(New York: Random House, 2004); Norma Tadlock JohnSoldiers of the Mountains: The Story
of the 18" Mountain Division of World War i(New York: PublishAmerica, 2005); Charles J. SasdEne
Boys of Winter: Life And Death in the U.S. Ski pe®uring the Second World W@oulder: University
Press of Colorado, 2005).
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Driven by the nation’s growing affluence and urbanization, particularly in the
American West, millions of Americans began venturing ever further ontopihielic
lands to hike, picnic, and even ski following World War Il. Between 1954 and 1975 skier
numbers boomed. In Colorado alone, lift ticket sales jumped from 204,640 in 1955 to
more than 5 million by 1970, a trend that would continue to a greater or lesser extent
throughout the rest of the century. This popularity led to the development of hundreds of
ski areas throughout the state. By the 1970s, the sport of skiing had evolved from a minor
recreational activity into a major industry in the region. As ski areas beslamesorts,
complete with lodging, restaurants, and real estate, they helped drive thizaiiba of
the state’s once isolated communities. Such growth was particularly draoay the

newly constructed Interstate 70 as it passed through the Colorado mothtains.

Colorado Skier Growth, 1954-1999
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2L Charles Goeldner, et alhe Colorado Ski Industry: Highlights of the 199899 SeasoiBoulder:
University of Colorado Graduate School of Businédministration, Business Research Division, 1999),
Charles Goeldner, “Skiing Trends in North Ameridsluntain Resort Development: Proceedings of the
Vail Conference, April 18-21, 199Burnaby, British Columbia: Simon Fraser Universitentre for
Tourism Policy and Research, 1992-R0.
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Today, downhill skiing not only acts as the basis of the economies of the mountain
communities nestled along Interstate 70, but is also plays a central rol@radods
tourism industry. According to the National Ski Areas Association (NSAAjercan
ski resorts host, on average, 52 million skier days annually. Ski resorts within the Roc
Mountain region (Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Utah, Colorado, and New Mexico), rank
number one in skier numbers, attracting 18 million skier days per season. Of those,
Colorado is by far the most popular, with an average of 11 million annual skier days.
California ranks a distant second with 6 million, followed by Utah with 3 million, then
Pennsylvania, Michigan, and Washington, each hosting roughly 2 million anffually.
Such numbers translate into jobs and economic opportunities for each state. Colorado Ski
Country USA, the Colorado ski industry’s trade association, determined that in 2004
alone, the state’s ski industry generated nearly 31,000 jobs and comprised a third of
Colorado’s $7 billion tourist economy. “That says communities and ancillargdasss
directly benefit from resort efforts to attract more folks and incres#ation,” said Rob
Pearlman, President and Chief Executive Officer of Colorado Ski County*YSA.

Ski industry critics counter that focusing on such economic windfalls ignores the
tremendous environmental and social costs of ski resorts. For decades, envirostsientali
have raised concerns over ski resorts’ impacts on wildlife habitat, watelygaad
wilderness. While the development of thousands of acres of national forests asriki res
appears less invasive than strip mining or clear cutting, ski resorts embaodgghe
intensive commercial development of public lands for recreational use throughout the

American West. Vail Ski Resort, the largest resort in the United Stataslsmver

2 National Ski Area Association, and RRC Associatksitke National End of the Season Survey 1999/
2000 Final Report,” (August 2000), 5.
% Chris Walsh, “State Ski Industry A Peak ProducBgtky Mountain New@pril 1, 2004).
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5,000 acres, is serviced by thirty-one ski lifts, four on mountain lodges, 193 trails, and
hosts more than one million skier and snowboarder ski visits a year. Such intensive use
has a dramatic impact on wildlife migration, vegetation, and water qualitgriiatsms

of ski resorts’ impacts on wildlife and water are often secondary to concerngalver
estate development. In his 2002 babkwnhill Slide: Why the Corporate Ski Industry is
Bad for Skiing, Ski Towns, and the Environmgnirnalist and vocal critic of the ski
industry Hal Clifford wrote, “skiing is no longer an end into itself for those loolang t
profit from it; instead [it] has transformed into a come-hither amenity toesl|

estate.? Clifford’s attack reflected larger concerns over the urbanization of trst, We
concerns that stemmed from the region’s post-war economic boom, and became the basis
for mounting environmental criticism throughout the latter half of the twéantietury.

Driven by mass consumption and federal investment, the United States emerged from
World War 1l as the preeminent global military and economic power. This consume
republic placed a high priority on quality of life issues such as open space and
recreational acce$3Increased automobile ownership during the inter-war years led to
greater mobility, drawing thousands to the West’s public lands. The nation’s pent-up
demand for consumer goods and travel redefined the country’s landscapes, palitics a
culture. Immediately following the end of the war, millions of Americandhieitrvad to
visit their national parks and forests. What they found shocked them; wide swaths of
clear-cut forest, decrepit and outdated campgrounds, and a lack of staff to mamage the

Such conditions combined with a growing desire to preserve the nation’s canyons, rivers,

4 Hal Clifford, Downhill slide: Why the Corporate Ski Industry iadBor Skiing, Ski Towns, and the
Environmen{San Francisco: Sierra Club Books, 2002), 8.

% On the role of consumerism in late twentieth cenAmerica see: Liz CoheiGonsumers Republic: The
Politics of Mass ConsumptidiNew York: Vintage Books, 2003).
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and forests helped forge a nascent environmental movement that would comedyo great
shape not only American’s views of nature, but also national and regional glitics.

Over the next several decades, concerns over wilderness, pollution, and open space
played an increasing role in American politics, especially in the Amevitast. With its
burgeoning metropolitan areas and vast public lands, battles over the region’s
environment stood out in stark relief. Conservation groups such as the Wilderness
Society and the Sierra Club became increasingly politically actigaliing for the
preservation of wilderness. The passage of the Wilderness Act of 1964 reflected a
emergent social and political movement that sought to bring greater attenten t
nation’s environmental issues. By the late 1960s, the modern environmental movement
matured to include a wider range of issues. Events such as the Cuyahoga &arat fir
the Santa Barbara oil spill, as well as the ongoing problem of air pollution, helped
transform environmentalism into “a mass movement organized around cleaner air and
water for all, not just in wilderness ared5The environment became front-page news in
many of the nation’s major newspaper and magazines. Books on environmental issues,
most notably Rachel CarlsorSlent Springand Paul and Anne EhrlichThe Population
Bomh became national best sellers, fueling middle class American’s groamagrms
over the environment. The passage of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) i
1970 and both the Clean Air Act and the Clean Water Act reflected Americamshgr

awareness of environmental issues and a belief in legislative sofftions.

% Hal RothmanSaving the Planet: The American Response to thedement in the Twentieth Century

(Chicago: lvan R. Dee, 2000), 87.

" Ted Steinberg)own to Earth: Nature’s Role in American Histdiyfew York: Oxford University Press,
2002), 240.

% Much has been written on the emergence of the@mviental movement in the decades immediately
following World War Il. Most scholars point to Amean’s growing concern over pollution and growth,

along with the nation’s affluence, as causes femttovement’s origins. For more see: Ha3sauty,
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Post-war prosperity also led to widespread growth throughout the country. By the
middle of the 1950s, the majority of American cities experienced rampant growth of
suburbs around their peripheries. But what was initially seen as the futfilvhéhe
American dream of homeownership quickly became viewed as an environmentardisas
Critics decried the pace of suburban growth and the destruction of landscapes for t
construction of “ticky-tacky” houseS.Nowhere was this more apparent than in the West.
Drawn by the old promise of economic prosperity and a higher quality of lifepnsilli
migrated westward in the decades following the war. The region’s meteopolit
population more than doubled between 1940 and 1960. The pace of growth unsettled
many westerners, who watched as rural landscapes quickly transformed intmgpra
housing developments. Such worries led to a political and cultural backlash throughout
much of the West. Californian metropolitan areas continued to lead the region in growth,
as millions moved to the Los Angeles Basin and San Diego area. In Oregon, Governor
Thomas McCall condemned the development of what he termed “sagebrush suburbs,”
and called for limits on growth throughout the state. Similar anti-growth seriinasy
behind the rejection of the 1976 Denver Winter Olympic Games by Colorado voters in
1972 and the later fights over the construction of Interstate 470, Two Forks Dam, and
Beaver Creek Ski resort. Despite such anti-growth sentiments, the \Mgsiilation

continued to expand. Over the next two decades, many of the region’s states ranked

Health, and Permanence: Environmental Politicshia United States, 1955-1985ambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1987), 13-39; John Opafure's Nation: An Environmental History of theitdd States
(Fort Worth: Harcourt Brace College Publishers,&94904-33;Rothmaraving the Planet,31-159;
SteinbergDown to Earth250-57.

29 Written in 1962, Malvina Reynolds’ song “Little Res” was inspired by the sprawling suburban
developments south of her home city of San Franciscthe song Reynolds sung of the conformity of
American life as demonstrated by such developm@ims.song gained broader popularity two years later
when folk sing Pete Seeger released a versionitife'lBoxes” on hisCash Boxalbum. See: Malvina
Reynolds, “Little Boxes,” Omni, 1960.
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among the fastest growing in the nation. Within these states, areasnadgpapublic
lands became prized for their scenic beauty and recreational &tcess.

The growing popularity of outdoor recreation in the early decades of the twentieth
century challenged the Forest Service’s ability to balance the putidiniands for
increased access while at the same time focus on managing timberand. gnareased
car ownership combined with a growing national affluence drew millions into the
hinterlands of western cities such as Denver, Seattle, Los Angeles, anaSaader.
Between 1916 and 1922, national forest visitation increased from an estimated 2.4
million to 6.2 million, producing Forest Service Chief Graves’s national regcneat
crisis3! Within the first decade of the century, an economic and cultural shift began to
emerge throughout the region as service-based industries such as tourisha [gjesater

role in the region’s economy.

30 0On the environmental concerns over the suburbtioizaf the United States see: Kenneth Jackson,
Crabgrass Frontier: The Suburbanization of the gdiStategnew York: Oxford University Press, 1985);
Adam RomeBulldozer in the Countryside: Suburban Sprawl| amel Rise of American Environmentalism
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2001). 093, cultural geographers William Travis, David
Theobald, Geneva Mixon, and Thomas Dickinson relgalseir examination of Western population growth
and land useé\Vestern Futures: A Look into the Patterns of Larseé ldnd Future Development in the
American WestBased upon population and urban growth betweé0 a8d 2000, the group projected that
the West’s population would continue to grow atw@cnfaster pace than the rest of nation. Morengglli
than the report’s future projections, were its majpsrban growth throughout the region beginninthwi

the 1960 census. Each map clearly demonstratedtigant growth of the region’s metropolitan andarur
areas throughout the latter half of the twentiethtary. William Travis, David Theobald, Geneva Mixo
and Thomas DickinsoW/estern Futures: A Look into the Patterns of Larse dnd Future Development in
the American Weg¢Boulder: Center of the American West, 2005).

%L Graves, “A Crisis in National Recreation,” 391.

32 Much has been written on the history of outdoareation in the twentieth century American West.
Those works that | believe best lay out the eaidjohy outdoor recreation in the region includechrird
West SellersPreserving Nature in the National Parks: A Histglew Haven: Yale University Press,
1997; Paul SutteBriven Wild: How the Fight Against Automobiles Latiad the Modern Wilderness
Movemen({Seattle: University of Washington Press, 2002)] Niaher,Nature’s New Deal: The Civilian
Conservation Corps and the Roots of the Americanr&nmental MovemerfNew York: Oxford

University Press, 2008). On the role of recreatiod.S. Forest Service management policy see: Mario
Clawson and Jack Knetsdiconomics of Outdoor Recreati¢Baltimore: John Hopkins Press, 1966);
Glen RobinsonThe Forest Service: A Study in Public Land Managerialtimore: John Hopkins Press,
1975); Charles Wilkinson and H. Michael Andersband and Resource Planning in the National Forests
(Washington D.C.: Island Press, 1987), 334-70; Plt) Conspiracy of Optimism: Management of the
National Forests since World War Twlancoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1994); HdrSteen,The
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This boom in recreational use of national forest challenged the Forest Service’s
ability to meet a changing public perception of national forests. Created in k805, t
Forest Service had focused solely on grazing and timber, believing that manafggme
aesthetic purposed was less economically and politically pragmatic theestiray of
timber and grazing. Gifford Pinchot, the driving force behind the creation of theyagenc
and its first Chief, argued that recreation and preservation of scenic besuty w
detrimental to the wise management of forests and grazing lands. Suchhsdtiefa/ay
within the agency until the late 1910s, when men such as Aldo Leopold and Arthur
Carhart began promoting managerial approaches that included recreation andadcologic
concerns. As outdoor recreation grew in popularity in the post-war period, it became
necessary for the Forest Service to take a broader managerial pbkdylultiple Use
and Sustainable Yield Act of 1960 looked to not only recognize recreation as a use of
national forests, but to utilize national forests in combination that would best ‘imeeet t
needs of the American peopf&Just what those needs were was open to interpretation.
Arguably, timber and grazing remained the primary focus of the Forast&er
throughout the remainder of the twentieth century, but as recreational ussau;re
many Americans came to believe that their enjoyment of the great outdioors

outweighed logging?

U.S. Forest Service: A Histo(geattle: University of Washington Press, 2005n&a P. HaysThe
American People and the National Forests: The Rirshtury of the U.S. Forest ServicRittsburgh:
University of Pittsburgh Press, 2008).

% Multiple Use—Sustained Yield Act, P.L. 86-517. éui2, 1960.

% samuel Hays and Char Miller have written excelktntlies of the conflict of preservation verse inse
the shaping of the Forest Service. Samuel Hagaservation and th€ospel of Efficiency: The
Progressive Conservation Movement, 1890-19R@itsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 199%har
Miller, Gifford Pinchot and the Making of Modern Environrtsism (Washington D.C.: Island Press,
2001). Paul Hirt, Nancy Livingston, Harold Steand Samuel Hays have all written on the struggles
within the Forest Service during the latter halfted twentieth century. Hir€Conspiracy of Optimism
Nancy Livingston Forest Dreams, Forest Nightmares: The Parado®laf Growth in the Inland West
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Between 1945 and 1953, Visits to national forests jumped from 10 million to nearly
35 million. By the end of the century the United States’ national forests hosted, on
average, 200 million visitors a year. In comparison, national parks attractedIR&0 mi
visitors a year and Bureau of Land Management hosted another 60 fifiaoh
numbers underpin the nation’s enormous outdoor recreation industry. According to a
report published by the Outdoor Industry Foundation, outdoor recreation contributes
$730 billion annually to the national economy. In addition, outdoor recreation supports
more than 6.5 million jobs, produces $289 billion in retail sales, $249 billion in travel
related expenditures, and generates $49 billion in annual tax revéiinescombination
of public demand and tremendous economic windfalls make outdoor recreation one of the
most pressing issues in public land management, forcing federal land managem
agencies like the Forest Service to struggle in balancing the growing demnand f
recreation with ecosystem protection and economic pressures for furthepeset.
The most intensive development of public lands for recreational use, ski resorts have long

embodied this struggle for balance.

(Seattle: University Of Washington Press, 1996¢e8{The Forest Servig&samuel HaysWars in the
Woods: The Rise of Ecological Forestry in Amefieatsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 2006).

% United States Department of AgricultuFgrest Service Report in Agriculture Department &epl923
325; National Forest Visitor Use Monitoring Progralational Project Results, January 2000 through
September 2003, http://www.fs.fed.us/recreatiorgpms/nvum/national_report_final_draft.pdf.
Accessed March 13, 2009; http://www.blm.gov/puldBnd_statistics/recreation.htm. Accessed March 13,
20009.

% Qutdoor Industry Foundation, “Active Outdoor Rextien Economy: A 730 Billion Contribution to the
U.S. Economy,” (2007). http://www.outdoorindustmgbmages/researchfiles/RecEconomypublic.pdf?26
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National Forest Recreation Use, 1924-1996
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In the decades following World Il, burgeoning environmental and anti-growth groups
criticized the impacts of ski resorts on the environment such as erodindenhialbitat
and driving the rampant suburbanization of rural areas. Ski resort developers countered
the ski industry’s meteoric growth was simply a reflection of public demand feaised
recreational access to public lands. Caught in the middle, the Forest Senaicedtig
struggled to meet public demands for recreational access. But unlike hiking, fishing, and
other dispersed recreational activities, downhill skiing presented the Bersgce the

increasingly difficult problem of commercial development of public lands for feriva
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gain where pressures to maximize profits collided with demands for further
environmental preservation.

In the following study | spend little time discussing the development of Shrtse
such as Aspen and Steamboat, and outright ignore ski resorts such as Crested Butte,
Durango, and Telluride. There are two reasons for these omissions. One, hwdagssc
have already examined the history of both Aspen and Steamboat, and | do not believe that
| could offer much more to their discussions on the early development of eithesaski re
Two, | wished to underline the important correlation between urban growth and the
development of ski resorts in the American West. While ski resorts that develojed fur
away from metropolitan areas often share similar dynamics—such asvewsies over
real estate, wildlife habitat, and loss of identify—to those located closer, the
environmental and political impacts of ski resorts and recreational use a €leemty
seen in resorts that lie nearer large population centers. The combinationssfaute
affluence creates a potent mixture of increasing demand and rural developméat. Si
dynamics can be seen throughout the West. From Mount Rainer National Park to Park
City, the occurrence of public lands adjacent to urban populations has led to widespread
development and use of these public lands as recreational amenities. For tloesel reas
have focused on the ski resorts along the Interstate 70 corridor as it passés throug

Colorado®

37.0n the evolution U.S. Forest Service recreatiditpsee: Glen RobinsoiThe Forest Service: A Study
in Public Land ManagemeiiBaltimore: John Hopkins Press, 1975), 126-128;idDA. Clary, Timber and
the Forest Servic_awrence: University of Kansas Press), 1986; xha MasterDecade of Change:
The Remaking of Forest Service Statutory Auth@itsing the 1970§Westport, CT: Greenwood Press,
1984) 142-74; HirtConspiracy of Optimisnh2-84 and 125-57; Joseph Arave, “The Forest Servakes
to the Slopes: The Birth of Utah's Ski Industrg éine Role of the Forest Service,”ihah Historical
Quarterly, vol. 70 (November, 2002), 341-55; Steghe U.S. Forest Service: A Histp878-307.

% Other scholars have made similar connections emettreational links between metropolitan poputetio
and their rural hinterlands, For more see: JohmsS8acred Places: American Tourist Attractions in the
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In chapters one and two, | examine the evolution of skiing in Colorado and the
reimagining of Denver’s mountain hinterlands as recreational playgrounds kmttopri
and following World War II. Chapters three and four take a closer look at the
controversies surrounding ski resorts during the 1970, beginning with the fight over the
1976 Denver Winter Olympic Games and the deregulation of the ski industry in 1978.
Finally, chapter five examines the events and causes of the 1998 Vail Araomse that
the changing economic and regulatory realities facing the ski industry durih§86e
led to a period of ski resort consolidation, creating what has been best describbed as a
arms race among ski resorts over who could provide the most terrain, fastdiét, cmeir
most extravagant amenities in order to increase profits. No single resmdiech this
more than Vail Ski Resort. The arsons brought a close to over a half-century diestrugg
over the development of ski resorts in Colorado.

In 1998, Michael Berry, President of the National Ski Areas Association, cotadje
“The public expects that their recreational needs will be met, whetseskiing,
backpacking, or even bird watching, and they have every right to exp&aviade just
weeks after the Vail Arsons, Berry’'s comments underlined the cultural andracc
importance of outdoor recreation in the West. Americans have come to believe that
access to public lands for recreation is a right and are outraged at any msinuitte

way of their enjoying the great outdoors, be it hiking, four wheeling, or skiing. Whole

Nineteenth Centur§New York: Oxford University Press, 1989); Cindyolr, Working at Play: A History

of Vacations in the United Stat@dew York: Oxford University Press, 1999); Theod@atton,National
Park, City Playground: Mount Rainer in the Twertti€entury(Seattle: University of Washington Press,
2006); Lincoln Bramwell “Wilderburbs: Nature, Culey and the Rise of Rural Development in the Rocky
Mountain West, 1960-2000,” (PhD diss. UniversityNgfw Mexico, 2007). On the history of Aspen see:
RothmanDevil's Bargains 205-367 ; Gilbert-Colemaigki Style117-81; William Philpott, “Consuming
Colorado: Landscapes, Leisure, and the Tourist @fayfe,” (PhD diss. University of Wisconsin,
Madison, 2002), 32-96; Edward Duke Ritchie, “LivilndgJp in Aspen: Post-War America, Ski Town
Culture, and the New Western Dream, 1945-1975” (HDiBs. Boulder: University of Colorado, 2006).

% «“Concerned Citizens Commentligh Country NewsDecember 7, 1998.
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communities rely on the tourist dollars brought in by recreation, which shaped local
economies and defined the relationship between the West's metropolitan and rural
regions. As millions venture into their public lands to hike, hunt, picnic, and ski, many
Americans voice grave concerns over the condition of those lands. The growth of ski
resorts in Colorado reflects this dichotomy. On one hand, public demand for skiing has
continually grown over the past eighty years, while at the same timesmgeambers

of Colorado residents had become critical over the impacts of ski resorts on the
environment. The debate between the two has not only shaped Colorado’s economy and
politics, but demonstrates the complexities that emerged in the American West

throughout the twentieth century.
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CHAPTER ONE
THE BIRTH OF COLORADO SKI COUNTRY

Crossing the Continental Divide at 11,307 feet above sea level, heavy snows often
closed Berthoud Pass during Colorado’s long winters making travel over the divide
impossible. The opening of the Moffat Tunnel in 1928 had opened Colorado’s Western
Slope to increase winter travel, replacing the numerous mountain passes, which like
Berthoud Pass, were often impassable during the winter. Winter travel soged¢han
when, in 1931, the Colorado Department of Highways began maintaining U.S. Highway
40 over the Berthoud Pass year round, allowing automobile access to the top of the
mountain pass some sixty miles from Denver and its growing suburbs during the long
winter months for the first timeDenver drivers quickly took advantage of the ability to
drive to the top of the pass to ski and play on the pass’s snow covered summit. But the
lack of facilities, including an adequate winter shelter, led to a clamfmirgyeater
development of the pass, and Forest Service officials responded to the increasing use
the area by planning “a winter play-ground” on the pass summit. “The ForesteS®as
been at work for more than two years on plans for development of a winter play-ground
in that area.” noted ori@enver Posarticle in 1932, “All that is holding up the proposed
project is a lack of funds to work wit."Funding issues were soon solved by securing

of Works Progress Administration (WPA) monies with which the Forest Serang al

! Robert Black]sland in the Rockies: The Pioneer Era of Grand @g(Granby, CO: County Printer,

Inc., 1969), 386. Black cited cost as the reasoihi® Department of Highway’s decision to plow Berid
Pass, arguing that forced plowing during the sptingpen the pass cost far more than maintainiagabd
throughout the winter months. Despite year-rounihteaance of Berthoud Pass, he argued that
automobile access to the Western Slope remainedutigislow in coming. The lack of adequate roads
long plagued the region, leaving it relatively &eld until the 1970s with the construction of Istate 70.
See chapter three for further discussion on therstdate and its impacts on Western Colorado.

2«ski Mecca for Nation is Started: First SheltersRerthoud Pass Begun by US Forest Service,” Cotora
Alberg Club: newspaper clippings 1932. Papers. ¥fadtlistory and Genealogy Department, Denver
Public Library, Denver, Colorado.
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with the City of Denver combined in purchasing an aging World War | barracks as a
“lodge” for the burgeoning ski area.

Even with such rudimentary facilities, Berthoud Pass quickly grew in popularity. |
1937, the May Company, a Denver department store, helped finance the installation of
the state’s first rope tow on Berthoud. Composed of a long rope looped over two pulleys
typically run by a car or tractor motor—rope tows provided the first uphill trategjmor
for skiers—making skiing much more accessible and popular. No longer having to
trudge their way to the top of a ski run, skiers simply skied down, grabbed hold of the
rope, an exercise that often proved much more difficult than it sounded, and were pulled
to the top. The rope tow drew hundreds of skiers from the Front Range every weekend.
“Denver people are suddenly awaking to the fact that within almost an hour'dreasy
from the city there lays one of the biggest assets in Colorado—an ideal winter sport
center,” and “many ardent enthusiasts continue to ski on the receding snowriiglds
mid-summer,” observedRocky Mountain Newgporter in 1937.By the end of the
decade, Berthoud was among the most popular ski destinations in the state,gattractin
23,500 skiers by the winter of 1939-1940.

Berthoud Pass’s growth reflected skiing’s growing popularity throughout trieduni
States during the 1930s. In New England, thousands made their way to ski are@s via tra
in Vermont, New Hampshire, and New York every weekend. The same was true in
California, where the opening of Wawona Tunnel in Yosemite National Park led to the
development of Badger Pass Ski Area in 1933. Further south in California, Lake

Arrowhead ski area opened in 1932 in the San Gorgonio Mountains due in large part to

% ward White, “Denverites Awaken to Berthoud ResesrtRocky Mountain New®ecember 19, 1937.
* Denver Ski Patrol Ninth Annual Accident Report4691947 Charles Minot Dole Papers, Box 2, FF25.
Western History and Genealogy Department, Denvbti®Library, Denver, Colorado.
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the sport’s rising popularity among Los Angeleans. Members of Utah’s A§kn€lub
convinced state officials to plow the road through Big Cottonwood Canyon in 1937,
opening access to the state’s Wasatch Front. Built using WPA funds, Mount Hood'’s
Timberline Lodge opened in 1938 in the Cascades. The Union Pacific Railroad
developed Sun Valley, the first true destination ski resort, in 1936.

Skiing's rise in popularity during the 1930s reflected Americans’ largeraoalof
outdoor recreation during the first half of the twentieth century. Fueled by iadreas
leisure time and growing automobile ownership, outdoor recreation blossomed
throughout the nation as millions Americans ventured into their city parks, public
beaches, national parks, and national forests to sight see, hike, fish, swim, picnic, and
ski. In 1920, Forest Service Chief Forester Henry Graves identifieavidespread and
spontaneous movement for outdoor recreation” as a pressing nation&lBetueen
1916 and 1922, national forest visitation alone increased from an estimated 2.4 million
to 6.2 million! Similarity, the creation of the National Park Service in 1916 reflected
American’s growing appreciation nature for not only its natural resourcdsrbts
scenic wonders and recreational opportunities. Arguably, the first National Parks
Yellowstone and Yosemite, were created as much for recreational oppegdmitthe

affluent as for the preservation of their scenic wonders. As MargueriteSaigues,

® For more on skiing’s early history in the Unitet®s see: John Frjhe Story of Modern Skiing in
America(Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 200&23; E. John B. AllenThe Culture and
Sport of Skiing From Antiquity to World War(Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 2082
32. On skiing in Southern California see: Ingridicken,Pray For Snow: The History of Skiing in
Southern CalifornigNorco, CA: Vasa Press, 2001). On Badger Pasd semln Bramwell et. al., “The
Yosemite Way: An Administrative History of YosemNational Park” (Unpublished manuscript, 2009),
207-11. On Timberline Lodge see: Theodore Catt@tiddal ParkCity Playground: Mount Rainier in the
Twentieth CenturySeattle: University of Washington Press, 2006%-120.

®Henry Graves, “A Crisis in National RecreatioAfherican ForestryJuly 1920), 391.

"Ibid., 392; National Forest Recreation Use, 1928619U.S. Forest Service History
http://www.foresthistory.org/ASPNET/policy/RecreatiRecreationVisitors.aspx Assessed November 2,
2009,
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promotional campaigns sold National Parks as sacred spaces in which Amertean visi
in order to discover the “real” America. As increasing numbers of Americaited/i
their ever-expanding national parks, environmental concerns began t8 arise.

As Americans came to reimagine nature through their recreationatiastiso too
did the relationship between cities and their surrounding regions change through the
transformation of rural hinterlands into urban playgrounds. Recreational desires
combined with the era’s growing consumerist culture and the automobile not a@hly lea
to the creation of national parks such as Mountain Rainier, Rocky Mountain, and
Yosemite, but more widely the use and development of national forests. But while
National Parks like Rocky Mountain and Yosemite attracted thousands of vesigygs
year, the majority of American’s sought recreational opportunitiegrctodhome within
their national forests. Visiting a national park often took weeks of planning and travel,
while national forests were often within a half-day’s drive for many livingtiasc
throughout the American Wes$t.

This was particularly true of Denver, where four national forests and Rocky

Mountain National Park all lay within an hour’s drive from the city. In 1909, Denver

8 Mark Sellars chronicles the rise, and subsequehof ecological science in the National ParkvBer
during the 1920s and 1930s. He and other histodemse that landscape architects, park superintesde
and Park Directors Stephen Mather and Horace Albegiphasized recreation over natural resources
during the period. Marguerite S. Shaff8ge America First: Tourism and National Identit38@-1940
(Washington D.C.: Smithsonian Institution Pres9)D04-7; Richard West SellaBreserving Nature in
the National ParkgNew Haven: Yale University Press, 1997), 16-2Zred Runte,Yosemite: The
Embattled Wildernesd.incoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1990), 1@&.

° Historians have long debated the growing rivakyeen the National Park Service and the U.S. Eores
Service over the issue of recreation. Hal Rothnmigned that the root of the two agencies competiticih
one another lay in the fact that each viewed landagement in fundamentally different manners. The
older of the two agencies, the Forest Service dwn the scientific management of timber and grazi
resources, while the Park Service focused on lmgldilarger constituency through the twentieth wsnt
ideal of recreation. Ironically, the national fasebecame much more popular as recreational plapgso
than did national parks in large part to the prairto the West's growing cities. See: Hal Rothmgh,
Regular Ding-Dong Fight:’ The Dynamics of Park Seev Forest Service Controversy During the 1920s
and 1930s,” in Char Miller edAmerican Forests: Nature Culture, and Politigsawrence: University
Press of Kansas, 1997), 118-119.
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boosters began promoting the idea of building a system of mountain parks to draw
greater numbers of visitors to the city. Over the next three decades, bDailtvene of

the most expansive park systems in the nation. As Denver built its mountain parks,
thousands began venturing into the city’s neighboring national forests, and Rocky
Mountain National Park. The completion of U.S. Highways 40 and 6 during the 1920s
connected the state’s mountains with Denver opened the mountains to both tourists and
Front Range residents alike creating a boom in access in popularity. Thiagrowi
popularity placed Denver at the center of an ever-expanding recreational,empire

that the city sought to exploit economically by using it to attract visitonsvérés

surrounding mountains and parks became what U.S. Forest Service landscape architect
Arthur Carhart would later term a recreational factory, producingegreegalth for both

the city and the state in the form of tourist dolf&rBut it was not only tourists who

took advantage of these growing recreational opportunities. Denver residentsyiéthong
those from the city’s fast growing suburbs, came to view the city's neaybgtains as
playgrounds in which to hike, sightsee, picnic, and even ski. The popularity of such
recreational activities redefined the relationship between Denver andutgtain

hinterlands both culturally and economically during the first half of the twlntie

century™

10 Arthur Carhart, “Denver’s Greatest Manufacturidgr®,” Municipal Facts MonthlySeptember—October
1921), 3.

™ In The Country and the CitRaymond Williams argues that the imagined cotgrastween the city and
the county by English writers reinforced culturahstruction of the country as a natural Eden aactity
as places of loss and capitalistic exploitationlligfh Cronon discusses this cultural dichotomy kestw
the city and what he termed as nature, as oppos@édlliams’ country, arguing that cities are intioally

a part of nature rather than something apart fratare. HisNature's Metropolidraces the environmental,
cultural, and economic links between Chicago asdutrounding rural region. William Robbins and Ysra
Brechin add an additional aspect to the city regldtionship, each pointing out the capitalistievpo cities
exerted over their hinterlands. Outdoor recreatic@aw along similar lines, with cities exploitingetimatural
beauty and landscapes of their hinterlands in ptimgaourism. Raymond Williamg,he Country and the
City (New York: Oxford University Press, 1973), 289dafilliam CrononNature’s Metropolis: Chicago
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Skiing was a part of American’s growing love affair with outdoor reavaaturing
the opening decades of the twentieth century. First introduced by Europeanantmigr
to the American West in the nineteenth century as a means to travel duriegitmésr
long winters, by the turn of the century, skiing had grown into an increasingly popular
winter sport throughout the region’s intermountain areas. Ski jumping emerged as a
popular winter sport throughout many of Colorado’s rural mountain communities during
the 1910s, with ski clubs springing up throughout the state and the rest of the Mountain
West. In addition, mountain communities such as Hot Sulphur Springs and Steamboat
Springs began holding winter carnivals with ski jumping competitions. In the 1920s, the
introduction of newer techniques and improved equipment made downhill skiing much
more accessible and popular to a wider range of participants than its Norcliogs-
country) predecessor. By the late 1920s, hundreds of small rope-tow-serviced ski hill
operated throughout Colorado, including Denver's Genesee Park.

Denver’s growing population, and the increasing popularity of skiing and greater
access to mountain areas helped led to the opening of Berthoud Pass and Winter Park
Ski Area during the late 1930s. The state highway department’s decision to &&gin y
round maintenance of Berthoud Pass beginning in 1931 lured growing numbers of skiers
to the pass’s summit throughout the 1930s, quickly making Berthoud Pass among the
most popular ski destinations within the state. At the same time, the completion of the
Moffat Tunnel in 1928 opened the western side of Berthoud Pass to skiers, leading to the

development of Winter Park Ski Area in 1939. A part of Denver’s vast mountain parks

and the Great WegNew York: W. W. Norton and Company, 1991), 6-7illldm Robbins,Colony and
Empire: The Capitalist Transformation of the AmaridNes{Lawrence: University Press of Kansas,
1994); Gray Brechinmperial San Francisco: Urban Power, Earthly RBerkeley: University of
California Press, 1999).
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system, Winter Park was the creation of the city’s park manager Georgeérand

other city boosters, including members of the Alberg Ski Club, who had purchased
property near the Moffat Tunnel’s West Portal in the mid-1930s and who stood to gain
from the development of a city-owned ski area nearby. Winter Park quickly beceme

of the most popular ski areas in the state, attracting thousands of Denver sdsidsnt
slopes every weekend. By 1941, ski areas such as Berthoud Pass and Winter Park sat a

the beginning of Colorado's ski country developntént.

A Gateway into the Mountains

On a cold February day in 1909, newly elected Denver mayor Robert W. Speer stood
before a small crowd at the Denver YMCA to give a speech on his vision of tree city’
future. He spoke of a city of parks, open vistas of the snow-capped Rocky Mountains,
and tree-lined boulevards radiating outward from the city’s center. Looking towsrd thi
future, Speer announced his desire for the creation of a mountain park that would lie
within twenty-five miles of the city where “[T]he masses could spend hapsyatal
feel that some of the grandeurs of the Rocky Mountains belong to tfi@ine’ idea of
constructing a mountain park quickly took hold, and by the following summer three
separate committees formed to pursue of the idea of creating not just one park, but also
an entire system of mountain parks. Composed mostly of local business interests and
politicians, the three groups combined in 1912 to create the Mountain Parks Committee

of the Commercial Bodies. In its first report on the need for a park system inrBenve

12 Abbott Fay A History of Skiing in Colorad(Vontrose, CO: Western Reflections, Inc., 2003} bfal
Rothman, “Powder Aplenty for Native and Guest Alikiglontana(Winter 1998): 3—-17.

13 Eagle Valley EnterpriséMaking Denver City Beautiful,” February 25, 1909n Robert Speer and his
role in the creation of Denver’'s mountain park® kgle DoresettThe Queen City: A History of Denver
(Boulder, CO: Pruett Publishing Company, 1977),-88 William Wilson,The City Beautiful Movement
(Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 19834-253.
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nearby mountains, the committee proclaimed that the mountain parks were “Benver
chance to open a gateway into the mountains, and take the lead in making Colorado
more attractive to tourists than Switzerlard.”

The following year Denver passed a mill levy increase and quickly set about
purchasing land in the nearby foothills to build the city’'s mountain parks. With the
passage of the special mill levy in 1912, the Mountain Parks Committee hired renowne
landscape architect Fredrick Law Olmsted Jr. to assess Denver’s fatbys as
potential parks. In his initial report submitted that July, Olmsted noted “Theveela
value to the city of such tracts is in part determined by the natural charntreass f
each, and in part by the relative ease with which they may be redéfét:true value
of the city’s hinterlands, he argued, came from their natural beauty anderelat
proximity to the city’s population. Such an idea was revolutionary. As the comamerc
and transportation hub of the Rocky Mountain region, Denver had long prospered by
exerting control over the surrounding region’s vast wealth. But the recrdaindnzg
of the city with its mountain hinterlands offered a new model of economic control and
urban development. City business leaders and politicians believed that the creation of
mountain parks system would attract tourists to the city, and thus bolster revdmies. T
new parks did much more than that. They also helped expand Denver residents’ regional

identity by drawing the hinterlands into their sphere of experience and irdltfeBuer

1 Warwick M. Downing, “How Denver Acquired Her Cefaled Mountain Parks: A Condensed History of
the Building of America’s Most Unique Park Systerltinicipal Facts(March—April 1931): 14.

15 park Commission, Denver Colorado Mountain Parleqd® on Land Recommended for Acquirement to
Accompany Plan Number 58, Olmsted Brothers, BrawkIMA, January 20, 1914. Denver Department of
Parks and Recreation Papers. Box 1, FF2. Westatoidiand Genealogy Department, Denver Public
Library, Denver, Colorado.

18 Other cities attempted similar projects duringpleeiod with greater and lesser success. As Greg Hi
and William Deverall point out about Los Angelefdied Olmstead-Bartholomew Plam1930, as well as
similar projects in Boston, New York, Louisville,a8hington D.C., and Kansas Citgmonstrated a

30

www.manaraa.com



the next two decades, Denver officials began developing the city’s mountain park syst
by acquired 1,200 acres surrounding Genesee Mountain. Other parks soon followed,
with several wealthy Denver residents donating small parcels of langglimgIBergen

Park in 1915, and Starbuck Park in 1916. By the end of the 1920s, Denver’'s mountain
parks were drawing nearly half a million visitors annually. But rather thethbusands

of tourists the city’s businesses hoped to attract, the majority of the paiks’swgere

local residents’

The man at the center of Denver’'s mountain parks system was its mayor. Robert
Speer first moved to Pueblo in 1878, seeking respite from tuberculosis. After regoverin
from his iliness, the young Speer then moved to Denver where he found work first as a
carpet salesman and later in real estate. His election as ckyrclE884 began a
political career that would span over the three decades, and help define Denveliils place
the Mountain West. By 1904, Speer served as Denver’s postmaster, member of the
Denver Fire and Police Board, police commissioner, fire commissioner, atig dimia
president of the Denver Board of Public Works. Through it all, he formed relationships
with the city’s more dubious characters, including notorious madams, gamblers, and
saloonkeepers, as well as most of the city’s police, fire, and public works e&agloy

Many of the city’s workers owed their jobs to Speer, who as police and fire

growing desire by city governments to impose greatéer over urban landscapes by developing parks f
boom populations during the progressive era, thdaghof those plans scope of Denver’'s Mountain Park
System. On the planned park movement during tHg weentieth century see: Greg Hise and William
Deverall,Eden By Design: The 1930 Olmstead-Bartholomew Riathe Los Angeles Regi¢Berkeley:
University of California Press, 2000), 7-22.

" The November issue of Municipal Facts noted, “aitgh there was an enormous increase in the number
of machines and people entering the Denver MourRaiks, there was a decrease in the number offeut-o
state cars.” City officials estimated that only@@cent of all automobiles passing through mountaitks
were registered out-of-state. Such figures led ntarbelieve that while the mountain parks were@sss
that a national park was needed to draw more ostaié tourists to the region. “Travel in Mount&arks
Increased Heavily,” Municipal Facts (November 19183.

31

www.manaraa.com



commissioner had turned a blind eye to violations by local brothels and saloons, earning
the loyalty of each group. Speer also had a strong following among Derliter’s e
whom he catered to by promoting the construction of parks and by keeping their
neighborhoods free of the less desirable segments of Denver’s sBaMtii. such
broad support, he won Denver’'s mayorship in 1904, serving two terms before losing his
bid for a third in 1912. He later won a third term, dying in office in 1918.

Denver grew tremendously during Speer’s first years in office, its populabos m
than doubling between 1900 and 1910. City officials struggled to keep up with growing
demands for sewers, water, and other amenities. Faced with escalating prcdnlised
by the city’s growth, Speer adopted a political philosophy he articulatguaggessive
along conservative lines.” Speer asserted that he had no problem with monopolies as
long as they paid their fair share to the city. He secured a deal from the &yamw
Company that allowed the transportation corporation to build and run a streetear syst
for the annual payment of $60,000, which went towards the beautification of the city’s
parks and streets. Such profitable deals were common during Speer’s ternoaamday
with the city used its gains to build projects such as the Denver’s Civic Cenyer, Ci
Auditorium, plant of hundreds of trees along city streets, and, of course, corsruct t

mountain park$’

% bid., 3.

19 On the life of Robert Speer, see Charles A JohrBenver's Mayor Speer: The Forgotten Story of
Robert W. Speer, the Political Boss with a Rathesayory Machine Who Transformed Denver into One of
the World’s Most Beautiful Citig®enver: Green Mountain Press, 1969); Phil GoadsRobert Speer's
Denver: 1904-1920, The Mile High City in the Praggiwe EraDenver: Denver New Social Publications,
2004). On Speer’s role in the creation of Denvbtauntain Parks, see Lyle W. Doreséthe Queen City:

A History of Denve(Boulder: Pruett Publishing Company, 1977), 121-a8f1 William Wilson,The City
Beautiful Movemen(Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 198%9.1

% Dorsett, The Queen Cityl22.
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Despite his role in their creation, the idea of Denver’'s mountain parks syseem wa
not Speer’s. Rather, it was city business owners who struck upon the idea of developing
scenic drives through the nearby foothills as a way to draw tourists toythgman his
reelection in 1908 Speer quickly grabbed a hold of the idea, knowing that by promoting
the development of parks he could secure the votes of Denver’s business elites. After
1910 Speer continued to push the idea of mountain parks after touring Europe, where he
became fascinated with the physical and political structure of Gerities) th a speech
following his return home, he declared to the audience that if Denver were a German
city it would acquire “a large mountain park, and a ribbon strip would be annexed to
Denver, connecting the city to the park, upon which a shaded drive and electric road
would be constructed?® Over the next year, Speer worked tirelessly to gain approval of
a property tax increase in order to begin the purchase and development of a mountain
park system. The first property acquired for the system was a 1,200-amk par
surrounding Genesee Mountain, but a road to the top of Lookout Mountain was built
first. The road was later extended to the top of Genesee Mountain, allowingstsdtori
travel between the two parks. Other parks soon followed, with several wealtthgrDe
citizens donating small parcels of land, including Bergen Park in 1915, Starbuck Park in
1916, and Daniels Park in 19%7.

To help design the city’s parks and roadways Speer hired the Olmsted Brothers
Landscape Firm in 1913. Inheriting the firm from their father Fredémek Olmsted,

John Charles and his half-brother Frederick Law Olmsted Jr. rose in promagence

national leaders in landscape design during the opening decades of the twemttigth ce

2 Quoted in WilsonThe City Beautiful Movemerit84.
22 See Denver Parks and Recreation Department Re@®usss 27—30. Western History and Genealogy
Department, Denver Public Library, Denver, Colorado
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The more famous of the two brothers, Olmstead Jr., graduated from Harvard in 1894
before joining his father’s firm. He later returned to Harvard as a posfe§tandscape
architecture and became a founding member, and later president, of thealhmer
Society of Landscape Architects. In 1910, Olmsted was approached by J. Horace
McFarland, a leader of the city beautiful movement and president of the Améiic
Association, for advice on creating an agency to better manage the natiGsalQpaar
the next six years the two corresponded about their concerns over the coinmercia
development of the national parks and the need for a strong centralized agency to
manage them. Their efforts, along with those of several others, helped lead to the
creation of the National Park Service in 1916. Olmsted’s contribution to the new agency
came in the form of a few words within the National Park Service Organithaict
shapes the agency’s mandate and the debate between conservation and use for
generations to come. Olmstead envisioned the purpose of the National Park Service “
conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wildgfa tret to
provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as will leave
them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generatiéh3é Olmsted, the national
parks, and more broadly all parks, needed to frame nature for the consumption of visitors
through the development of a system of roads, trails, and other facilities in ordst to be
preserve natural and scenic areas. It was this thinking that Olmsted b Dgimver*

In Denver, Olmsted found a raw canvas on which to paint his vision of a modern

city. In his initial report on the potential of Denver’s nearby mountains to seperles

% National Park Service Organic Act, 1916 (U.S.{lle 1.6, sec. 1).

24 On the Olmsted brothers, particularly Fredericki@lmsted Jr., see Ethan Canilderness by Design:
Landscape Architecture and the National Park Ser(liencoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1995,
69 and 184; Charles Birnham, Robin Karson, Nati®@ak Service Historic Landscape Initiative, Inc.
History, Pioneers of American Landscape Desflew York: McGraw Hill, 2000), 13 and 272.
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Olmsted concluded that “the district most suitable for a mountain park systeémfwes
Denver lies south of Clear Creek, east of the Pike National Forest, and north of the
southern limits of the Bear Creek and Turkey Creek watersheds. The reddtiedo the
city of such tracts is in part determined by the natural charm and fithesshpfamd in
part by the relative ease with which they may be reacheétb’provide the access
Olmsted deemed necessary, Denver began a road-building campaign, cogstructi
hundreds of miles of new road over the next several y@ars.

By 1912, the automobile was radically redefining Americans’ understanding of
nature. As historian David Louter notes, the automobile helped reinvent the nineteenth-
century idea of nature as a product of America’s cultural achievements anaya gés
the nation’s disappearing wilderness for a modern, mobile audiéfibe. automobile
reflected the Progressive Era’s belief that nature and technology coukhdedb
together to create a new aesthetic understanding of the natural worldcd@ads
architects such as Olmstead Jr. and Thomas Vint designed roads in Yosemite,
Yellowstone, and Glacier National Park that framed each park’s scenic weémaergh
the windshield of the automobile. Thus, the automobile became a tool in which
American’s came to interact with the natural world, redefining it and thless And
nature increasingly became a commodity that could be consumed through the use of the
automobile. By visiting national parks, national forests, and even Denver’'s mountain

parks, Americans expressed their identity through their visitation. The auterbokil

% park Commission, Denver Colorado Mountain Parlepd® on Land Recommended for Acquirement to
Accompany Plan Number 58, Olmsted Brothers, BroekIMA, January 20, 1914.

% Denver Department of Parks and Recreation PaBers1, FF2. Western History and Genealogy
Department, Denver Public Library, Denver, Colorado

2" David LouterWindshield Wilderness: Cars, Roads, and Nature ashihgton’s National Parks

(Seattle: University Press of Washington, 2006), 4.

35

www.manaraa.com



created and expressed American’s growing consumerist and leisureyidetitiy as

both a tool and an expression of self-iderfity.

Recreation in the National Forests

Along with the popularity of Denver’'s Mountain Parks, Colorado’s national forest
experienced millions of visitors beginning in the late 1910s. Prior to World War |, the
Forest Service had viewed recreation as a secondary use of national fobestiinate
to grazing and timber. The reasons for the Forest Service’s disregacdeaiticen were
twofold. First, prior to World War |, few Americans owned automobiles, which meant
few had the ability travel at will to nearby national forests. Insteadathead played a
central role in the period’s development of recreation, linking the nation’s urbanscenter

with national parks such as Yellowstone, as well as resorts an&f $pass not until

% Much has been written on the role of the autoneoinilAmerican history, particularly on the
automobile’s transformative role in defining natusee: Earl Pomeroin Search of the Golden West: The
Tourist in Western Americ@New York: Knopf, 1957; reprint, Lincoln, Nebraskaniversity of Nebraska
Press, Bison Book Edition, 1990), 146-51; C¥vilderness by Desigri1-54; ShafferSee America First,
131-68; Paul SutteBriven Wild: How the Fight Against Automobiles Labed the Modern Wilderness
Movemen{Seattle: University of Washington Press, 2002)43; Louter Windshield Wildernes$-10.

On the Progressive Era, see Richard Hofstaditex,Age of Reform from Bryan to FIRew York:

Vintage Books, 1955); Robert H. Wiellhe Search for Order, 1877-1980ew York: Harper Collins,
1967); Michael McGerrA Fierce Discontent: The Rise and Fall of the Pexgive Movement in America,
1870-192(QNew York: The Free Press, 2003). Sociologist i€@ampbell provides an explanation on the
cultural connection between production and consianph the creation of identity. Campbell arguestth
consumers both consumer and produce the meanmgadd, which both informs and creates identity.
Jackson Lears make a similar argument, statingdeatity came to be defined through consumption
beginning in the late nineteenth century. | wislbtidd on this argument insomuch as to link the
consumption of nature through recreation in thative of identity during the twentieth century, amuv
this consumption redefined both identity and nat@ain CampbellThe Romantic Ethic and the Spirit of
Modern ConsumerisifOxford: Blackwell Publishers, 1987), 6-9; Jacké@ars,Fables of Abundance: A
Cultural History Of Advertising In Amerid@dNew York: BasicBooks, 1994), 379-414.

#The study of tourism in the early twentieth centisrgn ever-expanding field. Most scholars note bmsv
consumptive nature of tourism reflected the pesagtowing consumerist culture. Earl Pomerdy's
Search of the Golden Wesued that tourism, and tourists, helped defieeWest in the opening decades
of the century. In comparison, Marguerite Shaffguad that tourism reinforced American’s national
identity through the experience of visiting distime American landscapes. Some of the seminal wonks
tourism during the late nineteenth and early tveghtcentury include: Pomeroly Search of the Golden
West John Searssacred Places: American Tourist Attractions in iieeteenth CenturgAmherst:
University of Massachusetts Press, 1999); Shaffee, America FirstCindy Aron,Working at Play: A
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the introduction of widespread automobile ownership, that recreation truly besame a
issue for the Forest Service. Second was the strongly held belief by theSerkese’s
progressive founders that the sole purpose of the agency was the efficienemamiag
of the nation’s forests and grasslands for timber and grazing. A cultureezhvathin
the agency that promoted timber above all else, closely followed by geaming
mining>°

Following the end of World War I, outdoor recreation dramatically increased on
national forests nationwide from an estimated 2.4 million in 1916 to 6.2 million in 1922,
most of which occurred in national forests within close proximity of the regiorNgritr
cities3! With no recreational mandate, the Forest Service struggled to construaya poli
on how best to manage the millions of recreationalists ventured ever farther iot@hati
forests. Henry Graves, the Forest Service’s second chief foresteoydedged as early
as 1919 the importance of recreation in the management of national forests, but the
agency struggled to view recreation as a commodity alongside timber amd)gFar
many within the agency the distinction between economic activity and pleasure was
fundamental; planning for recreational activities took away from the F8egsgice’s
primary objective of providing sustainable forestry and grazing on the napioblis

lands. But the Forest Service could not ignore the reality of millions gsifational

History of Vacations in the United Sta{®&ew York: Oxford University Press, 2001).

30 Samuel Haye<Conservation and the Gospel of Efficiency: The Reegive Conservation Movement
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1958), 71¥¥8tiam Rowley, U.S. Forest Service Grazing and
Rangelands: A HistorgCollege Station: Texas A&M University Press, 1983avid Clary,Timber and
the Forest Servic_awrence: University Press of Kansas, 1986); MdramgstonfForest Dreams, Forest
Nightmares: The Paradox of Old Growth in the InlaN@st(Seattle: University of Washington Press,
1995); Char Miller, edAmerican Forests: Nature Culture, and Polit{tsawrence: University Press of
Kansas, 1997).

3LE. A. Sherman, “Use of the National Forests ofWst for Public RecreationProceedings of the
Society of the American Forestena. XI (July 1916): 293-96.
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forests every year, and by 1921, William Greely, Graves’s successortasathef the
Forest Service, declared recreation a major use of national fifrests.

The hiring of Arthur Carhart in 1919, along with the growing bureaucratic struggle
with the nascent National Park Service, greatly influenced the ForesteSepacly
recreational policies and helped the agency reimagine recreation’s rolemahat
forests®® While he strongly believed that outdoor recreation played a crucial role in
individual and social stability, Carhart realized the consumerist relatphshiveen
most Americans and nature. Writing in 1920, he noted “Individuals naturally desire to
help themselves to the best they can obtain regardless of others. This very greed
undirected defeats its own purpose in a location of this kind by destroying the very
qualities which the individual locates his house on the shore of a¥alis.the nation
became increasingly urban, many American’s dreamed of vacations in tts ford on

the shores of remote lak&sThis relationship influenced much of Carhart’s and others

% Graves, “A Crisis of National Recreation,” 391-400hn Wilkinson and H. Michael Andersdrand
Resource Planning in the National Fore@f¢ashington, D.C.: Island Press, 198%)2—-17; Steenthe
U.S. Forest Servicd13-22.

¥ Historians disagree on the scale of Carhart'sierfte on the Forest Service and the modern
environmental movement. Baldwin argued that Caylmatt Leopold, was the “father” of the wilderness
concept. Others including Nash and Steen repehigdrigument in their works. Kirk correctly poirmst
that such designation is problematic, and a biingoDespite who was the originator of the wildexsie
idea, there is no doubt that Carhart had a tremenglopact on the role of recreation in nationakfts. He
remained a prolific writer on the subject decadesr &is leaving the Forest Service, particulany i
Outdoor Magazines such @atdoor Life ad Sports AfieldToday, his portrait hangs aside former Forest
Service Chiefs and other important figures in therey’s main hallway in its Washington D.C. offic€n
Arthur Carhart’s career and influence, see Donaltii®in, The Quiet Revolution: The Grass Roots of
Today’s Wilderness Preservation Movem@uulder: Pruett Publishing Company, 1972); RodeNash,
Wilderness and the American Mirztl ed.(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1973), 185-8&rdtd
Steen,The U.S. Forest Service: A Histqi$eattle: University of Washington Press, 20051-58;
Andrew Kirk, Collecting Nature: The American Environmental Moeetrand the Conservation Library
(Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2001), 19¥m Wolf, Arthur Carhart: Wilderness Prophet
(Boulder: University of Colorado Press, 2008).

3 Arthur Carhart, “Memorandum: Uses, White Rivergbiuary 1, 1920. Arthur H. Carhart Papers. Box
22, FF9. Western History and Genealogy Collectidenver Public Library, Denver, Colorado.

% Kirk, Collecting Nature30-31 On the Forest Service’s response to the growimiarity of outdoor
recreation during the 1920s, see Charles WilkirssmhH. Michael Andersoh,and and Resource
Planning in the National Fores{§Vashington, D.C.: Island Press, 1987), 312—-2deigThe U.S. Forest
Service 113-22,
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within the Forest Service views on the proper role of recreation in the natiorsa féxe
pragmatist, Carhart understood the need for development in order to provide adequate
recreational access to the masses, but endeavored to do so in a manner that pheserv
very things recreationalists sought when venturing into their national forest rfsd Ipa
a memorandum to Aldo Leopold following their meeting in Denver in 1919, Carhart
wrote, “There is no question in my mind but what there is a definite point in different
types of country where man made structures should be stopped. How best to arrive at a
definition of this point, or how best to come to a decision on these areas to be preserved
is a question with me®® It was a question that would continue to trouble the Forest
Service over the next eighty years.
After graduating from lowa State College in 1916 with a degree in landscape
architecture, Carhart took a job with a Chicago landscape architectoraBfit he soon
grew frustrated with the mundane work and enlisted in the army. He served most of his
enlistment as a hygiene officer analyzing and testing drinking wadefoad supplies at
Camp Mead, Maryland. Upon his release from the army, and with the encouragement of
his former college advisor, Carhart sought a job with the burgeoning National Park
Service. After making his way to Washington, D.C., to speak with National Park&ervi
director Stephen Mather, only to find the director had left town. In a twisteottat
would shape not only Carhart’s future but that of the Forest Service, Mather'argssist
suggested that young architect inquire with the Forest Service mregamployment.
Following the assistant’s advice, Carhart made his way to the ForesteSe

offices. His timing could not have been more perfect. Assistant Forester E.rAghe

% Memorandum for Mr. Leopold, District 3, Decemb@r 1919. Arthur H. Carhart Papers. Box 8, FF9.
Western History and Genealogy Collection, Denvdsliew.ibrary, Denver, Colorado.
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had recently begun thinking about how best to confront the growing recreational
demands within the national forests, particularly the problem of increased au®mobil
use, concluding that the agency needed to hire a landscape architect to heis direct
recreational efforts in its western forests. Carhart appeared thetgerdmd Sherman
hired him on the spdY. Assigned to the Forest Service’s Region 5 Headquarters in
Denver, Carhart observed that “[i]t will be reasonable to say that Denver,arosie
fact that she has at the present time the excellent foothill parks, is inreetdadf a
place where her citizens, both laboring class and of the more well to do carago for
extended outing at a reasonable pritete quickly linked the urban population’s
recreational needs with Forest Service management policy by advobating t
development of national forests as recreational parks.

Denver boosters had long pointed to Mount Evans’s wild scenic beauty, as well as its
relative proximity to the city, as an ideal setting for a park. Locaiety miles west of
Denver, Mount Evans rises to over fourteen thousand feet above sea level and is
surrounded by a thick forest of spruce and lodge pole pine, the mountain begangttractin
tourists as early as the 1870s. But with few roads and no facilities, Mount Evans
remained largely isolated well into the 1930s despite its relative proxionibe city. By
comparison, thousands visited nearby Rocky Mountain National Park every summer.
Roughly seventy-five miles to the northwest of Denver, tourists would drive or ride a
bus from Denver, make their way over the park’s Trailridge Road, and drive back in one

day. “At that time we had a very active Tourist Bureau in Denver dedicated tadnholdi

37 Wolf, Arthur Carhart 39-42; Kirk,Collecting Nature25-27; SteeriThe U.S. Forest Servic#54-58;
Donald Baldwin,The Quiet Revolution: The Grass Roots of Todayldeffiess Preservation Movement
(Boulder: Pruett Publishing Company, 1972).

% preliminary Report Recreation Plan Mount EvansaAferthur Carhart, Recreational Engineer, 1919.
Arthur H. Carhart Papers. Box 22, FF55. Westerndrysand Genealogy Collection, Denver Public
Library, Denver, Colorado.
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tourists in the city as long as possible by any reasonable means that apultn
here,” wrote Carhart on the possibility of developing a second national park within
driving distance of Denver. “This proposition was being hard driven to get another
tourist attraction in the city of Denver and provide for a circle trip out of town with a
return at night®** To members of Denver’s chamber of commerce, Mount Evans
appeared a logical choice for another national park.

Carhart agreed. Noting the proximity of the fourteen-thousand-foot peak taythe ci
he wrote in his preliminary report “With roads and a reasonable method of motor bus
transportation established, this territory will become the larger sunecreration area of
Denver. It will be a continuation in effect of her present excellent Mountakn Par
System.” Along with roads, he suggested the construction of three residentied,dbiate
most important established along Owlshead Creek just below Beaver Meadgwy Ca
which would house not fewer than eight hundred people at any on&fithe.Chamber
of Commerce loved Carhart’s ideas, but was hesitant to develop government-built
villages that would compete with the city’s economic interests. The Foeedte never
acted on the plan and Mount Evans remained under the agency’s jurisdiction. Despite
the failure of the plan, Carhart took away some very valuable lessons from his Mount
Evans survey, namely, the recreational ties between national forests @sd Oitie
lesson he would later extend in reinvesting the Forest Service’s role in providing

recreational access to the nation’s burgeoning urban population.

%9 Memorandum for Record, March 22, 1967, Arthur @arbArthur H. Carhart Papers. Box 22, FF55.
Western History and Genealogy Collection, Denveblied.ibrary, Denver, Colorado.

“0 Preliminary Report Recreation Plan Mount EvansaAferthur Carhart, Recreational Engineer, 1919.
Arthur H. Carhart Papers. Box 22, FF55. Westerndrysand Genealogy Collection, Denver Public
Library, Denver, Colorado.
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Following the completion of the Mount Evans report, Assistant Regional Forester
Carl Stahl assigned Carhart to a write a recreation development plangpefsd_ake
in the White River National Forest. Located 40 miles east of the rural townekev]en
western Colorado, Trappers Lake was a small natural lake surrounded byt thepFla
Mountains. The lake’s beauty, as well as its remoteness and good fishing, had drawn
many to request permits from the Forest Service to build cabins along the lake’s s
Under the Term Permit Act of 1915, the Forest Service had the authority to lease
national forest land to private interests for the construction of summer homes, hotels
stores, and other outdoor recreational facilities. Capital raised by thesiéspeas often
the sole source of funding for recreational planning, privileging those who céald af
to lease land from the government and those who simply wished to spend the day
fishing, hiking, picnicking, or sightseeirig.

On examining the Trapper’s Lake area, Carhart advised that rather thiag plac
cabins and roadways on the lake’s edge, they should instead be placed fakther bac
preserve the natural landscape surrounding the lakeshore and allow all \os#tiojyt
the lake’s beauty and fishing. The plan infuriated the few who wished to have their
cabins on the lake’s shore, but the Forest Service sided with Carhart’s plantacteédes
development along the shoreline. Today, Trapper’s Lake is a part of the Flat Top
Wilderness due in large part to Carhart’s plan excluding development around tHa lake

a memorandum on the Trapper’s Lake decision, Carhart asserted thae“djaer

*1 Tom QuinnPublic Lands and Private Recreation Enterprise:iBplssues from a Historical
Perspectivel.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service:iffablorthwest Research Station,
September 2002), 12; SuttBriven Wild 60 — 62. Sutter argues that the permit systemexpthe way for
a rapid increase in the development of summer hpmaesicipal and private camps, resorts, hotelfién t
national forests, and that the system undermirsedf iby allowing the monopolization and
overdevelopment of some of the best recreatiomasain the national forests. Such arguments refiese
of Carhart.
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gluttons for scenic beauty innumerable. Left to themselves, hundreds of people will
settle on summer home sites on the edge of the falkée’concluded that such
development would lead to the eventual destruction of the very thing people in these
areas looked to possess. “This very greed undirected defeats its own purpose in a
location of this kind by destroying the very qualities for which the individuatésdais
home on the shore of the lak€.The only way to preserve such scenic areas was to
preserve them for all rather than allow a few to develop them. However, Qatbar
acknowledged his views often clashed with those of the Forest Service’s over
recreation’s place in national forests as well as the primary role ahpggd grazing
on national forest land$.

Carhart’s plan for Trapper’s Lake in the White River National Forest rdarke of
the first calls for the preservation of landscapes within the national foesstd bolely

on their scenic beaufyl.It is important to note that he did not call for the complete

*2 Memorandum: Uses, White River, February 1, 192¢hux H. Carhart Papers. Box 8, FF9. Western
L—;istory and Genealogy Collection, Denver Publicraity, Denver, Colorado.

Ibid.
*4In 1961, Carhart published a small pamphlet titRl&nning for America’s Wildlands: A Handbook for
Land-Use Planners, Managers and Executives, Coserattid Commission Members, Conservation
Leaders, and all who face Problems of Wildland Mgmaent.” In it, he argued the public lands showd b
managed using a dominate use rather than the heeeoepted multiple use concept. Dominant use avoul
solve many of the Forest Service’s struggles intmgegrowing public demands for recreational access
wilderness protection, and increased timber pradndCarhart reasoned. While arguably, such a system
became the de facto policy of the Forest Servieeagency never outwardly embraced the concept.
Arthur Carhart, “Planning for America’s Wildland&:Handbook for Land-Use Planners, Managers and
Executives, Committee and Commission Members Cwuatien Leaders, and All who Face Problems of
Wildland Management,” (Washington D.C.: Nationalddbon Society, National Parks Association, The
Wilderness Society, Wildlife Management Institut861). Arthur H. Carhart Papers. Box 22, FF 125.
Western History and Genealogy Collection, Denvdsliew.ibrary, Denver, Colorado.
> Much is written on the ideal of wilderness, and @arly calls to set aside lands in order to prestreir
scenic beauty. Roderick Nash wrote extensively@m American romanticism shaped the concept of
wilderness, arguing that wilderness was the bagjedient of American civilization. Nash’s argument
the inherent virtues of wilderness remained theidant troupe for environmental historians for dexsad
following his publishingWilderness and the American Mimd1967. Nash’s work stood on the intellectual
shoulders of works such as Henry Nash Smiirgin Lands Environmental history’s “cultural turn”
during the early 1990s revisited the concept oflerihess. Often marked by the publication of William
Cronon’s essay “The Trouble with Wilderness,” eamimental historians have broadened their cultural
definition of wilderness and nature through consusne race, class, and gender. Such works argte tha
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removal of people from nature, as later wilderness advocates would beginnin¢pie the
1950s, but preservation of landscapes so that all could enjoy their beauty and
recreational access. Such ideas were slowly emerging during the lfict the century.
Others, such as Aldo Leopold, who in 1916 along with Tusayan National Forest Director
Don Johnson co-wrote a report on the commercial development on the Grand Canyon’s
south rim suggesting greater regulation of development and visitor access totheotec
area’s ecology and scenic beauty, increasingly called for a new ethenmainagement
of nature. Leopold remained critical of recreation’s impact on the environmetgwri
in 1938, “Barring love and war few enterprises are undertaken with such abandon, or by
such diverse individuals, or with so paradoxical a mixture of appetite and altsutbiat a
group of advocates known as outdoor recreattdiitie growing popularity of outdoor
recreation would continue to challenge the Forest Service’s ability todeatlhe
clamoring demands by an increasing number of recreationalists and those witdsoug
exploit national forests for commercial gains with traditional timber andrngyaz
interests. The nation’s growing environmental ethos following World War |1 aohied
to the agency’s woes. These concerns helped change the agencies focusgn comi
decades.

In late November 1919, Carl Stahl invited Carhart to meet with Leopold to discuss
his views on recreation and planning. Carhart readily agreed, and on December 6th the
three men sat down in Denver’s Brown Palace for a brief meeting. While no noges we

taken of the discussion, Carhart later wrote a memo for Leopold covering the main

American’s define wilderness through the desirpreserve wilderness for their consumptive pleastia.
more see: Nashilderness and the American Mind/; William Cronon, “The Trouble with Wilderness,
or, Getting Back to the Wrong Nature,” in Williamid@on ed.JUncommon Ground: Rethinking the Human
Place in NaturgNew York: W.W. Norton and Company, 1996), 69-90.

6 Aldo Leopold, “Conservation Ethic,” iA Sand County Almanac with Essays on Conservation f
Round RivekNew York: Oxford University Press, 1968), 165.
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points of the meeting. “The Forest Service, it seems to me, is obligated to make the
greatest return from the total forests to the people of the Nation that is poEkibléhe
service had endeavored to do in the case of timber utilization, grazing, watershed
protection and other activities,” wrote CarhdrtThere is, however, a great wealth of
recreational facilities and scenic values within the Forests, which habe&oso
utilized, and at the present time the Service is face to face with a questiorpofitigs,
big plans, and big utilization for the values and ar&gVithin the memo lay the seeds
of what would become the Multiple Use Act of 1960 and the Wilderness Act of 1964.
Carhart’s call for greater recreational development around Denver dieatedshe
growing reality of increased usage of the city’s hinterlands by toamstsesidents alike
for recreatiort”’

To this end in 1921, Carhart published an article in the City of DenMerscipal
Facts Monthlyin which he proposed the creation of a vast “Recreational Fan” that
swept outward from Denver with the city’s mountain parks at its center and Mount
Evans just beyond. Like the Mountain Parks Committee a dozen years beforet Carhar
portrayed Denver as the gateway to a vast recreational empire thatddemver the
envied position of being the ‘Playground City of Americ&.By the end of the 1920s

and into the 1930s, the Forest Service faced increasing recreational use of fraeha

*”Memorandum for Mr. Leopold, District 3, Decemb@r 1919. Arthur H. Carhart Papers. Box 8, FF9.
)l/é/estern History and Genealogy Collection, Denvesliewibrary, Denver, Colorado.

Ibid.
“9 Historians traced the intellectual origins of thiéderness in part idea to Carhart’s and Leopold’s
writings during the 1910s and 1920s. Baldwin argtired Carhart, and not Leopold, first proposedidea
of wilderness in his 1919 plan for Trappers Lakthed scholars followed Baldwin’s lead, but it iffidult
to definitively state who first proposed the idBather, it is much more likely that both reflected
paradigm shift in land management occurring atithe. For more, see Baldwifihe Quiet Revolutign
29-36; NashWilderness and the American MintB5-6;SutterDriven Wild 54-60; John Siedensticker,
“Aldo Leopold’s Wilderness, Sand County and My Gard Aldo Leopold and the Ecological Conscience
Richard L. Knight and Susanne Riedel gteew Haven: Oxford University Press, 2002), 45-561iV
Arthur Carhart 59-61.
*Carhart, “Denver’s Greatest Manufacturing Plant,73
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lands. The growth of the Denver metropolitan area, as well as the popularity of outdoor
recreation, in effect created the land use that Carhart had envisioned in 1919. His
arguments for the necessity of recreational opportunities for residentsrohg
metropolitan areas in nearby national forests prophesized the growing boom in
recreation by the late 1920s and early 1930s. This boom forced the Forest Service to

begin managing national forests for recreation on a much largerScale.

~ T LEADVILLE' NATL: rcjé“‘"
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THE DIAGRAM OF

DENVER'S RECREATION FAN

Photograph 1. Denver's Recreational Fan fr@anver's Municpal Facts(September-
October, 1921)

Carhart produced several other plans for national forests in Colorado including one

in which he argued for the development of recreational facilities near Pueloadol

*1 On recreation in the management of national fereating the 1930s see: Paul HEpnspiracy of
Optimism: Management of the National Forests Sivoeld War Twao(Lincoln: University of Nebraska
Press, 34-39; Steefhe U.S. Forest Servic#l3-22.
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In his three years working in the Colorado office he had convinced district foB¢shey
Stahl’s assistant, and the supervisor of the San Isabel National Forest of thancgor
of planning in managing recreation on national forésks.1921, Stahl assigned Carhart
the task of drafting a recreational plan for the Superior National Foresttirerror
Minnesota. Rejecting the development of roads in what would later become known as
the Boundary Waters, Carhart bucked the regional forest supervisor’s desire ta buil
complex road system in the riparian area by proposing the restriction of roacdand ca
development to the forest’s periph&fyAssistant Forester E. A. Sherman, the very man
who had hired him three years earlier, rejected Carhart’s plan, and aftérsned public
meetings, approved the construction of two roads through the forest principdiig for
control. Increasingly frustrated with the agency’s failure to accepatyer ideas on
recreation and planning, Carhart resigned from Forest Service in 1922. He mowged on t
become a mildly successful author of fiction and nonfiction, founder of the Conservation
Library in Denver, Colorado, and a leading voice for conservation and wildéfness.
Carhart’s legacy within the Forest Service became one of not only wilderness
preservation but also of increased development and management of recreatibiied f
as demanded by a public increasingly interested in outdoor activities. Alondhevith t
development of the Denver Mountain Park System, Carhart’s vision demonstrated the

growing desire for recreational access by the nation’s growing urban poputatheir

%2 Arthur Carhart, “Recreational Plan, San Isabeldtet Forest, 1920” Arthur Carhart Papers. Box 8
FF58. Western History and Genealogy Collection,\@erPublic Library, Denver, Colorado.

%3 Arthur Carhart, “Recreational Plans Superior Nagid=orest, 1921,” Arthur Carhart Papers. Box 7
FF29. Western History and Genealogy Collection,\@erPublic Library, Denver, Colorado.

>4 Both Wolf and Kirk chronicle Carhart’s writing amtnservation career following his leaving the Bore
Service. Kirk argues that Carhart’s transformafimm hunter to librarian reflect larger transforinas of
the American environmental movement, and compl&tionship between man and nature. Wolf stresses
Carhart’s moderate approach to environmental isstibis day. Both argue that Carhart’s contribasio
place him among the leading environmentalists efrtid-twentieth century.
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nearby national forests. The sport of downhill reflected this desire than thdgrowt
skiing. While, not as popular as picnicking, hunting, and sightseeing, skiing’s rise in
popularity during the 1920s and 1930s was built upon the Denver mountain parks, and
reflected Carhart’s vision for the role of the Forest Service in developangational

access on national forest lands. By the 1910s, skiing was a widely popular wintertime

recreational activity, which came to define Denver’s mountain hinterlands.

Skiing Comes to America

Skiing, in one form or another, is as old as the human settlement of Europe.
Archeologists have discovered ancient skis dating back to 2,500 years beforthtb€ bi
Christ throughout the Arctic region of Scandinavia and northern Russia. Ancient skis
have been excavated out of peat bogs in northern Sweden. British ski historian Sir
Arnold Lunn noted in 1927 that the earliest documented record of skiing was by the
Greek historian Procopius in the fourth century ZDVhile skiing in one form or
another has existed for centuries, it remained rather primitive until the natkanth
century when Norwegian skier Sondre Norheim invented a new type of binding
composed of a traditional toe strap and a band of twisted roots that went behind the heel.
The new binding allowed skiers greater control and the ability to turn theiwbKes
descending moderate slopes. The binding led to a revolution in skis, which became
shorter and lighter, and in technique. The ability to turn the ski with greater ease
introduced two styles of turning—the telemark turn, and the Christie turn, named after
Norway’s capital city Christiania, now known as Oslo. The telemark turn invdheed t

skier driving his or her downhill ski forward in the direction of the turn, while the

% Arnold Lunn, The History Ski-indLondon: Oxford University Press, 1927), 3-6.
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Christie required the skier to keep his or her feet roughly parallel to each ottrer. Bot
styles have remained the basis of ski technique. In 1868, the forty-two-year-old
Norheim won Norway'’s first national ski competition, awing the audience withtost
equipment and technique. Norway continued its dominance over the sport throughout the
rest of the century, with countless Norwegian adventurers accomplishinguelatsss
Fridtjof Nansen’s trek across Greenland on skis in £888.

Inspired by Nansen’s crossing of Greenland, twenty-nine-year-old Austinol
teacher Mathias Zdarsky bought his first pair of skis in 1890. Drawn to the Adps at
early age, Zdarsky possessed both a keen intellect and exceptional atHigtid-bi
quickly grew dissatisfied with his new Norwegian-made skis, finding tleentohg to
maneuver on the steep slopes of the Austrian Alps, and began experimenting with
shorter, more maneuverable skis and more secure bindings. Over the nextrBve yea
Zdarsky built dozens of new skis, experimenting with length and technique. In 1896, he
submitted patents on the Lilienfeld ski and binding and published his book on ski
technique titledLilienfeld SkilauftechnikLilienfeld Ski Technique]. In it, Zdarsky
focused on descending in any terrain using controlled turns based on the stem turn and
the use of a single pole, which could be dragged in the snow for braking, balance, and
leverage. Zdarsky's Lilienfeld Ski Technique remained the standard untit¢hE9la0s
when fellow Austrian Hannes Schneider introduced what became known as the Alberg

technique’’

%5 On the early history of skiing in Europe, see Adnounn, The History Ski-ingRoland HuntfordTwo
Planks and a Passion: The Dramatic History of Sk{inondon: Continuum Books, 2008).

>’ Thanks to Seth Masia for explaining the differehetween the Lilienfeld and Alberg techniques. For
more, see E. John B. Allen, “Mathias Zdarsky: ThéEr of Alpine Skiing,'Skiing Heritage
http://skiinghistory.org/zdarsky.html; and Ski Hisg Time Line,
http://skiinghistory.org/historicdates.html.
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Born in Stuben, Austria in 1890, Hannes Scheider became a ski instructor at the
Hotel Post in St. Anton, Austria in 1907. There he began developing a new way in which
to teach the hotel’s patrons how to ski. Under Schneider’s watchful eye, students
progressed through a series of skills, building stem turns, in which the skier placed the
skis into a wedge pressuring the inside edges, to keeping their feet paralléh tineoug
end of the turn. After the introduction of steel edges, Schneider eliminated the stem
altogether in favor of a pure parallel turn. Schneider taught thousands of Adsms
recruits to ski using his new Alberg technique during World War |, adapting it furthe
for wealthy hotel guests following the war. The Alberg technique popularized dbwnhil
skiing throughout Europe. Appealing to a great numbers of tourists, especitiflit Bri
tourists, because of its speed and relative ease to learn, downhill skiing quickly the
Alberg Technigue became the standard technique throughout most of European and
North America, catapulting the sport’s popularity by making skiing aduessi
millions >®

Political unrest in Europe during the 1930s led to the widespread immigration of
Austrian and German ski instructors to the United States. Among them was a young
Austrian named Otto Lang. Lang had taught at St. Anton under Schneider before
immigrating to the United States in 1935, where he found work as an instructor at the
small ski lodge in New Hampshire named Peckett’s at Sugar Hill. Ownédnk it
family, heirs to the fortune of Great Northern Railroad founder James Jertn&ubar

Hill was a small ski resort serviced by a single rope tow and offerednténat

%8 RothmanPevil's Bargains 168-201; Annie Gilbert-Colemaski Style: Sport and Culture in the
RockiegLawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2004), 50F59, The Story of Modern Skiing3-23.
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“resembled a hilly golf course, lacking any challenge for downhill skf@While Lang
enjoyed working in New Hampshire, the region’s unpredictable snow and an intriguing
offer from filmmaker and heir to the Hill fortune Jerome Hill, whom Lang hatdime
Austria, drew the Austrian skier to the American Pacific Northwest. Ach sluer
himself, Hill suggested that he and Lang produce an instructional ski film ¢oluce
larger numbers of American to the sport. The two men traveled to Mount Rainier, where
they spent several days filming Lang skiing. The film titta Flightpremiered two
years later at Radio City Music Hall and introduced millions to the beauty and
excitement of skiing. Over the next decade, Lang opened ski schools on Oregon’s Mount
Rainier, Mount Baker, and Mount Hood before ending up as the ski school director for
Sun Valley in Idaho’s Sawtooth MountaitfsEuropean instructors such as Lang helped
establish ski schools in virtually every ski area in North America during the .1D&08
the Cascades to the Rockies and throughout New England, hundreds of ski areas opened
across the country during the decade and millions of Americans considered viesmsel
skiers®

The early story of skiing in the American West differed from that of Newafdg
and the ski resorts of Europe. The discovery of gold in California in 1849 brought great

numbers of Norwegian immigrants to the Sierra Nevada, where they used their

%9 Otto Lang A Bird of Passage: The Story of My L{idilltown, MT: Sky House Publishers, 1994), 110.
% 1pid., 105-23.

®11n 1966, the editors of SKI Magazine noted that1830s was the one of the most fruitful decaddisen
up-to-then short history skiing in the United SgatSkiing transformed from being a tool of the tein
mountaineer to a sport in its own right, due paxilyhe proselytizing activities of ski clubs, tingpact of
the Schneider-Frank films, and the growing inteirestompetition,” they noted in illustratemerica’s Ski
Book Historians have since seconded this assessmahnRdthman, Abbott Fay, Annie Gilbert-Coleman,
and E. John Allen all point to the remarkable tedbgical advancements and American’s growing desire
for recreation as caused for skiing’s popularityily the decade. John Henry Auran and the edito&io
Magazine America’s Ski Book: A Comprehensive, lllustratedd8uo Skiing[New York: Charles Scribner
Son’s, 1966), 33.
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“Norwegian snowshoes” to travel during the snowy Sierra winters. Idle snsoen took
to racing down steep icy slopes as long as a half a mile on their twelvietigatkis.
Made faster by the application of specially created “dope” to the bottoms oskisir
racers became renowned for their daring and speed. While dope racing remained a
regional phenomenon, disappearing by the late nineteenth century, skiing remained a
popular means of transportation as well as recreation throughout the West.riti$ ca
such as Snowshoe Thompson and Father John Dyer became famous for their heroic
exploits on skis delivering mail in the California Sierras and Colorado Rockaatdd
mountain communities found skiing a good method of travel during the long winter
months, as well as a source of recreation. Beginning in the 1910s, many rural Colorado
mountain communities began holding winter carnivals, the highlight of which vwes oft
a ski jumping competition. The first of such winter carnivals was held in Hot Sulphur
Springs in 1911. Organized by Norwegian immigrant Carl Howelson, who had become
famous as the Flying Norseman performing for the Barnum and BaileysCtre Hot
Sulphur Springs carnival drew hundreds of spectators and competitors to the small town
on the headwaters of the Colorado River for several winters. So popular was thd carniva
mountain towns from Grand Lake to Crested Butte soon began hosting ski jumping
competitions?

Ski jumping was not the only attraction drawing people into Colorado’s mountains.
In 1912, a small group of seven outdoor enthusiasts formed the Colorado Mountain Club
(CMC). Focused on in hiking more than skiing, the club soon became a meeting place

for those interested in exploring the mountains surrounding Denver and the Front Range.

%2 0n the early history of skiing in Colorado, semn&s WhitesideColorado: A Sports HistorgBoulder:
University Press of Colorado, 1999), 91-99; AbbAttlistory of Skiing in Colorada1-31; Gilbert-
ColemanSki Style13-4Q
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More than just an outings group, the however CMC promoted a greater understanding of
the state’s alpine regions through education, the publication of its monthly newslett

Trail and Timberlingthe creation of a youth group, and the organization of trips. In

1916, the club began sponsoring winter trips to Fern Lake Lodge in Rocky Mountain
National Park. By 1922, members began skiing in the area and by the end of the decade
skiing had become the club’s primary winter activity. CMC members lataniee
instrumental in the creation of Winter Park in 1940 and hosted several ski races in the
region during the 1930%.

Even with the formation of the CMC, ski jumping competitions remained a popular
form of skiing throughout the 1910s and into the 1920s. In 1920, the Denver Ski Club
leased ten acres outside Denver on Genesee Mountain and built a ski jump. The
following winter Genesee hosted the national ski jumping finals. Local businesersoost
envisioned the Genesee ski hill as a magnet for winter tourism and looked to promote a
series of winter carnivals throughout the state, building upon those already emesist
While Genesee Park failed to draw national attention to Denver as a wirtieatil@s, it
did attract thousands of Denver residents. Inconsistent snow, the Great Dapeess
the opening of Berthoud Pass in 1931 brought an end to skiing in Genesee Park but

proved the growing popularity of winter recreation in Denver's nearby ramsif

% Hugh Kingery,The Colorado Mountain Club: The First Seventy-Fitears of a Highly Individual
Corporation, 1912-198{Evergreen, CO: Cordillera Press, Inc., 1987).

84 “Colorado Has Right Combination of Sun and Snoki,T®urnaments Already Pave Way for Others,”
Colorado Alberg Club. Papers. Colorado Skiing: neaper clippings, 1921. Box 12, FF28. Western
History and Genealogy Collection, Denver Publicrhily, Denver, Colorado.; Genesee Park Mountain Skii
[sic] Club—construction of ski course, tournament: espondence. Denver Parks and Recreation
Department Records. Box 28, FF26. Western Histady@enealogy Collection, Denver Public Library,
Denver, Colorado.
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Photograph 2. Two Women Skiers at Genesee Parka cif20s.
Denver Public Library Western History PhotograpHi€ion

Genesee Park’s local popularity was part of a much larger economic andlcultur
shift in the development of the mountains surrounding Denver at the turn of the century.
Denver’s economy had long been based upon gold extracted from the mines and placers
high in the Rocky Mountain, as well as the exploding agricultural development of the
central plains. The Queen City of the Plains, as its residents cameitpszlht the
center of an agricultural and extractive empire that ranged from the boom and bust
mining towns in the mountains all the way to Kansas City. By the late nineteenth
century, Denver had grown into one of the largest cities in the Intermountain West
attracting not only newcomers but visitors who wished to tour the towering peaks to the

west of the city. While only a small part of the region’s economy, tourism beganglayin
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a larger role in shaping Denver and its surrounding region. In 1912, the city began
constructing its mountain park system. An outgrowth the Progressive Erfaeauyiful
Movement, the parks expanded Denver’'s hegemony over its surrounding region. By the
early twentieth century, both residents and tourists alike began visiting ty nea

foothills and mountain regions. The creation of Denver’'s mountain parks in 1912, Rocky
Mountain National Park in 1913, and the Forest Service’s hiring of its first tecraa
engineer Arthur Carhart in 1919 all demonstrated the growing role of recreatiog dur

the first two decades of the twentieth century and reflected Amerigemisng

understanding of Colorado’s mountains through recreation. This slow shift in definition
became the basis of Denver and the state’s recreational empire tichestter

westward over the Continental Divide.

Denver’'s Ski Area and the Birth of the Colorado Ski Country

Opened in 1928, the Moffat Tunnel replaced the snow-choked Rollins Pass as the
Denver and Salt Lake Railway’s route through the Colorado Rockies, making year
round travel through the Rockies possible for the first time. The tunnel was the final
piece of banker and railroad entrepreneur David Moffat’'s quest to build meail |
through the Colorado Rockies between Denver and Salt Lake. Moffat began carstruct
of his railroad in 1903 with the Denver Northwestern and Pacific Railway (DN&P),
which climbed the foothills west of Denver to the base of Rollins Pass. The DN&P
reached the west side of the Continental Divide in 1905 when rails were built through
the Fraser Valley. By 1909, it connected Denver with Steamboat Springs. The endeavor

cost Moffat his rather sizable fortune and after his death in 1911, the railroacasad pl
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into receivership and reorganized as the Denver and Salt Lake Railroad. Hetary wi
snows often blocked Rollins Pass for much of the year, making the construction of a
tunnel under the Continental Divide the only option for reliable rail service from Denve
into western Colorado. Construction on the 6.2-mile Moffat Tunnel began in 1926 after
years of delays due to Denver’s inability to help finance the construction. Théwame
finally finished in February 1928, opening the western slope to Front Range s&veler
The opening of the Moffat Tunnel spurred greater interest in skiing at the tunnel’s
western portal. Located at the northern entrance of Berthoud Pass, skigesi¢he
western portal’s snow-covered slopes by disembarking the Denver Salt Lstkeuvel
train at the portal in morning, spending the day skiing, and returning to Denver that
evening on the eastbound train. In the spring of 1929, on a ride back from the West
Portal, a group discussed the idea of forming a club to promote skiing in the area. The
following fall the group met again in Denver and formed the Colorado Alberg Ski Club.
Interest in the group was slow, with only a handful of members joining its éast y
Among those who did join the fledging ski club early was Colorado native and
accomplished mountaineer Graeme McGowan. In 1921, while still in high school,
McGowan and a fellow classmate made the first descent of Pikes Peak on skis. Aft

high school, skiing remained a part of McGowan'’s life. Along with fellow Allsgigh

By the late nineteenth century railroads playeérral role in the development of national parkshsas
Yellowstone and Glacier National Park. In 1936, &snPacific chief executive W. Averell Harriman
opened Sun Valley Ski Resort to promote the railraad bolster tourism to the region. The Moffat
Railroad worked in much the same manner, thougtmitser did not envision tourism as the tunnel’s
primary. On the role of the railroads in shaping American West, see Claire Strapmpfiting from the
Plains: The Great Northern Railway and CorporatevBlepment of the American WéSkeattle:
University of Washington Press, 2003); Richard ki Gunset Limited: The Southern Pacific Railroad and
the Development of the American West, 1850—{Batkeley: University of California Press, 2005);
Carlos Schwantes and James Rofide, West the Railroads Mad8eattle: University of Washington
Press, 2008). On the Moffat Tunnel and the opeafr@olorado’s West Slope, see Dorsétie Queen
City,193-95; Carl Abbott, Stephen J. Leonard, and Thoma&®dl, Colorado: A History of the
Centennial StatéBoulder, CO: University Press of Colorado), 137.
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members Garret Van Wagenen and Josiah Holland, McGowan formed Portal Resorts,
Inc. in 1932, purchasing the Mary Jane mining claim near the West Portal from a local
logger for $1,500 in the hope of developing a resort. The club then leased the property
from the three men, along with the few buildings McGowan had moved to the site, and
with the help of the Forest Service began cutting a ski trail and building a ropeikew

the later construction of the rope tow atop Berthoud Pass, this cooperation between the
club and the Forest Service foreshadowed the government’s role in helping develop ski
areas throughout the West. While the Alberg Club’s operation remained smatkaki
would quickly grew in size with the sport’s popularify.

The combination of private capital and federal programs such as the Civilian
Conservation Corps (CCC) helped bolster the development of recreationakfoittti
public lands throughout the country. The federal government saw such developments as
a way to put young men to work, and to improve public lands. In national parks such as
Yosemite, the CCC not only built new trails and roads, but also helped create Badger
Pass Ski Area in 1932. Similarly, the Forest Service used WPA funds and labor to help
build Timberline Lodge on Mount Rainier, Washington. But the development of the
West Portal, while on a much smaller scale, reflected a similar shiftlospphy by the
federal government, a philosophy that would continue well into the 1970s. The
development of lodges by private interests like McGowan’s Portal Relsmrtadjacent
to national forests represented a change in the Forest Service’s behasiak $ki
areas. Unlike Berthoud Pass, where the Forest Service had played a primary rol

developing, Portal Resorts, with funding from a regional department store #he are

% Colorado Alberg Club BOD Minutes, newspaper clifgsi December 9, 1929-November 8, 1946.
Alberg Club Papers. Box 1, FF9. Western History @ethealogy Department, Denver Public Library,
Denver, Colorado.
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provided much of the means to build ski trails and a rope tow at West Portal. By the late
1940s, such private initiative increasingly became the norm throughout the West wit
the several small rope tow—serviced ski areas throughout the region sgttaugadent
for the boom in ski resort development following World W& I1.

Within three years of its formation, Portal Resorts, Inc. fell into debt dineto t
Alberg Club’s failure to pay its rent. McGowan decided to disband the company, even
after he had spent six weeks and a considerable amount of his own money building the
clubhouse. After threatening to sue the club, McGowan won a small settlement for his
work and the club took over the operation and ownership of the property. Despite his
failure to build a successful resort, McGowan remained optimistic about the pgaténtia
the area for future development. In a letter to Colorado Alberg Club Segdretér.
Hodges, McGowan wrote, “The Mary Jane Placer claim is a valuable piece of ground.
This will be very fully appreciated in years to come. An offer of $10,000.00 wagtlsece
refused for the Evan property here. The owner holds it at $25,000.00. | do not doubt but
for that its value will sometime be generally recognized at that or coablgenore.®®
Such a prediction held true. By the end of the decade, the Colorado Mountain Club had

built their own small lodge near the West Portal and hundreds of skiers wang\ise

%7 Gilbert-ColemanSki Style 92—93; Joseph Arave, “The Forest Service Takéset®lopes: The Birth of
Utah’s Ski Industry and the Role of the Forest #ex Utah Historical Quarterly(Fall 2002): 34-55;
Quinn,Public Lands and Private Recreation Enterpri$é—16. Neil Maher argues that the CCC and New
Deal programs expanded Progressive Era consernthtimocused on the efficient use of natural reses!
to concerns for recreational access, wildernessepvation and ecological balance by forcing
conservationists to rethink what conservation méagbnd extraction. The case Berthoud Pass
demonstrates the Forest Service’s, as well as theriéan people’s, changing conception of naturethed
proper management of public lands. Each of whislVlaher argues, greatly influence environmental
thought and politics following World War II. Neil &her,Nature’s New Deal: The Civilian Conservation
Corps and the Roots of the American EnvironmentalévhentNew Haven: Oxford University Press,
2008), 10-11.

% Graeme McGowan to H. G. Hodges, secretary of @dimilberg Club, March 24, 1936. Alberg Club
Papers. Box 1, FF6. Western History and GenealagpaBment, Denver Public Library, Denver,
Colorado.
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area every weekerfd.Yet, the real development of the region surrounding the Moffat
Tunnel's West Portal began in earnest in 1938, when Denver City Parks Directoe Georg
Cranmer grew interested in the area as the location for the city’s imd@r wports

mountain park.

The popularity of Berthoud Pass and the Alberg Club’s development of its own ski
trails and clubhouse drew the attention of Denver’s Director of City Parksg&eor
Cranmer. A strong believer in the City Beautiful Movement of the 1910s, Cranmer
continued building upon the vision set out by Robert Speer two decades before. At age
twenty-nine, George Cranmer was already a successful stockbroker.nBlamissed in
Denver, Cranmer attended Princeton, graduating in 1907. On returning to Colorado he
met and then married Jean Chappell, heiress to a fortune made in Colorado real estate
and utilities. A fight with his business partner in 1928 led to Cranmer’s fortuitous
departure from the stock trade a year before the New York Stock Market's 1889 cra
Wealthy and well connected, in 1935 he successfully ran Benjamin Stapletontaimayo
campaign. Stapleton rewarded Cranmer by appointing him Denver’s Directoy of Cit

Parks’®

% Colorado Alberg Club: Portal Resorts, Inc.: Leageeement (original), articles of incorporationtio®

of dissolution, annual report (copies). Alberg CRdpers. Box 1, FF1. Western History and Genealogy
Department, Denver Public Library, Denver, Colorado

"0 Denver Parks and Recreation Department Recordantdim Parks—Winter Park. Box 29, FF10.
Denver Parks and Recreation Department Recordsewddistory and Genealogy Department, Denver
Public Library, Denver, Colorado. Gilbert-Colem&ki Style 92—93; Hal Rothmarevil's Bargains

Tom Weir, et al.Winter Park: Colorado’s Favorite for Fifty Years940-1990(Denver: Winter Park
Recreation Association, 1989), 24-25.
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Photograph 3George Cranmer. Colorado Ski and Snowboard Hafoofie

Denver’s parks thrived under Cranmer. Using WP Atahe directed th
construction of Red Rocks Amphitheater, increabedstze of DenveMunicipal
Airport, later renamed Stapleton Airport in 194ddamproved dozens of city par’*
With an uncannily accurate vision of the future i@ner, believed the Denver ar
would continue to grow and the people moving tosta¢e would continue to drawn
to the mountains for winter recreation, especiskyng. In addition, the Stapletc
administration placed a high priority on attracttogrists to the region, expanding f
municipal airport in 1937 to begin accepting tramgmental flights. A active
outdoorsman, Cranmer became interested in BertRasd's growing popularity. By tt
late 1930s, the park director came to the conafuhiat the city should take advant:

of its nearby mountains and build its own ski aW&&h the city sharini¢he economic

"M Hugh Russell Fraser, “George Cranmer Serves Hiwé&Benver Well,"Cervi’'s Rocky Mountait
Journal(March 19, 1958), 4.
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woes of the rest of the country during the 1930s, financing such a project, let alone
finding a location close enough to the city with enough access and snow, appeared to be
a pretty tall order to fill. Undeterred, Cranmer began searching for hisr\pinte’

Like the members of the Alberg Club, by the mid-1930s a growing number of
Denver skiers were making their way to the western portal of the Moffat Tunmgbio e
the snow-covered slopes adjacent to the railroad. Skiers would ride the train through the
tunnel, jump off for a day of skiing, and then return by train that evening. Hexring
this, Cranmer visited the site with friends and skiing experts Bob Balch and Otto
Schniebs. Despite its being sixty miles from Denver and on the other side of the
Continental Divide, Cranmer decided that the area was perfect for Denwdr’s ne
mountain park. He quickly set about applying for a permit from the Forest Sandce
raising funds for the new ski area. In April 1938, the Forest Service issuedythe cit
permit for 6,400 acres to construct and maintain a “winter sports area, including ski
courses and trails, ski tows, and appurtenant struct(ites.”

Skiers welcomed the news of Denver’s decision to build a ski area at West Portal
“This brings great joy to the hearts of all the many interested in theopeveht of
winter sports in the region. Also, it will help to take care of the ever-inageaswds at
Berthoud Pass which are becoming difficult to handle; and it will open up a larga regi
of splendid skiing terrain,” reported the December issue of the Colorado Mountain

Club’s newsletterTrail and Timberling* But not all agreed that the city should invest

20n George Cranmer and his role in the creatioWioker Park Ski Area see: Dorséfhe Queen City
208-9; ColemanSki Style92-3

"Allen Peck Regional Forester to George Cranmer,uatifj0, 1939. Denver Department of Parks and
Recreation Papers. Box 29, FF10. Western Histody@enealogy Department, Denver Public Library,
Denver, Colorado.

" The Colorado Mountain Clufiyrail and Timberline December 1938. George E. Cranmer Papers. Box 1,
FF 41. Western History and Genealogy DepartmenyBePublic Library, Denver, Colorado.
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in a ski areaDenver Possports writer Jack Carberry attacked the proposed Winter Park
as a “playground for the ricH>Others questioned whether the city should build a ski
area more than sixty miles away on the other side of the Continental Divide. tWedlete
Cranmer continued building the city’s ski area.

Funding the ski area remained an issue throughout the 1940s. With help from
Senators Alva Adams and Ed Johnson, and Representative Lawrence Lewis, Denver
secured WPA funds for the construction of two rope tows. Interior SecretarydHarol
Ickes approved a $9,000 WPA grant, which, along with the $14,000 raised by the
Denver Chamber of Commerce, helped finance the development of tHé Respite
federal and municipal financing the construction of the two rope tows remainatial ce
concern. Cranmer cajoled, begged, and pushed city officials, business owners, and
railroad officials for funds, often raging at the railroads’ sloth in sigretepses of
interest for the city to open the ski area. He solicited contributions, or Wipder S
Subscriptions, from local businesses and ski enthusiasts varying from $10 to $1,500.
Through his tireless letter writing and phone calls, Cranmer kept Winter Raak af
often promising that one day the ski area would not only pay for itself but also show a
profit.”” Cranmer constantly scrambled to raise sufficient funds to pay for the tows, as
well as negotiate with the builder to construct them in a timely fashion. Prior to

receiving the WPA funds, Cranmer held in trust the funds raised for the coiostifct

"Jack Carberry, quoted Bervi’'s Rocky Mountain JournaWarch 19, 1958. George E. Cranmer Papers.
Box 1, FF 41. Western History and Genealogy DepamtirDenver Public Library, Denver, Colorado.

® Memorandum, George Cranmer, January 5, 1939. @dargranmer Papers. Box 1, FF13. Western
History and Genealogy Department, Denver Publicdrijp Denver, Colorado.

" Marshall Sprague, “Denver’s $600,000 InvestmeNgW York TimesFebruary 8, 1959; W. M. Jeffers to
George Cranmer, August 10, 1938. George E. CraRaeers. Box 1, FF13. Western History and
Genealogy Department, Denver Public Library, Den@eaiorado; Ralph Budd to George Cranmer,
February 14, 1938. George E. Cranmer Papers. BBk13. Western History and Genealogy Department,
Denver Public Library, Denver, Colorado.
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the first two ski tows in his own name until 1942, when they were transferred to the city
treasury’® Even with such financial issues, Denver continued to build its ski area with
volunteers’ help to clear trails, build the two rope tows, and move three aging barracks to
the site to be used as warming huts and even overnight lodges. Winter Park Ski Area
opened to the public in December 1939.

Halted only by World War II, Winter Park’s growth promised to soon outpace the
city’s ability to manage the ski area. After only three years, its dwe tows soon fell
into disrepair, leading Forest Service officials to threaten to revoketyfepermit if
nothing was done to improve the two tows. Before his retirement in 1947, Cranmer
ordered several improvements to the area despite the fact that neither tha skirahe
city had the funds to pay for many of the improvements. While profits jumped from
$7,385.75 during the 1940-1941 winter season to $18,571 during the 1945-1946 season,
the ski area was running in the réBecause they were considered vital to the long-
term vitality of the ski area, Denver Parks constructed a new 3,100-foot T-bit; ski |
moved the two rope tows, and constructed a restaurant and an expanded parking lot at
Winter Park, leaving the Ski Tow Fund with a deficit of $59,80By 1949 it was

becoming apparent to all that the city could no longer manage its ski area.

8Glenn G. Saunders to F. E. Wilson, February 24218&orge E. Cranmer Papers. Box 1, FF13. Western
History and Genealogy Department, Denver Publicdriyp Denver, Colorado.
"9 Winter Park 1947-1948 Season, Memorandum. Gear@eaamer Papers. Box 1, FF22. Western
g—éistory and Genealogy Department, Denver Publicdrijy Denver, Colorado

Ibid.
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Photograph 4. Winter Park Ski Area, circa early @95Denver Public Library Western History
Photograph Collection

Alarmed by Winter Park’s worsening condition, Denver banker and member of the
Alberg Club Alan Phipps approached Denver Mayor Quig Newton with a proposal to set
up a nonprofit board to run the ski area similar to that already running the cityralnat
history museum and botanical gardens. Pointing out the fact that the ski area’s rope tows
were becoming too dangerous to use and the Forest Service’s threat to close ithe ar
nothing was done, Phipps convinced Newton to accept the plan. In 1950, Phipps and
other interested parties formed the Winter Park Recreation Assodé®EsA). Needing
someone to run the mountain, the newly formed board hired Steve Bradley Winter
Park’s executive director. A graduate of Dartmouth and a member of its famedrski t
Bradley had served in the signal corps during World War Il. Moving to Colorado after
the war, he enrolled at the University of Colorado, earning a masters de{jreearts.

While working on his degree, Bradley was approached by Phipps, who asked the former
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Dartmouth skier to apply for the executive director opening at Winter Park. Bididley

and in 1950 was hired as the WPRA's first executive director. Its leadershgre file
WPRA took the reins of the ski area. The arrangement created a nonprofit corporation
run by a small board that would be an independent agent of the city. Due to the WPRA'’s
nonprofit status any profits earned by the ski area were put into maintaining and
developing the are.

Until that point the city had invested a total of $270,000 in Winter Park, but 1950
marked the end of public money for the ski dfefgaced with the necessity of turning a
profit to remain open, the WPRA began investing in the ski area’s facilities.r§he fi
order of business was the replacement of the ski area’s two rope tows. “I conbkided t
the rope tow was perhaps the most dangerous piece of equipment there was, and we set
out to retire them just as quickly as possible,” recalled BradI€ke danger of ropes
tows lies in the fact that they are constantly running, and unless a skier quaiibhed
on and stays balanced they can quickly, and often violently, be jerked to the ground.
Despite the use of safety gates, long hair or loose clothing could be caughpuiley
system, seriously injuring or even killing those unlucky enough to get caughts,Tehar
the other hand, allowed skiers to grab hold of a long T-shaped bar suspended from a
cable and rest on the crossbar while riding uphill. Such an improvement kept skiers away
from the cable and allowed lift operators to help more effectively. Ski lifedea |
introduction, improved upon the T-bar concept by attaching chairs to the cables and
elevating them farther off the ground. With money the Cranmer and Phipps raised,

Bradley tore down the two rope tows and replaced them with more modern T-bar tows.

8 Winter Park Recreation Associatiowjnter Park,28-29.
82 Curtis Casewit, “A City Owned Ski AreaJournal of the American CityApril 1970, 120-22.
8 Steve Bradley interview, Winter Park MarketingeSil Winter Park Ski Resort, Colorado.
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Over the next decade the Balcony House, a new lodge named for its huge balcon
overlooking the front slopes of the mountain, was constructed to replace the olédarrac

as well as a larger parking [8t.

Conclusion

By the end of the 1930s, the Forest Service had generally embraced recreation as one
of its management priorities. The infusion of federal dollars during the Nelv Dea
through programs such as the WPA, along with cheap labor provided by the CCC,
bolstered the development of recreational facilities throughout most natiorsttfore
especially those near urban populations. In Colorado, this translated as a greater
emphasis on the construction of hundreds of campgrounds, trails, ranger stations, and
rope tows. Such development, combined with growing automobile ownership, lured
increasing numbers of visitors to the state’s mountains to enjoy the outdoors. Skiing
reflected outdoor recreation’s mounting popularity during the period, growing from an
obscure sport at the beginning of the century into an increasingly popular actithiy b
end of the 1930s. The United States’ entry into World War Il in 1941 temporarily
slowed skiing’s growth in Colorado, but the sport exploded in popularity in the decades
following the war’s end and opened Denver’'s mountains beyond Speer’s and Carhart’'s

imagination®®

8 Winter Park Recreation Associatiofjnter Park,28-29; Bradley interview; Winter Park: Ticket Piice
Ski Tow Improvements, Agreements, Contracts, Cpordence, Product, and Equipment brochures.
Denver Parks and Recreation Department Records3BokF12. Denver Public Library Western History
and Genealogy Department. Denver, Colorado.

8 Ralph Hartley and James Schne&iministering the National Forests of Colorado: Assessment of
the Architectural and Cultural Significance of Higtal Administrative Propertie@.incoln, NE: U.S.
Department of the Interior, National Park Servit@96),
http://www.nps.gov/history/history/online_bookskst/colorado-nf/architecture.htm. Accessed February
13, 2009.
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CHAPTER TWO
THE BOOM

In the spring of 1947, Denver’s city park manager George Cranmer wrote regional
forester John W. Spencer demanding that the Forest Service act immediatd}yfund
the construction of more trails at the city’s ski area Winter Park. Openedamiber
1940, the burgeoning ski area was experiencing a surge in skier numbers, causing the
trails to become overcrowded. Cranmer criticized the Forest Senadesefto meet the
growing public demand for skiing, and insisted the agency help finance and construct
more trails at Winter Park. While sympathetic to Cranmer’s plight, Speesgonded in
a strongly worded letter, “It is the policy of the Forest Service to givate capital an
opportunity to develop ski areas on national forest land under special permits. Thss result
in the creation of new business opportunities. Much-needed developments are provided,
while at the same time the best interests of the skiers are protectecdhloyninestrative
control exercised by the Forest Servit&pencer also said the Forest Service was well
aware of mounting public demand for skiing, and had, since 1945, issued permits for
Berthoud Pass and Arapahoe Basin, purchased Cooper Hill ski lift from the War
Department, arranged for the replacement of the Berthoud and Loveland Pasdesii, shel
previously cooperated with the City of Denver to expand Winter Park, entered
negotiations for the construction of a ski area at Climax outside the town of Leadvil
and begun avalanche control on Berthoud Pass, all in an effort to meet the demand for
skiing? The problem the Forest Service had in assisting Winter Park’s growth in 1947

was a simple lack of funds and manpower with which to continue its New Deal

! John W. Spencer, Regional Forester, to Georgen@arMay 27, 1947. George E. Cranmer Papers.
Western History and Genealogy Department, Denvbti®Library, Denver, Colorado.
2 .

Ibid.
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expansions of the 1930s and early 1940s. The combination of increasing public demand
and limited Forest Service budgets meant, as Spencer indicated in his letwteC
that private ventures would now have to develop ski areas on public’lands.

Spencer’s reply demonstrated the Forest Service’s struggle to neetictal
expectations in the years following World War Il and the agency’s #earsfe of ski
area development responsibility to the private sector. Throughout Colorado and the Wes
national forests attracted hundred of thousands of visitors in the years inatyediat
following the war’s end. Recreational visits to national forests rose loly &€ percent
from the 1945 through 1950. This trend continued over the next two decades. By 1960,
the Forest Service estimated that the total number of recreationalwiségdnal forests
totaled 92.6 million visitor days. Four years later, that number grew to 133.8 rillion.
The Forest Service was not the only agency experiencing such tremendous igrowth i
visitation. The lifting of wartime travel restrictions, along with gnogvhational

affluence beginning in the 1950s and an overall increase in the nations population, drew

®Recreation became an increasingly pressing isstreigears following World War 1I. The Forest
Service’s camp grounds, trails, and roads quickbyed inadequate in dealing with the millions dfitors
venturing into their national forests. In 1956, #gency released a report projecting that by 1862 t
national forest would host 66 million visitors. Sutumbers helped launch Operation Outdoors. A five
year program that injected millions of funds irte to agency in order to repair and rehabilitatdifees

left unattended during the 1940s, Operation Outsipooved to be only a band aid measure. John $ticke
"Recreation on the National Foresfhnals of American Academy of Political and SoS8igience
(September, 1957), 129-31. The 1960s proved totbmang point for the Forest Service in more ways
than just recreational funding. In 1960, Congresssed the Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Actrder
balance increasing recreational use with timbee pdissage of the Wilderness Act in 1964, and the
National Environmental Policy Act in 1969 added thieo layer of legislation to Forest Service
management of national forests. The Forest Sesfioggled in meeting the increasing demands both by
recreationalists and the timber industry throughibaetdecade. Dennis C. Le Mastegcade of Change:
The Remaking of the Forest Service Statutory Aitthburing the 1970¢Westport, CT: Greenwood
Press, 1984), 1-15; Harold Ste@hge U.S. Forest Service: A Histqi$eattle: University of Washington
Press, 2005), 297-307; Paul H#t Conspiracy of Optimism: Management of the Natfiémaests Since
World War Twa(Lincoln: University Press of Nebraski©94), 193-215.

* National Forest Recreational Use, 1924-1996, FEétistory Society,
http://www.foresthistory.org/ASPNET/policy/RecreatiRecreationVisitors.aspx., accessed May 3, 2008.
According to the Forest Service, a recreationaloriglay is a reporting unit consisting of twelvisitor
hours. Beginning in 1965 the definition and unitsexreation use were changed to reflect bettémagts
and the passage of the Wilderness Act and the addConservation Fund Act.
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Americans into their public lands by the millions. National Park visitation exglode
following the war. In Yosemite National Park alone, visitor numbers rose 31&nperc
between 1945 and 1946, and hit the 1 million mark in P9B%e often-overlooked
Bureau of Land Management, landlord of the largest public land domain within the
United States, experienced similar increases in recreational use, thougiarypto the
same degree. In all, recreation became one of the primary uses of publicdpedm|ky
in the American West. This growth in turn caused tremendous problems for all land
management agencies as they attempted to provide adequate accessnmdatem
exploding numbers of usets.

Downhill skiing reflected this remarkable growth in outdoor recreation. Avelgti
minor sport prior to the war, skiing’s popularity boomed in the postwar years. Skiing
quickly became the single largest winter use of national forests in mastgrwstates.
State and local boosters promoted skiing in order to bolster wintertime trateglet® s
such as Colorado, Utah, and California, and hundreds of new ski areas opened across the
region. In Colorado alone, skier numbers jumped 59 percent during the 1946-1947 winter
seasonBy 1949, the state’s twenty-three ski areas drew 171,000 skiers, a 78 percent
increase from the season before. Over the next two decades, skier numberscctmtinue

climb dramatically. Skier days jumped from 1.3 million nationwide in 1955 to 4.2 million

® Frank Kittredge, “Yosemite during the War Yearédsemite Nature Not¢May 1946): 76. Yosemite
National Park Library, California.

® Historians note the meteoric growth of outdooreation following World War 1. See Marion Clawson,
The Bureau of Land Manageméhtew York: Praeger Publishers, 1971), 109-20; lésaNilkinson and

H. Michael Anderson,.and Resource Planning in the National Forg$tsashington, D.C.: Island Press,
1987), 321-24; Hal Rothman, “A Regular Ding-Donglit’: Agency Culture and Evolution in the Park
Service-Forest Service Dispute, 1916—193¥¢stern Historical QuarterlyMay 1989): 187—-214; Hirt,
Conspiracy of Optimisn82-87; Richard West Sellalreserving Nature in the National Parks: A History
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1997)149-208g8fThe U.S. Forest Service78-307.
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in 1964. Economists projected that by 1980 the eleven western states would reach nearly
24 million skier days.

Such an increase in visitation and recreational activity overwhelmed the Fores
Service, convincing the agency to allow the development of new, larger sksresort
throughout the West. In Colorado, a dozen new ski resorts opened in the two decades
following the war. However, the development of ski areas on public land came with a
price. From the opening of Arapahoe Basin Ski Area in 1947 to Breckenridge $ki Res
in 1961, and Vail Ski Resort in 1962 developers worked in conjunction with the Forest
Service to construct ski areas on public lands. The desire to maximize profitplafted
the very same developers at odds with Forest Service officials who destlieected the
control the development of public lands for recreational access. This tension shaped the
early development of ski resorts throughout the West and framed the largeraledvate
the region’s future.

The development of ski areas, and later ski resorts, in the Colorado Rockies marked
the emergence of the Modern West: a West less reliant on what economissThoma
Michael Power termed “folk economics,” and more reliant on postindustrial industries
such as tourism and technoldjJhis economic shift brought with it great cultural
changes. Ranches became ski resorts, as the story of Vail demonstchtessearural
towns became gateways to the region’s vast public lands. With the greatest gnoglorti

its population living in urban areas, the West became more so in the years after Worl

"“Increase in Skier Days in 1947,” Department ofidglture release, February 9, 1947. Arapahoe Basin
U.S. Forest Service, 1946—-1949. Lawrence Jump BaBek 1, FF8. Western History and Genealogy
Department, Denver Public Library, Denver, Colorgdenver Public Library Western History and
Genealogy Department. Denver, Colorado; U. S. Depart of Agriculture, Forest Service News Bulletin,
Sunday, May 18, 1947. Lawrence Jump Papers, BBk8, Western History and Genealogy Department,
Denver Public Library, Denver, Colorado.

8 Michael Thomas Powekost Landscapes and Failed Economies: The Search ¥tlue of Place
(Washington, D.C.: Island Press, 1996), 19-21.
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War Il as millions migrated to the region’s cities and burgeoning suburbs. Ira@o)or

the suburbs surrounding Denver quickly expanded along the Front Range. In keeping
with its status as a modern western state, tourism became Colorado’s segestd la
industry, behind only manufacturifighs a major feature of the tourism industry in the
state, ski areas began to reshape people’s concept of the Colorado’s mountainous inter
In terms of the scale of construction and use of resources, the development of ski areas
paled in comparison to the extension of Interstate 70 through the Colorado Rockies and
into Utah. The interstate facilitated unparalleled development of Colorado’s anmint
Begun in 1971, the four-lane highway became the mountain’s main artery that opened the
state’s interior to further development, allowing greater numbers of totarigisit and

greater amounts of resources to arrive. The extension of Interstate 78ussd the
beginnings of a cultural backlash against the development of the state’s mountain
communities and the impacts that development had on the environment, specifically a
contentious debate over the proposed routing of the interstate through the Eadle’s Nes
primitive area. In all, the development of ski areas carried with it trdmes effects on

the future of Colorado’s mountains and the debate over their Shape.

° On Colorado’s changing economics during the laentieth century, see: Wilson D. Kend#|Brief
Economic History of ColoradfDenver: Center for Business and Economic Foreogshnc., 2002).

19 0On postwar suburban growth, see Kenneth Jackagrass Frontier: The Suburbanization of the
United Stateg¢New York: Oxford University Press, 1985); Robeighinan,Bourgeois Utopias: The Rise
and Fall of SuburbigNew York: Basic Books, 1987), 155-81; Carl Abbdtie Metropolitan Frontier
Cities in the Modern American Weg3tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1998); Andbagany et. Al.,
Suburban Nation: The Rise of Sprawl and the Dedirthe American DrearfNew York: North Point
Press, 2001); Becky Nicolaidddy Blue Heaven: Life and Politics in the Workinga€3 Suburbs of Los
Angeles, 1920-19668Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2002); Owenfreund,Twentieth-Century
Sprawl: Highways and the Reshaping of the AmericamdscapgNew York: Oxford University Press,
2004). On the importance of World War Il in the Amnan West, see Gerald Nagthe American West
Transformed: The Impact of the Second World YWaacoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1990).
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Arapahoe Basin

At the end of World War 1, only two highways linked Colorado’s high country to the
outside world. U.S. Highway 40 meandered into the mountains from Denver and crossed
the Continental Divide over Berthoud Pass before making its way westward through
Middle Park, Steamboat Springs, and onto Salt Lake City. Similarly, Highway 6 wound
through the Rockies from Denver over Loveland and Vail Passes and into southern Utah.
Of the two, Highway 40 proved to be the most popular for both summer and winter
travel. The Colorado Department of Highways began plowing Berthoud Pass during the
winter of 1931, opening it to skiers who often traveled to the summit of the pass during
weekends to enjoy the bountiful snowfall. Such access played a central role in the
opening of Berthoud Pass Ski Area in 1937 and later Winter Park Ski Area in 1940 at the
western portal of the Moffat Tunnel. The two ski areas quickly became the mostrpopula
areas in the state, attracting well over 30,000 visitors each by*18%Bontrast, the
more southerly U.S. Highway 6 saw much less traffic. Like Berthoud Pass, both
Loveland and Vail passes remained treacherous during the winter, even witisaacre
state maintenance. But Loveland Pass posed particular problems as it crossed the
Continental Divide at nearly 12,000 feet above sea level, making winter driving on all but
the calmest days difficult at best. Vail Pass was not even constructed until 1940t whe
replaced the much more perilous Shrine Pass.

Two other reasons accounted for Highway 40’s greater popularity with both summe
and winter tourists. The first was the relative distance of Loveland and \#aiffi®an

Denver and the Front Range. Intimidated by the longer drive, most motorists@hose t

1 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service N&uilletin, Friday, May, 20, 1949. George E.
Cranmer Papers. Box 1, FF22. Western History amie@egy Department, Denver Public Library,
Denver, Colorado.
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cross the Divide at the much closer Berthoud Pass. Second, the both the Forest Service
and City of Denver actively promoted the Berthoud Pass route. As early as 1920, Denve
city officials promoted a circular tour of the northern Rockies along the Ramge,

through Rocky Mountain National Park, with a return to Denver via Berthoud Pass on
Highway 40. The Forest Service had taken an active role in the early develgiment
Berthoud Pass Ski Area, building both a ski shelter and helping finance the firttwope

on the pass’s summit. Winter Park Ski Area, owned by the City of Denver, enjoyed the
benefits of city boosters promoting the new ski area to todfists.

Yet despite its distance from Denver and a lack of municipal and federal promotion,
Loveland Pass offered great potential for the development of a ski area. In a 1931 survey
of possible sites for future ski areas, the Forest Service identified both tidwe esice of
Loveland Pass and a small watershed on the western side of the pass known as Arapahoe
Basin as ideal locations for future skiing related developments. To this end in 1936
Denver businessman J. C. Blickensderfer installed a rope tow on the easterntsde of t
pass. Over the next five years Blickensderfer installed three more ndwsmed his
small ski area Loveland Basin. The potential of Arapahoe Basin captured tjieatian
of Regional Forest Service Ranger W. “Slim” Davis. Pointing to the basin’bination
of high elevation, north-facing exposure, and access directly off Highway 6 Rali
out plans in 1941 for a ski area in Arapahoe Basin. However, the United States’ entry int
World War 1l put the development of Arapahoe Basin on hold for the next five years.

During the winter of 1945, the Winter Sports Committee of Denver hired 10th

Mountain Division veterans Lawrence “Larry” Jump and Frederick “Sandya&ter to

12 A further discussion on the promotion of HighwdyBy Denver City officials is included in chaptereo
Arthur Carhart, Memorandum for Record, March 281 %Arthur Carhart Papers, Box 22, FF 55. Western
History and Genealogy Department, Denver Publicdriyp Denver, Colorado.
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locate a potential ski area site near the Front Range. After scouting the imuh&a
two stumbled across Arapahoe Basin. Like Davis before them, Jump and Schauffler
quickly identified the area’s potential for skiing and recruited formgmplc medalist
Dick Durrance, ski manufacturéhor Groswold, and former Penn State forestry
professor Max Dercum to form Arapahoe Basin'fhc.

Forest Service officials welcomed the construction of a new ski area irgtba.réd
feel personally that a development of the type you propose is badly needed, aral you a
invited to give us further details,” wrote Regional Forester John Spencerntbae sa
official who would pen a scathing letter to Denver City Park’s Director Gebrgemer
a year later in response to Cranmer’s complaint that the Forest Servinetvaasng
enough to promote skiing in the state, to Arapahoe Basin director Max Dercum it 1946.
Given the rising popularity of skiing during the previous winter, the Forest Sdrait
come to the conclusion that more ski areas would soon be needed to satisfy increasing
demand. “Since there are no indications that this meteoric increase in winéatienal
use is beginning to level off,” noted Ranger W. S. Davis, “the national forests in the
Rocky Mountain region are making preparations to accommodate an even greatar numbe
of people next seaso>That next winter, Arapahoe Basin opened its first ski lift.

The new ski area struggled in its first years of operation. A lack of parkihg a
adequate facilities kept many skiers away from Arapahoe Basin. dé@ame a
constant source of frustration for the area’s owners. The Colorado Department of

Highways refused to plow the snow back enough for skiers to park safely alongside the

13«survey of Winter Sports is Compiled in Mountaime&,” Glenwood PostMay 5, 1938.

14 John Spencer to Max Dercum, May 9, 1946. Lawrdnwep Papers. Arapahoe Basin U.S. Forest Service
1946-1949. Western History and Genealogy Departnmrtver Public Library, Denver, Colorado.

15 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service N&ulletin, Sunday, May 18, 1947.
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highway, leaving many no choice but to park alongside the highway and receivé a ticke
from the state highway patrol or risk getting stuck in the ditch. Jump harangued the
highway department, the state patrol, and the Forest Service over Arapaime Bas
parking problems, arguing that the ski area’s profits were hurt by thesfail@ach
agency to provide adequate parking. All agreed that it was a problem, but it was not until
1950 that the Department of Highways agreed to keep the entrance of the sleareé cl
snow. Even with the agreement in place, parking at Arapahoe Basin remained perilous
throughout the decad®.

Financial problems also plagued the new ski area. Besides the parking problems
Arapahoe Basin’s runs were too steep for novice skiers, giving the ski areaukegtion
of being too difficult for most tourists to ski. In 1949, co-founder Sandy Schauffler sold
his share of the business to Larry Jump, and it appeared that Arapahoe Basfaimight
Schauffler’'s departure was followed by more bad news when in 1951 rumors began
circulating throughout the state that the Forest Service had approved thactamsof a
new ski lift on the eastern side of Loveland Pass.

On hearing the rumor, Jump immediately sent a letter to Regional Fdtdstard
Cliff in protest. In the letter, Jump argued that an agreement between thesséind
Forest Service had confirmed that no additional lifts would be approved until public need
demanded. Despite careful management and attention to costs and expenses, Arapahoe
Basin had operated at a loss every season to date. “In 1946 when Arapahoe Basin, Inc

was organized to construct two chair lifts on Loveland Pass, the Forest Seiizieésof

16 Lawrence Jump to Forest Supervisor William Faygphoe National Forest, January 26, 1950.
Lawrence Jump Papers. Box 3, FF1. Western HistadyGenealogy Department, Denver Public Library,
Denver, Colorado; Lawrence Jump to Forester SuparWilliam Fay, April 2, 1951. Lawrence Jump
Papers. Box 3, FF1. Western History and GenealagpaBment, Denver Public Library, Denver,
Colorado.
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stated that no additional lifts would be approved until a far greater need fdf up-hi
facilities was manifested. On this basis we undertook to raise the ngaemgsital to

make all the required improvements at a time there were no public funds (unlike
competing areas) to help with such facilities as parking areas, toildteyshetc.,” Jump
wrote. He continued by pointing out that despite the ski area having operated in the red
since its opening, “only now can [we] see a possible small profit under existing
conditions.” According to Jump, the central reason for Arapahoe Basin’s financial
struggles lay in its having to compete with an increasing number of ski areas in the
region. He concluded the letter by stating, “A chairlift at LovelandrBasuld be

ruinous to our business we are convinced, and would create serious stockholder reaction
which conceivably could lead to bankruptcy.”

Cliff denied Forest Service’s approval of a new ski area on Loveland Passtédt s
“Any new developments at an established area could not be disapproved on the basis of
objections by a competing are&.The issue of competitiveness would become
increasingly difficult for the Forest Service to manage over the neatidedhe agency
arguably allowed the private development of ski resorts in national forests to provide
recreational access to the public. But private interests were not the stmagablic’s
interests. What if, as in the case of Arapahoe Basin, a ski area was sgyaggiompete?

Was it within the Forest Service’s power to limit competition? This option cootdgr
the public’s interests by limiting the development of public lands and therebyvangse

their beauty, but also might hurt consumers who desired lower ticket prices brought about

" Lawrence Jump to Edward Cliff, June 6, 1951. Laugnp Papers. Box 3, FF 9. Western History and
Genealogy Department, Denver Public Library, Den@orado.
18 Edward Cliff to Lawrence Jump, July 6, 1951. Lalfamp Papers. Box 3, FF 9. Western History and
Genealogy Department, Denver Public Library, Den@aorado.
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by increased competition. In addition, ski areas often had different interesth¢ha

Forest Service in not only maximizing their profits but in ensuring that theyaheld

healthy market share. Jump’s opposition to another ski area on Loveland Pass came from
his interest in keeping Arapahoe Basin afloat financially. Such interesgswidely

accepted in the years following World War 1. But by the late 1950s, increasirigensim

of Americans began to question the development of public lands, and call instead for the
preservation of wild places.

The problem of corporate profits versus the variety of public demands remained
unresolved, due in large part to skiing’s continued growth over the next decade. But the
questions raised by Jump in the Forest Service’s role ensuring a protedtet mar
foreshadowed a much larger controversy over the development of the Vail and
Breckenridge ski resorts in the coming decade. The issue of private investraldant
resorts and the corresponding need to maximize profits would become the singtedefini
issue of the development and expansion of ski areas in national forests as the Forest
Service issued permits for new ski areas. In the 1960s, this juggling act would onl
become more complicated with the growing call for the preservation of pristine
landscapes.

In 1953, Arapahoe Basin opened its first chairlift. Two years later, Logdd3asin
opened its own chairlift. The two neighboring areas remained highly competitivehant
1970s, when, unable to keep up with demands, and in order to provide “uncongested

skiing,” the owners of Arapahoe Basin agreed with the Forest Service tchienmtitnber

9 Samuel P. Hays, Beauty, Health, and PermanemérdBmental Politics in the United States, 1955-

1985 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 198¥3;21; Michael Cohen, The History of the Sierra
Club, 1892-1970 (San Francisco: Sierra Club BobR88), 323-32; Roderick Frazier Nash, Wilderness

and the American Mind"ed. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2001), 300-
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of skiers on the mountain to 1,600 at any one fitvithe idea proved to be a bad business
decision and bled the company dry until 1978 when Ralston Purina, the owners of nearby
Keystone Ski Resort, bought Arapahoe Basin. Still, the area’s demanding tedain a
higher elevation, which ensured longer seasons, kept Arapahoe Basin a favorite of

Colorado skiers throughout the rest of the century.

Vail
In the winter of 1957, Peter Seibert and Earl Eaton hiked to the top of what would
eventually become Vail Ski Resort. After a seven-hour climb through waaptstew,
the two men finally summited. “Beneath the brilliant blue sky we slowly tumed i
circle and saw perfect ski terrain no matter which direction we facedei$eeminisced
with some dramatic license in his memoir on the creation of the iconic ski readyt ae
half century later. “We looked at each other and realized what we both knew far:certa

This was it

With mellow slopes, abundant snow, easy access via U.S. Highway 6, and
an incredible view of the Gore Mountains, the unnamed mountain was perfect for what
both hoped would one day become a world-class ski resort. Four years later, Vail Ski
Resort opened as the largest ski resort in North America, with more than 4,000 acres o
skiable terrain served by Colorado’s only gondola, and with three other lifts heith t
beginnings of what would become Vail Village resting at the base of the massain.t

But in 1960, when Siebert and Eaton imagined the possibilities, Vail remained largely

unknown to most Coloradans. So, Siebert had a simple sign hung alongside U.S.

Highway 6 stating, “This is Vail, Open for Skiing December 1962,” to explain the

2 Memo George Tourtillout to Forest Supervisors,j8cth Arapahoe Basin Reserved Skiing, November 2,
1970.
% peter W. Seiber¥/ail: Triumph of a Drean{Boulder, CO: Mountain Sports Press, 2000), 32—33.
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mixture of buildings and a dirt parking lot to passers-by. A second similar sigregaint
large block letters, also appeared on the side of the lower terminal of the gondaola, whi
was the largest structure in the valley at that fGiBly the end of the decade Seibert and
Eaton’s vision grew from a collection of ranches at the base of a no-name mountain int
world-class ski resort that attracted millions of visitors a year acahbe the model for
future ski resort development throughout North America.

To many who drove along U.S. Highway 6, Vail seemed to appear out of nowhere.
The transformation of the once-idyllic pasture into a clutter of buildings andiftair
came rather abruptly to many locals living in the area, but Vail's emeeggas anything
but sudden. Many within the Forest Service considered the development of Vail
overambitious and inappropriate. In his initial survey of the mountain in 1957, Forest
Service Ranger Paul Hauk agreed with Seibert and Eaton on the mountain’s pdtential
noted that the development of another ski resort in the area posed some problems
regarding the Forest Service’s policy of orderly timing in the developaofeski resorts
throughout the state to ensure fair competition to those areas already iroap&véh
applications from at least four other proposed ski resorts in the region, most of them near
existing towns, as well as Vail's uncertain finances, Hauk initially denah V
Corporation’s permit request. Vail's difficulty in receiving a pernohfrthe Forest
Service also stemmed from the agency’s struggle over its policy on how tdldedba
the development of ski resorts on national forests. In 1959, to meet skier demand without
causing over-development the White River National Forest, located just wesivdrDe

and the Front Range, instituted a “staging-in” policy of ski areas to meet puldianée

22 Sjebert notes that many did not believe that Wailild open on time. Despite numerous construction
delays, weather, and even shipping problems wéltgtindola from Switzerland Vail did indeed open on
December 15, 1962 as scheduled. SeWeait, 101.
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restrict the over-development of national forest lands. Hauk’s rejection ¢f Vail
application set off a two-year fight over the private development of public lands and
public demand for recreational access to national forests. After yearstichpol
wrangling and intense negotiations between the Forest Service and Vaisbiyna
permit was granted in 1961, allowing the resort to open to the public the following
winter. In the end, the Forest Service abandoned its stage-in policy, peyr8igbert
and fellow investors to build Vail, but retained greater oversight for the future
development of ski resorts throughout the United Stites.

Few men became more synonymous with Vail than Pete Seibert. A veteran of the
10th Mountain Division and graduate of the prestigiouBddle Hoteliere de Lausanne
hotel management school in Chamonix, France, Seibert had fallen in love with skiing as a
boy. At age seven he discovered his mother’'s maple skis hidden in the family barn in
Sharon, Massachusetts. Having given up the sport and the skis after having children, his
mother agreed to give the skis to the young Seibert. “Never have | experianoed a
complete sense of joy and adventure than when | first stuck my hunting booksinto t
leather toe straps and proceeded down the modest hills outside of my town,” wrote
Seibert of his first years on skisThe nation’s economic upheaval during the early
1930s led to the Seibert family to move to New Hampshire, where young Pete continued
his obsession with skiing, becoming a region skiing champion by his late teen&eBut li
SO0 many young Americans, the United States’ entry into World War |l dreatiqti
changed Siebert’s life. In 1943 he joined the elit8 M®duntain Division, eventually

ending up fighting in Italy. After surviving wounds suffered when a motor round

% paul HaukChronology of Vail4. Paul Hauk Papers. Box 2. Western History ance@egy
Department, Denver Public Library, Denver, Colorado
4 SeibertVail, 46.
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exploded in a tree over his head, tearing through his right arm and face, destreying
right kneecap and breaking his right femur, with a second shell hitting him in the ches
and the calf of his right leg. After recovering from his wounds, Seiberted to

Colorado to work as a ski patroller at Aspen Ski Area before moving to Franoceni att
school. Upon graduation from Ecole Hoételiere de Lausanne, Siebert once again he
returned to Colorado, briefly running a hotel in the southern Colorado mining town of
Silverton before taking a job managing Loveland Pass Ski Area in 1957. It was a
Loveland that he met Earl Eat6h.

A Colorado native, Eaton had dropped out of high school to work in the Civilian
Conservation Corps during the 1930s. After serving in the army during the war, he
returned home to work in the molybdenum mines near Leadville before moving to Aspen
to work first on the packing crew and eventually as a ski patroller. Like Seifagon
dreamed of opening his own ski resort. In his ceaseless wanderings throughout the
Colorado high country in 1954 he stumbled upon what would become the back bowls of
Vail. Unable to secure any financial backing, Eaton’s dreams of devglt@mmountain
remained just that until he met Seibert at Loveland. The two then made theirtfgief

to the top of the unnamed mountain on the western side of VaifPass.

% Hauk, Chronology of Vail 1-2; SeibertVail, 28-30; Dick Hausermaifhe Inventors of Va{Edwards,
CO: Golden Peak Publishing Company, 2003), 16 - 18.
* Seibert, Vail, 31-32, HausermaFhe Inventors of Vaill9-20.
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Photograph EPeter Siebert. Photograph courtesy of Vail Resbts

Convinced they had found their mountain, Eaton &eitbert sought help purchasi
enough land to build the <area. Seibert contacted Richard Folwer, a lawysn
Denver who he had met while working in Aspen. Agrgdo join Seibert and Eaton
attempting to build a ski resort, Folwer suggestenhg the services of Denver real est
appraiser John Conwayhe four men quickly began looking for land on whiol
develop a resort village at the base of the prappe&emountain. Identifying the fi-
hundredacre Hanson ranch as ideal, Conway approachedHamson, the ranch
owner, about buying the properSuspicious as to why the four men would want to
the ranch at the base of Vail Pass, Hanson dedmedll at first. Conway continued

work on Hanson, stopping in to visit the ranchemnauitiple occasions throughout t
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next year. Conway’s patience finally paid off in the fall of 1958 with Hansogpaog
the offer of $110 an acre for the rarf¢h.

Seibert remained optimistic about the mountain’s potential and pressed forward,
searching for investors to help finance the resort’'s development. Congda@iey was
be needed not only to build the ski area, but also to plan and develop a base village.
Seibert suggested their group approach George Caulkins. A successful oil man, Caulkins
spent many of his winters in Aspen, where he owned a house a block away from
Seibert’s. After touring the site, Caulkins was unconvinced as to the viability oéthe n
resort and returned to Aspen. But Seibert persisted, and in 1959, finally convinced
Caulkins to invest. Jack Tweedy, Fowler's law partner, soon joined the group and the si
men incorporated, forming the Vail Corporation in 1959. Retaining 50 percent of the new
corporation for themselves, the six sold the remaining half to twenty invesiors fr
around the country. Comprised of lawyers, architects, oil men, avid skiers, and even an
executive with Time Inc., the fledging corporation began constructingrérseirt”

The first order of business was to secure a permit from the Forest Serviceritoorde
build the ski area. While Forester Paul Hauk had been encouraging about the patential
Vail as a ski area, problems in Forest Service policy led to a two-year betitveen the
government agency and the resort’s investors and their political alliesstatbeHauk, a
twenty-year Forest Service veteran, was a graduate of Colorado Siegstsyf program
and an avid skier. He had quickly earned the reputation within the agency for his
understanding of what made a good ski mountain. During the 1940s, he had served as the

“snow ranger,” or sort of forest ranger on skis, at both Berthoud Pass and Arapahoe

2" HausermariThe Inventors of Vail6.
%8 |bid., 29.
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Basin. Following the war, Hauk served as the District Forest Ranger in both thgaBan J
National Forest and the Arapahoe National Forest before transferringhiteeRiver
National Forest in 1957. Until the early 1950s, the Forest Service placed little value on
the recreational use of national forest lands except for camping, hunting,kang. fis

Many within the service did not believe that skiing would become more than a fringe
activity, despite the opening of several ski resorts in the 1930s and 1940s including
Aspen in Colorado and Sun Valley in Idaho. “The few of us in the Forest Service that
skied or predicted the sport would become a major use were called FBI'eiBq&itdt
Idiots),” Hauk recalled of the efa.

Despite such disparaging views of skiing by many within the Forest Service, Hauk’s
knowledge of skiing served the Forest Service well. On his transfer to the Ritgr
National Forest Office in Glenwood Springs, Hauk was given the title dfGtader in
charge of Recreation and Lands, and assigned to survey the district’'s peh&s for t
skiing potential. Hauk’s surveys became the basis for the development of ski resorts
throughout the White River National Forest, and Hauk himself was a central iigthe
state’s ski industry through his retirement in 1977. As a result of his influencegrétst F
Service played a more active role in ski area operations during Hauk’s temlee
White River National Forest. Hauk often found himself not only surveying potekitial s
areas, but he was also much more involved in on-mountain operations such as avalanche
control and visitor safety. With fewer environmental regulations, and fewezskits,

Hauk also enjoyed greater control over the day-to-day operations of ski atteashe

forest. Until the late 1970s, the Forest Service regulated everything froradhef the

29 Book 1, Ski Area Monographs, 1996 #28. Paul HaaxePs. Box 2. Western History and Genealogy
Collection, Denver Public Library, Denver, Colorado
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ski resort to lift ticket prices within the White River National Foresthv§uch

overarching control, the agency managed virtually every aspect of skideselopment

and operations. The explosion in skiing’s popularity, combined with the growing number
of ski resorts throughout the White River National Forest, the state, and ithrg, segl

the Forest Service’s concentration on environmental legislation eroded much of the
agency’s control by the late 1970s. Such changes were to occur in the future. In 1957,
Hauk remained solely in charge of the development of skiing in his corner of the
Colorado mountains.

After touring Eaton and Seibert’s mountain with them in fall of 1957, Hauk
concluded that it possessed greater potential and variety of terrain than Aspeallgspe
when the mountain’s expansive back bowls were added. “The area has quite a [lot of]
potential and | would venture to say that Seibert might resign his job at Lovelaimd Ba
and start promoting the financial backing which for him, with all his contractsdwmil
be too difficult,” summarized Hauk in his report on the unnamed moufit¥iet, despite
Hauk’s general support for the development of the mountain as a ski area, he noted a few
unfavorable factors that might cause the failure of the venture. One was tbhétbest
private land on which the resort would sit. With the majority of the land in the valley
floor in the hands of private ranches, once word got out that investors were interested i
purchasing land, Hauk concluded that property values would skyrocket, making any
venture extremely expensive. Second were the costs of developing a ski ardraof suc
size. The need to build not only ski lifts and trails, but also an entire village fratatscr

potentially could grow into the hundreds of millions of dollars. Without any firm

% paul Hauk, Memo Mill Creek, Two Elk Creek Ski Areeoposal, September 4, 1957. Paul Hauk Papers.
Box 2. Western History and Genealogy DepartmentvieePublic Library, Denver, Colorado.
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financial backing, the Forest Service remained uncomfortable granpiegrat for such
an extensive project. But the money would be only one issue in gaining a permit to
develop the ski resort.

Concerned about the rising number of requests for permits for ski area development,
in 1959 the White River National Forest announced a Master Plan aimed at managing the
development of new ski resorts within the forest. Concluding that Colorado would need
at least two new chairlifts a year just to keep up with skiing’s rate oftgnovthe state,

White River Forest officials argued that a systematic approach to ski desetopment

was needed to head off any potential economic collapses at ski resorts witbireshe

Faced with the problems of meeting public demand for skiing and ensuring the economic
stability of any new ski resort, the Forest Service initiated a “stepallicy in which

issuing permits for new ski resorts would be based upon public need and the financial
stability of existing areas. Under the plan, priority was given to alloexnsting ski

resorts to become economically solvent before allowing the construction sésess.

White River officials also worried about allowing too many ski resorts to beapmatl

within the forest, which would over saturate the ski market and cause potential future
economic harm. In order to best manage ski resort development the plan identified two
major growth areas, or “zones of influence,” for skiing in the $taf@e first centered on

the Aspen area, and included Aspen, Buttermilk, Ski Sunlight, and Snowmass. The
second included the numerous ski resorts in the mountains west of Denver and the Front
Range. Within each zone the Forest Service would allow the development of new ski
resorts based on public need and economic feasibility. The plan also included the survey

of potential sites with target dates by which ski developments would be needed. To Hauk

31 “Eorest Draw Ski Boom PlanThe Denver PosOctober 4, 1959.
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and others within the White River National Forest Office, such a plan made sens
Fearing that public demand for new ski resorts would eventually slow, they did not want
to be left holding the bag financially if ski resorts failed. White Riverdati Forest
officials argued they could manage ski resort development sensibly with tematis
development of new resofis.

The White River National Forest’'s Master Plan immediately ran into cesp in
the spring of 1957 Seibert and Eaton applied with the Forest Service for a special use
permit. Construction on the resort was to begin in 1960, or as soon as the financial issues
were resolved, with Vail opening early the next year. The following day stibmitting
their request, the two men met with Hauk and White River Recreational ForbatéesC
McConnell for two hours to discuss the permit. During the meeting, Hauk delivered the
news to the two ski entrepreneurs that the Forest Service would not be issuing Vail
Corporation. a permit. Citing the Master Plan’s staging-in policy, Haukm#drEaton
and Seibert that there was no real public need for the development at the time and that the
agency had an obligation to existing areas, especially at Aspen and Asp&méig
which were entitled to complete their developments and become profitable before n
areas were permitted in the area. To the members of Vail Corporation tké Fore
Service’s “obligation” appeared more as favoritism than sound policy. leddayswhat
the saw as the Forest Service’s protection of Aspen and its sister sikhspeas
Highlands and Buttermilk, Vail Corporation partners Tweedy and Fowlerdilgventy-

one-page appeal, which noted that there was, in fact, a public need for another ski resort

*2 |bid,
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and that the decision by Hauk and others was “arbitrary, capricious, and an abuse of
discretion.®?

The issue remained unresolved through the summer until Congressman Wayne
Aspinall and Senator Gordon Allott interceded on Vail's behalf. The senator and
congressman wrote the White River National Forest Office inquiring asyi&/aihhad
not been issued a permit. District Forester Donald Clark responded, pointing out the
Forest Service’s policy of phasing in ski resorts according to public demankl s@ited
that the problem of issuing Vail a permit was more one of timing then of feasibilit
Senator Aspinall’s position as chairman of the House Committee on Interiansanar|
Affairs, which had jurisdiction over the Forest Service’s budget, carriedisanti
weight when it came to Forest Service policy, especially in his dishsginall’s interest
relocated the Forest Service’s attention on Vail. The intercession hydfpotiticians
led to a negotiated agreement between the Forest Service and Vail's pattoersg
for the issuance of a conditional permit with the understanding that the new reslatt w
not open until 1963 or 1964. Citing the fact that the corporation had not raised the
prerequisite $2 million to ensure Vail's solvency, Forest Supervisor E. H. Migswad
the delay in opening the resort would not inconvenience the applicants. “However, since
we have never given you any encouragement regarding a permit and asedisuitls

you on May 12, we are disapproving your application for the conditional permit that

% |n the matter of the application of Earl V. Eatimd Peter W. Seibert for a Special Use PermitHer t
Vail Project in the White River National Forestt8tment Under Regulation A-10. U.S. Department of
Agriculture, U.S. Forest Service, White River NaabForest. Paul Hauk Papers. Box 2. Western Histor
and Genealogy Department, Denver Public Library)\2e, Colorado.
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would allow you to be in operation by November 1961,” Mason reiterated to Seibert and
Eaton®

The permit process was fundamental to the relationship between private sraeckst
the Forest Service. Like all other commercial uses of national forestasgehzing and
timber, the Forest Service relied primarily on private initiative for thelrmplanning of
ski areas. Ski area developers had to demonstrate the suitability of the propaded a
skiing and the long-term economic sustainability of the operation. After dategihat
an area was suitable and economically sustainable, the Forest Serviceubdrais
special use permit allowing for the construction of ski trails, buildings, andtskoti
national forest property. As with all commercial concessions within public,|gmels
agency required multiple bids for the development of an area. And as was often the case
in Colorado, such competition was not possible if the developer owned the property
adjacent to the national forest under request, making a competing plan unfeasible. |
addition, the Forest Service issued two types of special use permits for ski area
development: annual and term. Annual permits allowed for the year-to-yeaofeas
national forest property by permit holders. More common were term permitd) whi
lasted thirty years as long as the permit holder continued to comply with the permit
requirement and pay the requisite fees. Fees were initially séaaparcentage of sales,
but with the rapid expansion of recreational use of the national forests, the service
adopted a graduated rate system. In the graduated system, fees wgrd bhaaed upon
a combination of a ski resort’s gross receipts and assets. As a ski areaiscsakesed in

relation to its assets, its annual fees rose. Conversely, if sales decredased]id the

3 E. H. Mason to Earl Eaton and Peter Seibert, Mgy1959. Vail Associate Papers. Box 2. Western
History and Genealogy Department, Denver Publicdriyp Denver, Colorado.
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fees. The reasoning behind such a fee schedule was to maximize both investment and
Forest Service profit without bankrupting the permit holders.

Despite their victory in securing a conditional permit, Vail's owners contitoie
press for an earlier opening date. But the main obstacle to an earlier openimg detima
corporation’s lack of funding. Not wanting a partially completed ski areagsiin
national forest land, the Forest Service required the corporation to have enough ready
cash to cover all building costs. Vail's board of directors had used the $100,000 raised
with the initial sale of stock to conduct a feasibility study on the constructibatbfa
ski area and village. The study’s findings estimated the costs to constraki &nea,
village, and golf course to be roughly $1.4 million, well within the board’s fundagisi
ability. Concluding that it was possible to do both simultaneously, the board then sought
the necessary funds. Their first stop was the First National Bank of Dengeringea
loan for $500,000 from the bank, Seibert, who had become the board president, and
Caulkins set off on a cross-country race to raise the remaining capitahd-imdited
success, the pair managed to raise an additional $1 million, which was still shert of t
required $2 million mark set by the Forest Service. Unable to secure a thantva
term permit, Vail approached the Forest Service with a proposal that retacedtired
on-hand cash from $2 million to $1.4 million in order to meet the loan requirements and
avoid a public sale of stock.

Negotiations over the amount of ready cash resulted in the Forest Servitngcce

the $1.4 million mark and Vail scaling back its plans for a much larger gondola to a

% Glen RobinsonThe Forest Service: A Study in Public Land Managerf®altimore: John Hopkins
University Press, 1975), 127-28.

% The Vail Corporation: Plans and Estimate, March1950. Vail Associate Papers. Box 1. Western
History and Genealogy Department, Denver Publicdriyp Denver, Colorado.
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smaller four-person Bell gondola from the village to Mid-Vail. With timarficing settled,
the Forest Service issued the final term and annual permits for the skimekmuary
1962 granting Vail access to a total of 6,470 acres, 3,900 of which was designated for
future expansion. Reorganized as Vail Associates Ltd. just prior to being dwlaede
permits, the owners quickly moved forward building their resort. Construction crews
began putting in the utilities for the village that spring. Within months, Colorado’s
newest ski resort took form and opened to the public in Decethber.

Vail's first decade was one of growth and promise. Vail Associates LédneeVail
Associates, Inc. in 1965. Peter Seibert was elected president of the newtmor@drde
first meeting of the new board of directors on October 2, 1965. The new board raised
concerns over the prices of lift tickets, both from a financial as well able pelations
standpoint. Seibert argued that the current price of a season pass, $100, was insufficient
but that Aspen’s charge of $8 for a daily lift pass the previous season was too high and
had cost Aspen skier visitors. Fearing a loss in numbers, adult day lift passés at Va
remained $6.50 for the following seasBmBusiness continued to grow over the next
several years. Skier numbers between the 1967-1968 and 1968-1969 seasons rose 13.1
percent annually, and revenues increased per skier by 11.4 percent. As more giei@rs vis
the resort, Seibert and the rest of the board had less time to run the growing tswn at i

base®

37 Minutes of a special meeting of the Board of Dioes of Vail Associates, Inc., December 27, 196&il V
Associates, Inc. Papers. Box 2. Western HistodyGanealogy Department, Denver Public Library,
Denver, Colorado.

3 Minutes of a special meeting of the Board of Dioes of Vail Associates, Inc., March 19, 1966. Vail
Associates, Inc. Papers. Box 2. Western HistodyGanealogy Department, Denver Public Library,
Denver, Colorado.

#¥Minutes of a meeting of the Board of Directors @iiMssociates, Inc., February 3, 1968. Vail
Associates, Inc. Papers. Box 2. Western Histody@enealogy Department, Denver Public Library,
Denver, Colorado.
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A year after its formation Vail Associates, Inc., or VA as it caoee known, ceded
municipal control of Vail Village. While Seibert and the board struggled to keep the
resort’s financial head above water, the emerging town had begun to experemcg g
pains. The community needed streets, schools, and law and order. “There was no law,”
Seibert told Vail historian June Simonton. “Dogs were running loose so | stackeag
them up and charging the owners room and board. In a little community where theere wer
no rules or regulations, | ended up having to be the dog cafch&eibert’s
moonlighting as the town dog catcher, along with more pressing concerns over the
corporation’s role in operating a town, led the board to look into incorporating Vail
Village. Under Colorado law incorporation required the signature of forty pyopert
owners. With only twenty-five qualified residents living in the Vail area, and
approximately thirty more who did not own any property, VA enticed enough of the
landless tenants to purchase property in order to permit them to sign a petitian for t
formation of a municipality. With enough signatures, Vail Village incorporatedtigut
relationship between the town and the resort remained intertwined, causieg futur
conflicts over the direction and image of the Vail area. The ski resort continued to grow
and in 1968 barely held off the takeover efforts of an investment group with the ironic
name of Unlimited Ltd. In 1970, Seibert resigned as president, taking over as board
chairman. Seibert’s resignation was vote of confidence in the company a sigtiof Va
growing prominence as one of Colorado’s premier ski resorts, a role that warddtza

the center of many more controversies by the end of the céhtury.

“9 June Simontoryail: Story of a Colorado Mountain Valldpenver: Vail Chronicles Inc., 19891.

*I Tweedy, Mosley, Aley, and Young to Vail Associates. Memorandum, Subject: Sale of Land to
Individuals Residing in Vail Area. May 5, 1966. YAssociates, Inc. Papers. Box 2. Western Histoy a
Genealogy Department, Denver Public Library, Den@aorado.
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Breckenridge

Vail was not the only ski resort being built in Colorado at the time. In 1960, the
Wichita, Kansas—based Rounds and Porter Lumber Company announced plans to develop
a ski resort above the aging mining town of Breckenridge. Like most Colorado mountain
mining communities, including Aspen and Telluride, skiing had long played a part in the
area’s history. Established following the 1859 gold rush, Breckenridge had been one of
the most successful mining towns in the region. The gold rush drew more than men just
looking to strike it rich; it also drew Father John L. Dyer, who in 1862 moved to the
rough mining town to build a church. Known as much for his exploits on twelve-foot-
long wooden skis as for his sermons, Dyer traveled between Breckenridge aAlina
Leadville for twenty years on his “Norwegian snowshoes” in order to ministeeto t
isolated mountain communitiésAs the gold played out in the late nineteenth century,
similar to many boomtowns in the West, Breckenridge began to fade. A hardy few
remained to eke out a living mining and logging, and the town remained the Summit
County seat. Prior to World War 11, two small rope tows were constructed néaiby
they did not attract much attention beyond a few local skiers. World War 1l ddeme
sound the death bell for the town when many left for better-paying jobs in Denver and
other western cities. By the late 1950s Breckenridge’s population dwindled below 400,
and many expected that it would soon become a ghost*folite announcement of the
potential development of a ski resort above the town in the fall of 1960 came as welcome

news to locals looking to save their town. But proposed development of Breckenridge Ski

“’Abbott Fay,A History of Skiing in ColoradMontrose, CO: Western Reflections Inc., 2000), 9.

“3 paul Hauk, “Breckenridge Ski Area Chronology” (Wiasjton, D.C.: U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Forest Service, 1979), 2. Paul Hauk Papers. Ba¥estern History and Genealogy Department, Denver
Public Library, Denver, Colorado; Carl Abbott, Step J. Leonard, and Thomas J. N@s|orado: A
History of the Centennial Staté" ed. (Boulder: University Press of Colorado, 20@34.
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Area embroiled the Forest Service in yet another controversy over thesmopact
increased competition within the White River National Forest. Ironicallyptbiest this
time came from VA, which had just won its battle with the Forest Service overdbe ne
for further ski resort development in the region.

With interests in timber, oil, agriculture, and real estate, the Rounds and Porter
Lumber Company expressed a desire to invest in the emerging ski industry.siitas de
came in part from company owner Ralph “Bill” Rounds’ interest in skiing and his
friendship with Aspen Highlands’s owner Whip Jones. Identifying the mountains
surrounding Breckenridge as an ideal setting for a ski resort along thefliAsgen,

Rounds and Porter Lumber created the Summit County Development Corporation
(SCDC) to develop a ski resort and contacted the Forest Service for a fiyasiipdey of

the mountain known as Peak 8. One of ten peaks that make up the Tenmile Range along
the Continental Divide, Peak 8 looms directly above Breckenridge. Rising to ancgleva

of 12,987 feet above sea level, most of Peak 8 is above tree line and unsheltered, making
its skiing potential somewhat limited when compared to Vail or Snowmass. Paul Hauk,
the Forest Service’s ski expert, voiced such concerns, but after having beenahsitlus

by the controversy over Vail's permit process, he pressed forward in his sdifvegk

8. After gaining the tentative go-ahead from Hauk, the SCDC submittednialf

request for a permit to develop the mountain in March 961.

Fearing the impact of a new ski resort opening in roughly the same regm the
same year, VA filed a protest with the Forest Service. Pete Seilmtet Mauk that he
was unhappy with the prospect of a development at Breckenridge because he had hoped

for the start of construction on Vail in May, almost the same time as Brédgierwhich

4 Hauk, “Breckenridge Ski Area Chronology,” 2.
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would place their openings within the same season. He felt that Vail should bagzermit
to open at least a year before any other new area to help establish the nésw resor
financial health and that the opening of both areas during the same year would lo¢ harmf
to both parties as well as detrimental to their fund-rai§ittauk met Seibert in Aspen to
discuss Vail’'s concerns. After hearing Seibert's arguments for g ithedauthorizing
Breckenridge’s permit, Hauk replied that Seibert could expect no sympathy frate W
River in view of the “all for competition” and antitrust law arguments Vail had us its
permit appeal statement and related meetings and correspondence. Hawtotatef
the meeting: “My personal opinion, as mentioned to Bill Rounds late in December at
Aspen was that the Vail Corporation had no grounds for objecting since Vail is not an
operating or existing area and it does not have a final permit in any sense ofdtie w
He also pointed out the fact that while Vail was still struggling to find investioe
Summit County Development Corporation had sufficient assets to not only develop Peak
8, but also to develop other sites in the area such as Peak 1 south of Frisco and Cooper
Mountain at the Junction of Highways 6 and*®Seibert conceded Hauk’s arguments
and the matter appeared resolved. But within a month tempers flared again when VA
refused Hauk’s request to write a letter supporting the SCDC'’s applicatiarspecial
use permit to begin constructidh.

VA protested the SCDC’s development of real estate adjacent to the natiosgldore

model Vail itself had created just a few years prior. In what must be the most

5 Henry Harrison, Chief, Division RLAM, by Robert mer. Memo January 10, 1961. Breckenridge
Chronology. Paul Hauk Papers. Box 2. Western Hishtod Genealogy Department, Denver Public Library
Denver, Colorado.
“6 paul Hauk, “Special Use Permits—Breckenridge WiSteorts Area and the Vail Corporation,”
memorandum, January 17, 1961. Breckenridge ChoggoPaul Hauk Papers. Box 2. Western History
%nd Genealogy Department, Denver Public Libraryjiee, Colorado.

Ibid.
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contradictory correspondences concerning the development of ski resorts inlnationa
forests, VA board member John Tweedy wrote Forest Supervisor Henry Tiadéma
“[t]he installation of this type of equipment on its own land would enable its owners to
advertise the winter recreational potential as a stimulant for rea¢ estas without
making the Public Domain for the Forest Service a part of their promotion.” Jweed
went on to write that “[w]e believe this matter is of sufficient importancaitselves, to
the Forest Service, and to the general public to justify our intervention in this.ifiatter
Tweedy argued that Breckenridge was ill-conceived because skiing wouldweedal
above the timber line and would therefore not be not subject to the same Forest Servi
controls. This would affect the future orderly planning of ski areas in the regidn. Bot
Hauk and Tiedemann rejected this arguniént.

In the meantime, Breckenridge mayor Frank Brown contacted Senators Gorotbn All
and John Carroll and Congressman Wayne Aspinall, the powerful chair of the House
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, asking for their help in expeditingrtinest
Service’s approval of a special use permit for the SCDC’s development &EBrige.
Pointing to proposed ski resorts’ close proximity to Denver and Pueblo, Brown argued
that the new ski resort would be a much-needed “Family Ski Area” as opposed to Valil,
which was selling itself as more of a destination resort rather thanoaaégesort. In
March 1961 the SCDC submitted its application for a special use permit. Facisgyeres
from both the Forest Service and key legislators’ support of Breckenridde, Vai

Associates withdrew its protest in May. In a June 23 memorandum, Forest Service

“8 John Tweedy to Henry Tiedemann, February 9, 1Bédckenridge Chronology. Paul Hauk Papers. Box
2. Western History and Genealogy Department, DeRuétic Library, Denver, Colorado.
9 Hauk, “Breckenridge Ski Area Chronology,”8.
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employee Henry Harrison drolly observed, “You can be sure Vail Pass is mentiydi
concerned with competition than [its] high sounding idedls.”

Breckenridge Ski Area opened the following winter with one double lift, a single T-
bar, and a base shelter and restaurant. The new area quickly grew into ormaakthe
popular ski areas in the state. Attendance jumped nearly tenfold from 17,000 in 1961 to
over 165,000 by 1970. Similar to other Colorado ski areas, by the mid-1960s it became
apparent that to meet this increase in demand, Breckenridge would need to expand. In
1967, district rangers Paul Wachter and Mike Penfold organized a Forest Sewide te
review the skiing potential of the slopes on the southern face of adjacent Peak 9.
Concluding the southern face was adequate for development, the Forest Servige quickl
approved Breckenridge’s proposed expansion two years later. In 1969, Breckenridge Ski
Area opened several hundred more acres to skiing on Peak 9, made accessible by three
ski lifts and three T-bars. The following summer, real estate developerdvderF
announced plans to develop a $52 million resort near the base of Peak 9, beginning with
the construction of 160 condominiums. At the same time the Aspen Ski Company,
owners of Aspen Ski Mountain, Buttermilk, Aspen Highlands, and Snowmass, revealed
its plans to purchase the entire Breckenridge Ski Area and add anothetswodi200

acres to the areA.

Y Henry Harrison, “Special Use Permits—Breckenritigjater Sports Area,” Memo, June 23, 1961.
Breckenridge Chronology. Paul Hauk Papers. Box 8stéfn History and Genealogy Department, Denver
Public Library, Denver Colorado.

*1 Hauk, “Breckenridge Ski Area Chronology,” 7-8.
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Photograph 5Breckenridge Ski Resort, 1967. Paul Hauk Collectidenver Public Likary

The opening of Breckenridge and Vail in the samer Yieked the ski resorts not or
as competitors, but as symbols of the maturatidgh@fColorado ski industry. Unlik
Winter Park and Berthoud Pass, which had both reddederal funding to ope the
immense amount of private money invested in thé &fad Breckenridge resot
demonstrated, combined with the opening of SteatBkigArea, also in the san
season, reaffirmed that skiing, and by extensioreggion, was becoming big busines:
thestate, and sparking a boom in the developmentiogshkrts throughout the Colora
that lasted through the 1970s. In order to remampeetitive in a growing market, s
resorts began to have to offer more terrain antébamenities. But while the niber
and size of ski resorts grew, highway access resdaanimiting factor. The constructic
of an intermountain interstate would solve thishbeon. The battle over the route of
new interstate, as well as the environmental aaofstsiilding such a tad through the

heart of the Rockies, quickly replaced the struggler the development of Breckenric
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A Mountain Corridor

While the economics of ski resort development changed Forest Service management
in the postwar era, the building of Interstate 70 through the heart of the Colorado Rocky
Mountains forever changed the face of the Colorado high country. Limited access had
long isolated the state’s western slope and its high mountain peaks from theyrogjorit
the state’s population along the Front Range, and the thousands of tourists who visited
Colorado every year. The construction of the Denver mountain parks, as well as a
concerted effort by the Forest Service and National Park Service, reatlaxtensively
on the growing ownership of automobiles beginning in the late 1910s to make visitors
mobile enough to travel where they desired. Car ownership grew exponeotiallyirig
World War 1l. By 1950, there were more than 49 million cars on American roads.
Automobile travel increased access to the nation’s public lands, allowing mithons
enjoy their national parks, forests, and other open spaces.

The interstate highway system became the lifeline of modern Americalafaur
highways spread across the country, connecting the nation’s metropolitaarateas
redefining not only American identity but people’s sense of space and time. Able to
travel fifty-five miles an hour, Americans crisscrossed the continemarneus
numbers. Interstates reshaped American lives. The new four lane highteays of
bypassed rural regions, causing many small towns to collapse in economic ruin.
Municipalities lucky enough to have an interstate pass nearby enjoyedraomec
windfall, as new businesses such as gas stations and motels drew visitors, and, more

importantly, tax dollars. Tourism blossomed along these interstate routes. klpace

2 Mark Rose/nterstate: Express Highways Politics, 1939-19@%. ed (Knoxville: University of
Tennessee Press, 1990), 31.
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Colorado, automobile access allowed increasing numbers of Americans tbevisit t
mountains. While the interstate system increased tourism, it also changed haeaAme
traveled. Able to take in large chunks of country in a single day, many tasteped
for only short periods of time before hitting the road for the next scenic overlook or
national park. Interstates also allowed greater numbers of tourists targesstat one
time, leading to increased development. Once-isolated rural towns found themselves
growing, seemingly overnight, as new businesses opened alongside thetént€hssa
growth, in effect, stretched urbanization farther outward from metropolitas ar
creating tentacles of urban growth into the nation’s hinterlands. Driven by e@sndine
nation reorganized along the emerging interstate highway sy3tem.

While the number of Colorado’s ski resorts grew, the state’s West Slope rdmaine
largely isolated due to a lack of adequate roads. The passage of the FedwvalyHigt
of 1956 appeared to hold the answer to local boosters’ calls for better roads into the
region. But fears of difficulties in construction and the necessity of an ineetistaugh
the heart of the Rocky Mountains initially steered federal highway eaggraway from
routing a new super highway over the Continental Divide through Colorado. Instead,
federal highway officials routed interstates through Wyoming to north and Nexictv
to the south. Only after an intense period of lobbying led by Colorado’s powerful U.S.
Congressman Wayne Aspinall did the Federal Highway Administration approve the
extension of Interstate 70 from Denver through the mountains and into southern Utah.

The decision to build an interstate through Colorado’s mountains began an intense period

3 0n the history of the U. S. interstate highwayteys see: Rosénterstate: Express Highways Politics
69-84; Tom LewisDivided Highways: Building the Interstate Highway¥sansforming American Life
(New York: Viking Penguin, 1997); Owen Gutfreuddyentieth-Century Sprawl: Highways and the
Reshaping of the American LandscélNew York: Oxford University Press, 2004).
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of lobbying by western slope boosters fearful that the new super highway would bypas
their corner of the state. Ultimately chosen on technical and economic groumhds by t
state’s Department of Transportation, the route of Interstate 70 radicatigexh

Colorado’s mountain landscape. Communities and ski areas lucky enough to find
themselves next to the interstate prospered, while those bypassed dtrAggiéth the
opening of the Moffat Tunnel in 1928, the completion of I-70 opened the Colorado high
country as never before, creating an urban corridor from the growing Faoge
metropolitan area through the heart of the Rockies. By improving access, thiater
allowed increased growth, further stressing the Forest Servicaty &bitope with

growing numbers of recreationalists and demands for more ski resort develdpment.

The problem of access had long plagued Colorado’s West Slope. Rather than a single
range of mountains, the Colorado Rockies are comprised of a series of collaintam
ranges that create a region of diverse topography. Rising to over 14,000 feettioreleva
the Continental Divide defines not only the state’s geography, but also its histary. T
narrow highways linked the majority of the state’s mountain communities to tideut
world. U.S. Highway 6 crossed the Continental Divide over Loveland Pass before
passing through Dillon and Frisco. It then crossed over Vail Pass, through Glenwood
Canyon, and westward into Utah. The more traveled of the two, U.S. Highway 40, made
its way from Denver, over Berthoud Pass, through the Fraser Valley past WArke3 kP
Area, and over Rabbit Ears Pass to Steamboat Springs before making its waldkeSa

City. Designated U.S. Highway 40 in 1925 after the passage of the national highway

> Dissertations by Thomas Thomas and William Philpath examine the politics behind the westward
extension of Colorado's I-70 from Denver to centiah. Both argue that tourism and the openindef t
state's isolated western slope were the centrabnsafor the construction of an interstate throsigth
difficult topography. Thomas A. Thomas, “Roadsat@roubled Future: Transportation and
Transformation in Colorado’s Interstate Highway @twors in the Nineteenth and Twentieth Century”
(PhD dissertation, University of Colorado, BouldE996), ; Philpott, "Consuming Colorado,"
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numbering system, the more northerly route through the Rockies was paved or oiled
almost its entire length by the late 1930s, making it much easier to drive thaoréne
southerly Highway 6. Passing within thirty miles of the southern entrance oy Rock
Mountain National Park, Highway 40 remained the more popular of the two highways for
tourists visiting the high country during the summer months. The beginning of winter
maintenance in the early 1930s over Berthoud and Loveland passes opened the region to
the further development of winter recreation, but even then the state’s mountain

highways remained highly treacherous and often impassable during Colocaup’s |

winter months.

New Deal funding helped finance the improvement of several highways through the
Colorado mountains during the 1930s, including the widening of Berthoud Pass and the
construction of Vail Pass over the Gore Mountains. Lying between Summit and Eagle
counties, Vail Pass connected the long-isolated Eagle Valley by extendimgay 6.

Named after state highway engineer Charlie Vail, the mountain pass opened in 1940. But
as historian William Philpot notes, U.S. Highway 40 remained the primary ttvotegh

the state’s mountains until long after the waKearly double the number of cars crossed
Berthoud Pass than Loveland Pass in 1948, until a decade later, when traffic numbers on
each pass became relatively equal due in large part to the boom in outdoor retteation.

Colorado’s desires for a transmountain highway grew in earnest during the 1840s. T
increase tourism throughout the state, Colorado politicians and business owners began
lobbying the federal government for construction of a highway through the Rackie

early as the Truman Administration. Despite their efforts, state boostedstta

%5 philpott, "Consuming Colorado," 186.
% Colorado Department of Highways, Interstaighway Location Study Dotsero to Empire Junctign
Lionel Pavlo Engineering Company, March 1960, fegut9 and 20.

102

www.manaraa.com



convince federal agencies such as the Public Roads Administration (PRA) as to the
necessity of a transmountain highway. The PRA’s proposal for a nationwide sfstem
highways in 1940 had failed to include a highway through the state’s mountains. The
agency believed that any such road would be too expensive and too difficult to build.
This line of reasoning continued with the passage of the Federal Highway $&%6.

The passage of the act brought both elation and distress to Colorado politicians and
business interests. The act ensured that billions of federal dollars would be spent
constructing four-lane highways throughout the nation, including two in Colorado.
Despite this good news, Colorado boosters quickly became upset when they learned the
main east-west interstate would fail to cross the Continental Divide, thasngahe
state’s West Slope. Following the existing plan from the 1940s, the Federal Mighwa
Administration planed two interstates through Colorado: one stretching fromotiineto
the south, designated Interstate 25, and another stretching from Kansas @iy é¢o, D
designated Interstate 70. Colorado politicians immediately decried thedeois
terminate Interstate 70 in Denver and demanded that it be extended across the
Continental Divide into Utah. Citing the difficulty and expense of such a highagay
well as the Utah Road Commission’s resistance to the construction of an iefevkiah
they argued, was unnecessary, federal officials initially refusedseguem Colorado
business interests and politicians for the construction of an east-west tateistating
the state. Led by men such as Colorado governor Edwin Johnson and state businessman
Aksel Nielsen, state boosters launched an intensive lobbying campaign to extend

Interstate 70 from Denver, over the Continental Divide, and into Utah.

7 0On the story of Colorado’s lobbying for the exiensof Interstate 70 through the Rocky Mountaires:s
Thomas, “Roads to a Troubled Future,” 185-242;ghil“Consuming Colorado,” 165-219.
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Elected to his second term as Colorado governor in 1955, twenty-two years after
serving his first term as governor, Edwin Johnson was an untiring advocate for the
extension of Interstate 70 through the Colorado Rockies. Pointing to the importance of
such a highway to the state’s tourism industry, Johnson pressured members of Congress
Federal Highway Administration officials, and President Eisenhower hinvgaife
Johnson worked from the governor’s office, Colorado businessmen such as Aksel Nielsen
also pressed the case for the extension of the interstate to ensure the gtbe/gtaie’s
tourism industry. A personal friend of Eisenhower, Nielsen and the presidenfisifted
on Nielsen’s ranch in the Fraser Valley. Nielsen used his personal rdigtionth the
President to impress upon Eisenhower the necessity of completing I-70 acrstssethe
But even with their collective lobbying efforts, Colorado politicians and business
interests failed to win the support they needed for Interstate 70’s extens®b.3.

House and the Senate declined to add the sought-after miles in the final version of the
Federal Highway Act of 1956. Disappointed but resolved to eventually gain the
extension, Colorado boosters redoubled their lobbying efforts. By the end of 1957, they
made some headway on the matter by earning the sympathy of the Eisenhower
Administration. With the president leaning on Congress, a bill was passedyquikldh

added the 547 miles onto Interstate 70. The extension was slated to cross the Clontinenta
Divide, and would open the Western Slope to increased tourism before it entered Utah
where it joined with Interstate 15 near Cove Fbrt.

With the decision made to extend Interstate 70 through the mountains, one important
guestion remained—what route it would take? To many, it appeared that the new

interstate should roughly follow one of the two highways that traversed thes state’

8 Thomas, "Roads to a Troubled Future," 236-42;d8ki] "Consuming Colorado," 188-90.
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mountain counties. The more heavily traveled of the two, U.S. Highway 40, stretched
from Denver, over Berthoud Pass, through the Fraser Valley, home of Winter Park Ski
Area, over Rabbit Ears Pass, into Steamboat Springs, and onward to Salt LakéeCity
second highway took a more southern route along U.S. Highway 6, crossing the
Continental Divide at Loveland Pass, before making its way over Vail Pass angithr
Glenwood Canyon, exiting the state just west of Grand Junction. Both highways were
narrow two-lane roads that wound over high mountain passes reaching over 10,000 feet
in elevation. And despite the state highway department’s attempts to keep bothykighwa
open during the winter, heavy snows and avalanches often closed whole sections of both
for days. The solution to this issue, argued Governor John Love, seemed to be the
construction of tunnels under either Berthoud Pass or Loveland Pass. Such a suggestion
proved popular, but failed to answer the ultimate question of the interstate’s’route.

The debate over the advantages and shortcomings of both Highway 40 and Highway
6 raged for the next two years, ending in deadlock. Finally, in 1959, the state hired New
York engineering firm E. Lionel Pavlo to study both routes. The firm examigéd e
options for the interstate, each roughly following either Highway 40 or HiglewAfter
noting the strengths and weaknesses of each route, the firm issued a repyindenti
two routes as the best options for construction of the new interstate highwayst he f
designated Route B crossed through a tunnel under Stanley Mountain, passed Winter
Park Ski Area through the Fraser Valley, and then follow the Colorado River t@iVolc
Route H, crossed the Divide through a tunnel at Straight Creek next to Loveland Pass

through the town of Dillon and would either cross Vail Pass or through a long tunnel

*9“Summary of the Facts Concerning the Red Buffatait® on I-70 in Colorado,” Governor’s Office,
PUC Correspondence, Various Projects. 1970-197¢e@or John Love Papers. Box 66772. Colorado
State Archives, Denver, Colorado.
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under the Gore Range. Citing that “cost estimates for final route studiedtadic
decided advantage in favor of Study Route H,” the firm declared that Route B waould cos
$133,410,000 while Route H would cost only $78,050,000. Based largely upon the
differences in costs the Pavlo Report recommended the more southerly route, roughly
following U.S. Highway 6°

Following the Pavlo Report’'s recommendation, the state began conducting its own
studies of the proposed route. Publishing their report in 1963, state engineers adreed wit
the Pavlo Report’s conclusion on the suitability of the southern route, with one small
exception. Rather than following U.S. Highway 6 over Vail Pass, which would have
required the construction of a steep switchback on the eastern side of the pass, the
Colorado Department of Highways requested permission from the ForesieSerkacite
the interstate through the Gore Range—Eagle’s Nest Primitiseeger®ss Red Buffalo
Pass. Instead of building over the pass, state engineers hoped to tunnel under it, and
proposing the construction of a sixteen-mile tunnel under Red Buffalo Pass. t€ls sta
engineers argued that a tunnel would not require the difficult construction of a
switchback and appeared to have a favorable benefit-cost ratio. Federalspfficial
particularly Secretary of Agriculture Orville L. Freeman, werepsical of such a plan
and asked for the state to provide more specifics on the costs, environmental, iamghcts
engineering specifications. In 1966, Colorado submitted a revised report basea on dat

the state highway engineer developed and in August the Federal Highway Acxtiamst

%0 Colorado Department of Highwayisterstate Highway Location Study Dotsero to Empinaction E.
Lionel Pavlo Engineering Company, March 1960, 10-23
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approved Route H, including the tunnel, pending a public he8rifige decision to
construct a sixteen-and-a-half-mile-long tunnel under a federallgra®sid primitive
area, soon to become a wilderness area, swiftly became the center obaerentover
the definition of wilderness and the importance of economic development.

For many local boosters, the construction of Interstate 70 meant increasedd touris
dollars. The bypassing of any community with the construction of the tunnel could cause
the loss of any potential gains brought by increasing access to the staietsim areas.

From a purely engineering standpoint tunnels made perfect sense. Rathentingritsel
problem of how to build a four-lane highway over the mountains, engineers simply
planned to go under them. This logic infuriated local businessmen and politicians, as well
as conservationists opposed to the construction of a tunnel under a primitive areg, leadi
to a struggle over the proposed construction of the Red Buffalo tunnel under the pass and
the eventual route of Interstate 70. In a letter to U.S. Senator Peter Dominick, a
Republican from Denver who solidly supported the construction of the interstage, Stat
Chief Engineer Chas Shumate noted two groups opposed the tunnel. The first was made
up of local politicians and business owners who felt “that the closer the Iree3giem

can be brought to their communities the more they will benefit” explained Shurhate
second, and probably the most concerned group, was a coalition of various conservation
organizations represented by the Colorado Open Space Coordinating Council (COSCC)
“Certainly, the effort of these people to preserve the maximum amount of opensspace i
most commendable one,” wrote Shumate. “However, we cannot agree that the

construction of the highway through this area will destroy this great naeaaty and

1 “Summary of the Facts Concerning the Red Buffatit® on I-70 in Colorado.” Governor’s Office,
PUC Correspondence, Various Projects. 1970-197¢e@or John Love Papers. Box 66772. Colorado
State Archives, Denver, Colorado.
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area. In fact, it will give millions of Americans the opportunity to see anvainezh most

of them would never have the opportunity to view otherwié&3 framing his defense

of the Red Buffalo tunnel in terms of preserving open space, Shumate clearlyaodlerst
the interstate’s role in drawing tourists to the region, but failed to compretmefehtr of
many locals regarding the negative impact of the tunnel on the local economy and the
mounting concern over the development of Colorado’s mountains by an increasingly
vocal coalition of environmental groups.

Upon the announcement of the state’s selection of the southerly route for the new
interstate, immediate concerns arose over its impact on the region’s locairees.
Newspapers ran angst-ridden editorials warning of the impending ruinsfatee
followed through with its plans to build the Red Buffalo Tunnel. “Unless the truly
phenomenal happens, Interstate 70 is going to substantially by-pass the Higly @ount
its path through the mountains by boring under them in the now famous and commonly
called ‘Buffalo Red Mountain’ route,” announced the editofloé Summit County
Journalin one such piec®.Such fears of being bypassed by the interstate led many
business owners in Summit, Lake, and Eagle counties, the three counties mtesi affe
the proposed tunnel dependent on tourism dollars, to write letters to Governor Love and
Chief Engineer Shumate imploring them to step in and halt the tunnel's construction.
Breckenridge business owner Edward Emrich wrote, “Obviously the interstatetca
pass through or near every town in the state. But when it is possible to folldmgexis

highways, as it has been so far, at a lower construction cost and without dgyprecia

%2 Chas Shumate, Chief Engineer, to Hon. Peter Dahiti.S. Senator, July 19, 1967. Governor's Office,
PUC Correspondence, Various Projects. 1970-197¢ei@or John Love Papers. Box 66772. Colorado
State Archives, Denver, Colorado.

83470 to By-Pass High Country;The Summit County Journ&eptember 30, 1966. Governor's Office,
PUC Correspondence, Various Projects. 1970-197¢e@or John Love Papers. Box 66772. Colorado
State Archives, Denver, Colorado.
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higher mileage, it seems to me that the Department of Highways has sgme dut
consider the welfare of communities whose very existence has to this point leden sol
based upon highway frontag® Officials from Vail agreed with such sentiments, adding
their voices to the opposition of Red Buffalo by arguing that the tunnel would violate the
spirit of the Wilderness A¢E It was clear by the end of 1967 that while local
communities wanted the interstate they did not want the tunnel.

Environmental groups had further objections to the Red Buffalo Tunnel and the
possible routing of the interstate through the Gore Range—Eagle’siviegive Area.
The rugged mountain range between Summit and Eagle counties was among the most
inaccessible areas in the state. For this reason, as well as the mubiiisg desire
during the 1930s to preserve some of the more spectacular areas under Forest Service
management, the agency set aside the Gore Range—Eagle’s Nesid*Aned in 1933
and later designated the area as wilderness after the passage dfléneeas Act in
1964. The Gore Range—Eagle’s Nest Primitive Area held a unique place in the 1964 act.
Fearing that designating the entire region wilderness would hinder the potential
construction of Interstate 70 through the area, Congress added a caveat to thee®gilde
Act, which allowed the Secretary of Agriculture to remove up to 7,000 acres from the
southern tip of the Gore Range—Eagle’s Nest Primitive Area if needed toucbrise

new interstaté®

% Edward Emrich to Charles Shumate, Chief Enginesoi@do Department of Highways, October 18,
1966. Governor’s Office, PUC Correspondence, VariBwjects. 1970-1971. Governor John Love Papers.
Box 66772. Colorado State Archives, Denver, Colorad

% Town of Vail to Govenor John Love. July 24, 196avernor John Love, Governor’s Office, PUC
Correspondence, Various Projects. 1970-1971 BoxX36Colorado State Archives, Denver, Colorado.

% wilderness Act of 1964ublic Law 88-577, 88th Congress, 2nd sess. éBapr 3, 1964), 2. | want to
thank Ralph Swain, Sara Dant, and Mark Harvey &ping untangle the story on the Wilderness Act’s
setting special conditions on the designation ef@ore Range—Eagle’s Nest Primitive Area as wildssn
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The Wilderness Act had grown out of wider concern by national groups such as the
Sierra Club and the Wilderness Society over the development of the West’s public lands
Beginning with the controversy over the damming of Echo Park Canyon in Dinosaur
National Monument in 1956, a growing number of Americans questioned the real impact
of commercial development on public lands. Federal and state authorities had long
believed in the Progressive Era ideal of providing the greatest good for &tesgire
number, an ideal that had meant encouraging the development of natural resources. By
the late 1950s, this belief came under attack by a growing number of activistsgwad a
that the preservation of public lands was the highest of all uses of public lands. Led by
men such as David Brower, Howard Zahniser, and Bob Marshall, the modern
environmental movement sought to protect wild lands throughout the country, especially
in the American WesY.

Concomitant with the passage of the Wilderness Act in 1964 was the nation’s
increasing embrace of preservationism and desire for outdoor recreatioratiReate
access to public lands became an increasingly important measurement tgradliéi
to millions of Americans, especially those moving to the growing metropoétaans of

the American West. As environmental writer and renown law professor Charles

7 Wilderness became one of the most contentiouslalnid issues in the American West. Opponents
argued that wilderness undercut rural economiaeimpving lands from extractive use, while wildemes
advocates argued that the preservation of large@ssmf public lands would provide an important
counterpoint to the nation’s rapidly growing mewbfn regions as well offering protection of frigi
ecosystems. As William Cronon has pointed outhis tanner wilderness was largely a white urban
construct. One that said as much about the charngilbgre of the American West during the second dfal
the twentieth century as the region’s growing sitad suburbs. On the early history of the wildssne
debate see: Donald Baldwifihe Quiet Revolution: The Grass Roots of Todayldéffiess Preservation
Movemen{Boulder: Pruett Publishing Company, 1972), 183-&#mnuel HaysBeauty, Health, and
Permanence: Environmental Politics in the Unitedt&s, 1955-1988New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1987), 118-19; Mark Harvé&yilderness Forever: Howard Zahniser and the PatthtoWilderness
Act (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 2007);iel Johnsorjunger for the Wild: America’s
Obsession with the Untamed Wg@siwrence: University Press of Kansas, 2007); Samat. “Making
Wilderness Work: Frank Church and the American \&fileéss” Pacific Historical Review (May 2008):
237-72.
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Wilkinson noted recreationalists often sought expanded opportunities in the region’s vast
public lands but questioned traditional extractive developfdntorder to protect the
nation’s national forests from the axe and bulldozer, recreationalists often sided w
preservationist groups in creating wilderness. But this alliance was teatuoest, for
recreationalists wanted to use public lands for activities while pregemgss wish to

halt the use of such areas. The Wilderness Act’s language held this very cbatradic
defining wilderness as an area “where man himself is a visitor who doesmainr®

The marriage between recreation and preservation created a potent mixturgcsf pol
that came to oppose traditional extractive uses of public lands and helped give rise to
environmental groups such as the COSCC during the 1960s, but would lead to further
conflicts over the use and management of public lands in the flture.

The potential passage of the interstate through, or underneath, the newly a@ppointe
Gore Range—Eagle’s Nest Wilderness Area greatly alarmedreatisanists, recreational
advocates, and wilderness proponents. The most outspoken of these groups was the
COSCC. Formed in 1965 under the leadership of longtime environmental activist Ed

Hilliard, the COSCC quickly grew from a small group of environmental andaigenal

organizations into a broad-based coalition of more than twenty-five different

% Charles Wilkinson, “Paradise Revised,’Atlas of the New American Wedfjlliam E. Riebsame, ed.
(New York: W. W. Norton and Company, 1997), 17.

*9Wilderness Act of 1964ublic Law 88-577, 88th Congress, 2nd sess. €Br 3, 1964), 1.

0 0On the definition of wilderness through recreatee: Richard White, “Are You an Environmentalist,
or Do You Work for a Living?™ Work and Nature” idncommon Ground: Rethinking the Human Place in
Nature ed. William Cronon (New York: W. W. Norton and Coamy, 1995), 171-85; Roderick Nash,
Wilderness and the American Mintth ed.(New Haven: Yale University Press, 20043rk Daniel
Barringer,Selling Yellowstone: Capitalism and the Construtitid Nature(Lawrence: University Press of
Kansas, 2002); Liza Nicholas, Elaine M. Bapis, @hdmas J. Harvey, ed$magining the Big Open:
Nature, Identity, and Play in the New WESalt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 200Bul Sutter,
Driven Wild: How the Fight against Automobiles Labed the Modern Wilderness Movem@eattle:
University of Washington Press, 2004); Hal Rothnmidre New Urban Park: Golden Gate National
Recreation Area and Civic Environmentalifibawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2004); Davidter,
Windshield Wilderness: Cars, Roads, and Nature asWhgton’s National Park&Seattle: University of
Washington Press, 2006).
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organizations with more than 50,000 members, including the Colorado Mountain Club,
the Rocky Mountain Chapter of the Sierra Club, and Trout Unlimited. Later renamed the
Colorado Environmental Coalition, the COSCC reflected the changing pcditidal
cultural tenor within the state. Young activists, including future Colorado governor
Richard Lamm, quickly became the backbone of the coalition, and began tackling issues
such as wilderness and outdoor recreational access throughout the state. Threugh thes
political battles Lamm and others gained the invaluable experience used in thg com
fights over the Denver Winter Olympics and development of ski resorts during the 1970s
and 19808!

During the public hearing over the Red Buffalo Tunnel held in Frisco, COSCC
Executive Director Roger Hansen argued in a strongly worded statdrattiid tunnel
was “unwarranted and unjustified invasion of an area soon to be reviewed by Sexdretary
Agriculture, the President, and Congress for possible inclusion in the National
Wilderness Preservation Systefi.The COSCC not only opposed the tunnel’s violation
of the spirit of the Wilderness Act, but also attacked the costs of constructing and
maintaining the tunnel, its impacts on the region’s tourism industry, and the tunnel’s
safety. Hansen took issue with the Colorado Highway Department’s argumehethat
tunnel would save taxpayers roughly $4 million a year. Scenic beauty and recteationa
access, he argued, was more valuable in the long term to the state’s ecomothg tha

savings created by constructing the tunnel; savings that would only come gitgretax

™ Andrew Kirk, Collecting Nature: The American Environmental Moeetrand the Conservation Library
(Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2001), 10b6jorado Open Space Council,” Box 2. Edward
Hilliard Jr. Papers. Western History and Genealbgpartment, Denver Public Library, Denver, Colorado
2 Colorado Open Space Coordinating Council, Stat¢ine@pposition to the Red Buffalo Tunnel through
the Gore Range—Eagle’s Nest Primitive Area at di®ttearing of the Colorado State Highway
Commission, October 20, 1966. Colorado Environnieddelition Papers. Box 35, FF10. Western History
and Genealogy Department. Denver Public Library)\u2e, Colorado.
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paid off the tunnel's construction costs. “What dollar value can be assigned terifee sc
wilderness, wildlife, and recreational resources in the Gore Range-Eegjfi®initive
area that would be destroyed by the proposed highWaynstruction of the interstate
over Vail Pass was be easier and far less costly he argued. Routing thatentessr

Vail Pass would also have the added benefit of keeping the Gore Range—Eagjle’s Ne
Wilderness Area intact, allowing for its entire inclusion as a wilderaxessin the years
to come.

In the end it was not the protests from environmentalist groups or local business
interests that killed the Red Buffalo Tunnel, but simple economics. Colorado Department
of Transportation cost estimates for constructing the tunnel hovered around $40. milli
Projected costs for building the interstate over Vail Pass were less théraha
amount’* Adding only another ten miles onto the total distance proved too cost
prohibitive. When faced with the cost difference, Governor Love dropped his support of
the tunnel, spelling its end. In May 1967, Secretary of Agriculture Freennéeddbe
state’s request for access through the primitive area, stating ire @tergpage statement,
“Through four decades, this Department has maintained that the National Forest
Wilderness System should not be invaded—even for important purposes—if there is a
feasible alternative’® The costs, both economic and environmental, were too high,

Freeman believed, for the Department of Agriculture to allow Colorado to builcethe R

Ipid.

" “Summary of the Facts Concerning the Red Buffatit® on I-70 in Colorado.” Governor’s Office,
PUC Correspondence, Various Projects. 1970-197¢ei@or John Love Papers. Box 66772. Colorado
State Archives, Denver, Colorado.

'S Statement by Orville L. Freeman, Secretary of Agjture, “Decision on the Request by the Colorado
Department of Highways to Route Interstate Highw@ythrough the Gore Range—Eagle’s Nest Primitive
Area, Arapaho and White River National Forests,88.9-orest History Society.
http://www.foresthistory.org/Research/usfscoll/pglwilderness/1968_1-70.html.
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Buffalo Tunnel. With the secretary’s denial of the state’s request, the ReddBTldinnel
died.

The COSCC's strong objections to the Red Buffalo Tunnel demonstrated the
beginning of a sea change in Colorado environmental politics that not only focused on
issues such as wilderness, but on larger quality of life issues including im@katcess
to public lands. Concerns over preserving open space and planning for growth lay at the
heart of this shift in state, local, and regional politics, and came to influerate fi
rejection of the interstate’s passage through the Eagle’s Nest iéit$eithe rejection of
the Winter Olympic Games by Colorado voters in 1972, the struggle over the
development of Beaver Creek Ski Resort in 1974, the opposition to the construction of
the Interstate 470 beltway around the Denver metropolitan area in the late 1978s, and t
fight over the Two Forks Dam during the early 1980s. In these and many other cases,
competing desires to increase recreational access, and bolster tlseestatemy, led to
complex and often bloody fights over growth and the environfient.

The debate over the Red Buffalo Tunnel foreshadowed the larger struggle within the
state over the Winter Olympic Games and their economic and environmental impact on
the Colorado high country. Chosen as the site for the 1976 Winter Olympic Games in
1967, a year before the final decision on the Red Buffalo Tunnel, Colorado quickly
became the frontline in an emerging struggle over the shape of the modern West. B
before the fight over the Winter Olympics, the decision on the route of Interdtate
along with the opening of ski resorts such as Vail and Breckenridge, transformed

Colorado’s high country into a recreational empire stretching along thih lefitipe

® Abbott et al. Colorado: A History of the Centennial Stad¢h ed. (Boulder: University of Colorado
Press, 2005), 373-91.
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newly constructed interstate. The potent mixture of increased access aadedcr
development would radically changed the shape of the once-isolated region, and led to
further struggles over its identity, economy, and environment.

Construction on Interstate 70 began in 1971 with the section of highway stretching
from Denver to the foot of Loveland Pass. At Loveland Pass, the state excawated t
seven-mile tunnels under the Continental Divide. Weak rock and shifting pressures
caused massive delays and cost overruns for both bores. The westbound tunnel, named
the Eisenhower Memorial Tunnel after President Dwight Eisenhower, opened in 1973. In
an attempt to learn from the mistakes made while drilling the westbound bare, stat
engineers spent five years designing the tunnel before opening the job to bids. Other
miscues and unforeseen mishaps plagued the second bore, causing furthendetags
overruns. The eastbound tunnel, named after former Colorado governor Edwin Johnson,
opened six years later. Even so, capacity became an emerging issiyg @&stha 1980s.

By the end of the century over 10 million cars and trucks passed through the Eisenhower
and Johnson Tunnels creating massive traffic jams and leading to calls fodé&mengi
of Interstate 70. Once again, the state faced the unenviable position of weighting

economic and environmental costs against increasing demand for transportatis’acces

Conclusion
“It is difficult to believe, but three winters ago there was no Vail,” renth8qorts
lllustrated journalist Fred Smith in 1964 with a sense of awe on the speed with which the

ski resort appeared alongside Highway 6. “Never in the history of U.S. skiing has a bar

" Colorado Department of Transportation, "EisenhoWamnel Traffic Counts,"
http://www.dot.state.co.us/Eisenhower/EdwinCJohfs20Bore.asp.
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mountain leaped in such a short time into the four-star category of ski réé@tsith’s
reaction to the seemingly sudden appearance of Vail reflected the natigats lar
amazement over the rapid development of the Colorado mountains in the decades
following World War Il. Over a dozen new resorts had opened in Colorado between 1945
and 1966, and more appeared on the horizon. This growth in new ski resorts was in large
part due to skiing’s skyrocketing popularity during the period. Lift ticket sales

Colorado grew from 204,640 in 1954 to 1,168,159 in 196®&cing such numbers, the
Forest Service embraced the private development of ski resorts. But wititrtiaieiction

of private development came the problem of the Forest Service’s balancing th& public
calls for recreational access with increasing demands by ski resaresximize profits. It
proved to be an unwinnable position for the agency, who continued to struggle in
regaining in ski resort developers quest for greater profits while mdetiecal

environmental legislation.

The boom in new resorts did meet the public’s growing thirst for skiing, skisesort
became increasingly driven by the bottom line. Ski resorts such as Vail and
Breckenridge, complete with base villages, sought to exploit national foresterfer
than their recreational opportunities. Each offered a new model of public land use, with
the development of real estate alongside ski areas on national forest botstsrhg
profits. While many within the Forest Service became comfortable with tineyggaew
relationship with ski resorts, a growing number of critics from both inside and otliside
agency began to question the larger impacts of allowing profits to steer. @Blitye

early 1970s, the development of ski resorts became part of a much larger régiateal

8 Fred Smith, “Six Square Miles of Powdegports lllustratedNovember 23, 1964), 52-62.
9 C. R. Goeldner, et alThe Colorado Ski Industry: Highlights of the 1998-SeasorBoulder:
University of Colorado Graduate School of Businagsinistration, Business Research Division, 1998),
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over growth and the environment, and would emerge with the awarding of the 1976

Winter Olympic Games by the International Olympic Committee (I@@Denver in

1970.
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CHAPTER THREE
RICH MAN'S GAMES, POOR MAN'’S TAXES

As athletes from around the world celebrated the closing of the 1972 Sapporo Winter
Olympic Games in the Makomanai Indoor Stadium, the scoreboard above them jubilantly
announced “We Meet Again in Denver ‘76.” Two years later that jubilation turned into
disbelief when, with a resounding three to two margin, Colorado voters rejected any
further funding of the 1976 Winter Olympic Games, effectively ending Denver’s
Olympic dreams. The decision of Colorado’s voters shocked the world. No previous host
city had ever rejected the Olympic Games after winning the right to hostdahedek-
long international event. Believing that the Games would bring internationeldad
considerable economic windfalls, cities from around the world had long competkd for t
privilege to host the Olympics. Colorado’s lieutenant governor Mark Hogan argued tha
very point defending the state’s quest for the Games, telling reportersinfitheof
Olympic visitors, plus a continued flow prompted by the exposure given the hostlkity w
be a benefit to all facets of business in the sta#at was good for the state’s tourist
economy, Hogan and other Olympic proponents reasoned, would be good for the state.
But a number of Coloradoans questioned such logic. Colorado State Representative
Richard Lamm, who would ride anti-Olympic sentiment into the governor’s office,
criticized the Olympics as little more than “rich man’s games paidyf@oor man’s

taxes.” To Lamm and others the Olympics symbolized less an economic opportunity and

! Denver PostDecember 13, 1969, 10.
2 Citizens for Colorado’s Future, Records 1971-1%%&hers. Western History and Genealogy Collection,
Denver Public Library, Denver Colorado.
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more of a multi-million-dollar snow job meant to line the pockets of real estatesod r
developers at the price of not only Coloradoans’ tax dollars but also their wag’of lif

By the late 1960s, Colorado, like much of the West, experienced a tremendous boom
in population. Between 1950 and 1960, Colorado’s growth rate exceeded 30 percent, with
the vast majority of the state’s new population settling in the rapidly expanding
metropolitan area along its Front Rarffge.addition, an explosion in the development of
ski resorts along with the decision to extend Interstate 70 over the Continesdia Di
during the 1950s and 1960 had also driven growth throughout Colorado’s once-isolated
western mountain communities. Anchored by ski resorts, tourism grew into a multi-
million-dollar-a-year industry in Colorado driving not only lift ticket salesdisb real
estate. Resort communities such as Vail and Breckenridge had grown tremendously
during decade prior, due in large part to the development of ski resorts. But whith gro
brought prosperity, it faced new opposition by conservationists. Rising concerriever
negative impacts of growth led many to question the prosperity it wrought. Suchnsonce
came to the forefront in a venomous, albeit short, fight over the proposed construction of
a sixteen-mile tunnel under the Gore Range—Eagle’s Nest Wildernessm AS66°

The fight over the proposed Red Buffalo Tunnel had been a part of a larger region-

wide environmental movement. Secretary of the Interior Stewart Udallredthe new

® The American West experienced tremendous populgtiowth in the decades following World War 1.
According to the U.S. Census between 1940 and fi8¥fegion’s population grew from 13.8 million
people to 33.7 million. California saw the greafastease in population during the period, growfirogm
6.9 million residents to 19.9 million. Source: UGensus Bureau, decennial census counts.
http://www.census.gov. On impacts of this growtl:deichard Whitélt's Your Misfortune and None of
My Own”: A New History of the American W¢Btorman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1991), 536
Walter Nugent]nto the WestThe Story of Its Peopl@ew York: Vintage Books, 1999), 286-97.

* U.S. Census Bureau, “Census of Population 196@r@ao,” vol. |, part 7, Characteristics of the
Population (Washington, D.C.: Government Printirffjg@, 1961), 7.

®“|-70 to By-Pass High Country;The Summit County Journ&@eptember 30, 1966. Governor’s Office,
PUC Correspondence, Various Projects. 1970-197¢ei@or John Love Papers. Box 66772. Colorado
State Archives, Denver, Colorado; William Philpé@onsuming Colorado: Landscapes, Leisure, and the
Tourist Way of Life” (PhD dissertation, Universit§f Wisconsin, Madison, 2002), 212-14.
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environmental ethos of the era in the introduction of his AdwkQuiet Crisidby

writing, “We stand today poised on a pinnacle of wealth and power, yet we live in a land
of vanishing beauty, of increasing ugliness, of shrinking open space and of an overall
environment that is diminished daily by pollution and noise and blight. This, in brief, is
the quiet conservation crisi8.The belief that the West stood between the pinnacle of
wealth and power and vanishing beauty shaped politics throughout the region, pitting
beliefs of the primacy of growth against desires to preserve the lansishapdefined

the West. In Colorado, the fight over the Denver Winter Olympic Gamesteaflehis

larger debate over the future of the West's economy and environment and made ski
resorts the target of a growing environmental moverhent.

In addition, the fight over the Olympics was also part of a larger debatéhever
necessity and benefits of economic expansion. Colorado voters identified the Denver
Organizing Committee’s poor planning, arrogance, secretiveness, andiegacalsts as
the reasons they voted against any further city and state funding for thes Gaunh
sentiments stemmed from the organizing committee’s failure to understarichtigeng
political climate within the state as well as Coloradoans’ growingusisthat the Winter
Olympics were in fact a good economic deal for the state. By drawing milbomatch
the Games, Olympic boosters, men historian Paul Whiteside describe as “ptomine
well-heeled, and widely respected business and political leaders for whaith gind

economic development were gospel,” hoped to better Colorado’s fortunes by building

® Stewart UdallThe Quiet Crisi§New York, Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1963), xvii.

" James Whitesid&olorado: A Sports HistoryBoulder: University of Colorado Press, 1999), 146
Also see: Mark Foster, "Little Lies: The Colorad®/6 Winter Olympics,'Colorado HeritaggWinter
1998), 22-33.
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upon its natural beauty, mountain access, and growing ski indugtnycritics such as
Lamm and members of anti-Olympic groups such as Evergreen’s Protect OuaiMount
Home (POME) and Citizens for Colorado’s Future (CCF), tourism equaled iedre=s
estate development, which in turn threatened the state’s quality of life, mosyrimtabl
drawing new residents. “The trouble with tourists,” wibenver Postolumnist Tom
Gaven, “is that having looked around, many wish to rettiffhe Olympics, many
feared, would only make matters worse. Ironically, many of those who opposed the
Olympics for this reason were themselves recent comers to the stata.himself had
moved to Colorado in the early 1960s drawn in part by the mountains. Despite such
realities, fears over increase growth greatly influenced voters’ opiaimhshaped
Colorado politics for the next decade. The state’s ski industry came to playa caet
in this political shift, beginning with the controversy surrounding the selection oft¢he si
for the men’s and women’s alpine events for the 1976 Denver Winter Olympic Games.
Until the rejection of the Games, there had been little public opposition to the
development of new resorts throughout the state. Over two dozen ski areas opened in the
forty years prior to the defeat of the Olympics at the polls. The early 198G=ba a
boom in ski resort construction, highlighted by the development of Vail, Breckenridge,
and Snowmass ski resorts. The initial rejection of Vail by the Forest 8envi®60 was
due to the agency’s desire to retain control over the development of ski resortsthgaut a

state’s population continued to grow throughout the 1960s, many Americans began to

® Ibid., 146.

° Tom Gaven quote in Rick Reedde Denver Winter Olympic Controver$yovember 16, 1984. Western
History and Genealogy Department, Denver Publicdtip Central Branch, Denver, Colorado.

12 On the role of growth in Colorado politics, seeit#$ide,Coloradq 145-79; Carl Abbott, et. al.
Colorado: A History of the Centennial Stadéh ed. (Boulder: University of Colorado, 1994)736 91;
Duane SmithRocky Mountain Heartland: Colorado, Montana, anddmyng in the Twentieth Century
(Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 2008), 192721
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guestion the economic and environmental impacts of ski resort development on the
state’s mountains. A growing environmental movement began targeting sks'resort

impact on wildlife and delicate mountain ecosystems. Others worried about gxdibrer
transformative effects of skiing on mountain communities. Still others wondeoed a

the private development of public lands. Such concerns had wide-ranging raom$icat
regarding the future of tourism and skiing in Colorado. All of these concerns were
encapsulated in the debates surrounding Denver hosting the Winter Olympics in 1976 and
especially in determining where to hold the men and women'’s alpine events.

The fight over where to hold the Olympic alpine events began almost as soon as
Denver became the United States Olympic Committee’s nominee to host the 1976 Winte
Olympic Games. The International Olympic Committee’s (I0OC) requintitinat all
events be within an hour’s drive of the host city led to the Denver Olympic Commsittee’
(DOC) selection of Mount Sniktau, near Loveland and Arapaho Basin ski areas for the
alpine events. American ski officials deemed the mountain unacceptable due to it
exposure to high winds and inadequate snow. In addition, the Forest Service did not like
the mountain’s future potential as a ski resort and requested the venue be moved to
another undeveloped mountain, known as Copper Mountain, some sixty miles farther
west. Despite these objections, Mount Sniktau remained the site for both the men’s and
women’s Olympic downhill events until 1972, when in a closed-door meeting, Denver
Olympic Committee members selected the yet-to-be-built Beavek&id Resort as the
new site for the Olympic alpine events. Critics immediately decriedv&eCreek’s
selection. Not only was the new ski resort slated to be developed by Vail Associa

(VA), many of whose board members were also members on the DOC board, but its
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selection would hze hastened Beaver Creek’s Environmental Impace®iant (EIS)
cutting through years of red tape and bypassingle@n where environment
organizations had spent years getting passed. WhiléAssociates assured
increasingly skeptical publicat the resort would not cost taxpayers a singleedimmany
felt that the development of a new ski resort, énredgrowth it would bring, under tt
auspices of the Winter Olympics was indeed usirtgipumoney to develop public lan

for private interests!

Photograph 7Proposed layout of Mount Sniktaur men and women’s Olympialpine events. Denve
Olympic Committee Brochure. Colorado Ski and Snoavddviuseum and Hall of Fal

" Whiteside Coloradq 146 and 175; John J. Kennedy, Jr., “Innsbruck619 Encyclopedia of th
Modern Olympic Movemengd. John E. Findling and Kimberly D. Pelle (WestpCT: Greenwood Pres
2004) 367—68 Laura Leea{z Olson, “Power, Public Policy, and the Enviromié& he Defeat of th
olorado” (Ph.D. dissexati University of Colorado, 1974).
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The Denver Winter Olympics was not the first time the Winter Olympic Gdrad
been embroiled in a controversy over their use to bolster tourism. IOC President A
Brundage had long maintained that the Winter Games were little more than @ way f
host cities to bolster their tourism industries. Considered an anachronismcbiyidss
Brundage spent most of his career attacking what he saw as the creepemcef
commercialism into the Olympic movement. This was especially true of ddskiilg,
which he believed to be little more than a commercial enterprise promoting ski
manufacturers and resorts. At the 1972 Sapporo Winter Games, Brundage launched a
tirade against the Winter Games, stating, “Today, the Olympics Wintee§are still
far from universal . . . they are monopolized by only a dozen or so countries and they are
difficult to keep amateur. The winter tourist business is so important to someesunt
that their ski teams have literally become almost government departments and a
subsidized accordingly. This is not sport. They [the Olympics] can only be givaméo |
communities which can afford the enormous expense—and they are more likely to be a
set of world championships than Olympic Gam&sThis was true in Colorado where the
Winter Olympics were promoted more for the benefit of the state’s tourisntipdts

In the end, the controversies surrounding the 1976 Denver Winter Olympic Games
were part of a much larger political shift throughout Colorado and the West in which

mounting concerns over growth, the environment, and quality of life took a prominent

12 John Parr, “Face to Face with the Olympic God#¢ Capital Ledget, no 3 (March 1972): 8. Richard
Lamm Collection. Papers. Clippings. Colorado HistrSociety Archive, Denver, Colorado.

13 On Avery Brundage and the role of commercialisrthanModern Olympic Games, see Allan Guttmann,
The Games Must Go On: Avery Brundage and the OtyMpivemen{New York: Columbia University
Press, 1984); Robert Barney, Stephen Wenn, and Heotyn, Selling the Five Rings: The International
Olympic Committee and the Rise of Olympic CommksaigSalt Lake City: University of Utah Press,
2002); Vyv SimsonThe Lords of the Rings: Power, Money, and Drughé&ModernOlympics(London:
Stoddart, 1991); John Gold and Margaret Gold, @lgnpic Cities: City Agendas, Planning, and the
Worlds Games, 1896—20{Rew York: Routledge, 2007).
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role in shaping the region’s politics and identity. For Colorado’s ski industry, the
rejection of the Olympics signified not only Coloradoan’s growing concernstlower
economic and environmental costs of the Olympics Games, but the beginnings of a much
larger debate over growth and the development of public lands for private gain. To many
Coloradoans, ski resorts like Vail, Breckenridge, and Aspen representedédtse sta
unbridled growth. For decades, Colorado's business and political elite, of which ski
industry insiders such as Vail founder and CEO Pete Siebert were now agbart, ha
equated the idea that growth was an absolute good, bringing jobs, profits, and good
publicity.* However, by the late 1960s an increasing number of Coloradoans questioned
the wisdom of growth for growth's sake. The Olympics became the first tangbtof
eventually became a wide coalition of environmentalists, anti-tax proponents, rural
residents, urban intellectuals, ranchers, racial minorities, and others opposed to the
Olympics, their costs, and the changes they promised toBring.

The battle over the Denver Olympics were also reflective of Ameudhaisging
national mood during the 1970s. Known as the environmental decade, Americans
increasingly voiced their concerns over environmental issues relatinglity qtiéfe
issues such as clean air and clean water. The first Earth Day wasteel@ordpril 22,
1970, demonstrating American's growing environmental awareness. Such concerns
translated into the passage of a multitude of environmental laws throughout the decade
including the Clean Air Act, Clean Water Act, and the National EnvironmentaiyPoli

Act.’® Beyond the emergence of the environment as a national political concern,

1 Whiteside Coloradq 146.

15 Olson, "“Power, Public Policy, and the Environme@65-72; WhitesideColorado,176-179

18 Historians often identify the emergence of a madavironmental movement in the decades following
World War Il. Based upon issues such as wilderrdgsins, and pollution, this new movement reflected
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Americans demonstrated growing frustration over the social and polipbalavals of

the previous decade. The failure of President Lyndon B. Johnson's Great Society and it
promises of social equality, or conversely the erosion of “traditional valumspioed

with the nation's involvement in Southeast Asia and two recessions, caused many
Americans to feel powerless during the decade. Yet, the 1970s were not a decade of
general malaise, but one of change. As Bruce J. Schulman notes, the decademarked
shift in American culture, economics, and politics. The counterculture movement and
liberalism of the 1960s evolved into the free-market libertarianism of the 19B@ftics
reflected a growing skepticism of government-run solutions. Even liberab&ata such

as Richard Lamm, who came to politics inspired by President John F. Kennddg's ca
greater service, railed against federal largess by the end of the geciicig in his 1982
treatiseThe Angry WestThey [Westerners] — we — are the new Indians. And they -— we

— will not be herded to the new reservatiotfsSuch shifts in rhetoric and thought

what Hal Rothman identified as American's declirf@i¢h in technology and increasing suspicion in
pronouncements of authority that had shaped coasenists thought throughout the first half of the
century. Robert Gottlieb argues that environmestialias understood during the second half of the
twentieth century, was more the culmination of ema protest against decades long history of
development and environment degradation. In eithse, the emergence of the environmental movement
during the 1960s and 1970s came to have a signifiogpact on American life, politics, and identity
throughout the late twentieth century. For mordgh@nenvironmental movement during the century see:
Robert GottliebForcing the Spring: The Transformation of the Aroan Environmental Movement
(Washington D.C.: Island Press,1993); Philip Shafieé Fierce Green Fire: The American
Environmental MovemeiiiNew York: Hill and Wang, 1993); John OpMature's Nation: An
Environmental History of the United Sta{g®rt Worth: Harcourt Brace College Publishers,89404-
33; Ted Steinberd)own to Earth: Nature's Role in American HistgNew York: Oxford University
Press, 2002), 250-261; Hal Rothm&aying the Planet: The American Response to thediment in the
Twentieth CenturyChicago: Ivan R. Dee).

" Bruce SchulmariThe Seventies: The Great Shift in American CultBogiety, and PoliticéNew York:
Da Capo Press, 2001), xi-xvii. Schulman is amoggoaving number of historians and journalists who
have come to question the causal dismissal ofifterftal importance of the 1970s by arguing that
American underwent often seismic transformatiorirduthe decade between the end of Vietham to the
election of Ronald Reagan. For more see: Elsebathg{ ed. The Lost Decade: American in the Seventie
(Aarhus: Aarhus University Press, 1996); David Fritaw We Got Here The 70s Decade that Brought
You Modern Life (New York: Basic Books, 2000); BdthBailey, Dave Farber, eds. America in the
Seventies (Lawrence: University Press of Kansa@4PEdward Berkowitz, Something Happened: A
Political and Cultural Overview of the Seventieg{NYork: Columbia University Press, 2007).

18 Richard Lamm, interview July 13, 2006; RichardLBmm and Michael McCarthy,he Angry West: A
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signified the larger cultural shift of the 1970s, a shift that not only redetiveedation,
but western politics, economics, and identity. In Colorado, this transformation began wit

the battle over the 1976 Denver Winter Olympic Games.

The Winter Olympics

The first Winter Olympic Games were held in the French alpine villagdamonix
in 1924. From their very beginning, the Winter Games were embroiled in controversy
over their costs and the development of multiple facilities in order to host thousands of
athletes, spectators, and media. At Chamonix, athletes from sixteen copattieipated
in five different events: bobsledding, ice hockey, skiing, speed skating, and figure
skating. Hundreds of eager spectators overwhelmed the village’s few hotelsgcausi
Olympic officials to ask village residents to open their homes to visitors. $ond<led
Olympic organizers to claim the Games a popular success, but they were notialfinanc
success. Costs for the Games ran into the millions of francs, while gaijgtsegarnered
only a quarter-million. Despite such woes, the IOC planned on continuing its Winter
Games. The second Winter Olympics held in St. Mortiz, Switzerland, faired mueh bett
in 1928, producing the Winter Olympics’ first superstar, Norwegian figureskainja
Heine. The Games made their first visit to North America in 1932, when Lakel PA
small resort town in upstate New York, hosted the world’s winter athletes. Alking
finally made its Olympic debut in the 1936 Garmisch-Partenkirchen Gdmes.

Sadly, global hostilities in 1939 put both the Summer and Winter Games on hold until

1948. But following World War Il, alpine skiing quickly became one of the most popular

Vulnerable Land and Its Futur@oston: Houghton Mifflin, 1982), 4.
¥ For more on the Garmisch-Partenkirchen Winter Gasee: David Clay Larg&lazi Games: The
Olympics of 1936New York: W.W. Norton Company Inc., 2007), 110-46
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Olympic events, cementing itself as a mainstay during the 1960 Squaw VahessG
when for the first time television audiences watched the sports’ heroedoracehe
resort’s slopes. Throughout the decade, the Winter Games continued to drawardrger
larger crowds, as well as more participants. Such growth drove the costs ahtee W
Olympic Games ever upward so that by 1960, they cost millions of dollars not only to
host, but also to develop the infrastructure required to host the Rorld.

The Chamonix Games did not officially become the first Winter Games unt{Dtbe
Congress subsequently sanctioned them as such during the committee’s annual 1925
meeting in Prague. The decision to name Chamonix as the first official V@iytapics
created a wide-scale scandal throughout Europe. While the modern Olympic lzaimes
begun in Athens, Greece, in 1896, a winter version of the Games traditionallylead litt
support. Often called the father of the modern Games, Pierre Coubertin had long
contemplated the creation of a Winter Olympics, but the logistics of holdingsesaztt
as skiing at the same time as track and field provided too difficult to overcome and
conflicted directly with the popular Scandinavian Nordic Games. Begun in 1901, and
held once every four years thereafter until 1926, the Nordic Games were tienaréa
Swedish nationalist Victor Black. Much like Coubertin, and his promotion of European
nationalism, Black desired to promote pan-Scandinavian nationalism and tourism to his
native country. Under Black, Scandinavians did not want to see their dominance in winter
sports challenged on the world stage and so remained resistant to the idea of a Winte

Olympics. But by the early 1920s, the 10C had enough support to challenge the Nordic

2 Roland Rensen, “The Cool Games: The Winter Olympi€®24—2002,” iThe Winter Olympics:
Chamonix to Salt Lake Cited. Larry R. Gerlach ed. (Salt Lake City: Thewémsity of Utah Press, 2004),
41-86;Stephen Essex and Brian Chalkley, “The Wi@G@mes: Driving Urban Change, 1924-2002,” in
Olympic Cities: City Agendas, Planning, and the WoGames, 1896-20,18d. John Gold and Margaret
Gold (New York: Routledge, 2007), 48-58.
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Games and so retroactively sanctioned Chamonix the first Winter Olyngweslish and
Norwegian officials were outraged at what they viewed and Olympic suixerfine
only reason Scandinavian athletes had attended Chamonix was because they were not
sanctioned as part of the Olympics. Regardless, the Nordic Games proved to be short
lived, occurring only once more in 1926, giving way to the Winter Olympics in 928.
Finding the appropriate venues and geography remained an enormous hurdle in
organizing the Winter Games. Few countries had the right mixture of sportilgeac
lodging, high mountain peaks, and snow. Added to the problem was that prior to the
1930s, winter sports mostly remained the province of a handful European and North
American countries. As a result, the Winter Olympic Games remained a persien
of its summer sibling, but despite the sparse national participation, the WimesGa
continued to grow in popularity. In 1936, alpine skiing was introduced as an Olympic
sport in Garmisch-Partenkirchen, Germany, which garnered greatemaimeal
attention. Following World War I, the Cold War reshaped the Olympic Games, turning
them into ideological battlegrounds between the East and the West. Televidedfiimt t
time during the 1960 Squaw Valley Games, with its opening ceremony produced by
Disney, the Winter Olympics grew into a commercial phenomeBpi968, the Winter
Games were a truly international event, with 1,293 athletes representiggévien
countries in the Grenoble Winter Games. Despite the increasing popularitydirttes
Games, by the late 1960s many within the I0C wanted to cancel them. The most

prominent of those holding this view was IOC President Avery Brundage. Céléng t

2L Rensen, “The Cool Games,” 41-46; Yves Moralese“®lympic Winter Games,” iEncyclopedia of the
Modern Olympic Movemengd. John E. Findling and Kimberly D. Pelle (WestpCT: Greenwood Press,
2004), 271-82; Paula D. Welch, “Chamonix, 1924 Enctyclopedia of the Modern Olympic Movement
ed. John E. Findling and Kimberly D. Pelle (Westp®T: Greenwood Press, 2004), 283-88.
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Winter Games the “Frostbit Follies,” Brundage hated what he saw as the cras
commercialism of the Winter Games and the failure of many governing bodws in
the professionalism of athletes, particularly skiers. During his farededeas in 1972,
he voiced his wish that “the Winter Olympics receive a decent burial in Denvet.” Tha
burial nearly came with Colorado voters’ rejection of the Games latesahs yeaf”
Brundage was one of the most enigmatic figures in modern Olympic history. To
many he was a tyrant and his zealous enforcement of the Olympics asmataues
earned him nicknames such as “Slavery Avery” from athfét®kough his near-
religious fervor for the Olympic Movement often blinded him to the realities of the
modern athletics, Brundage steered the I0C through many of its most turlaaentiy
an organization dominated by European aristocrats, Brundage was a self-mat=aAm
millionaire. Raised in a broken home, his father having left when Avery was five,
Brundage attended the University of lllinois, earning an engineering dagtee
competing in decathlons. It was as an athlete that he was introduced to thecSlym
where in the 1912 Stockholm Summer Games he competed against the legendary Jim
Thorpe. After the end of his athletic career, Brundage went on to start anmlibin-
dollar construction company though never strayed too far from sports worlaigsasvi
president of the Amateur Athletic Union (AAU) for seven terms, as wellepresident
of the United States Olympic Committee (USOC) for thirty, before bdeugesl to the

IOC board in 1936. Brundage'’s election to the insular IOC was due in large part to his

#Kennedy, “Innsbruck, 1976,” 367.
% John LucasThe Modern Olympic GaméNlew York: A. S. Barnes and Company, Inc., 1986§.
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efforts in halting a boycott of the 1936 “Nazi Olympics.” Becoming the IGCs
president in 1945, he took over as the organization’s President iff1952.

While Brundage navigated the IOC through the opening decades of the Cold War,
negotiating the two China issue, South Africa’s policy of apartheid, and sioge®le of
nationalism in the Olympic Games, he remained obsessed over two issues throisghout h
presidency—amateurism and the growing commercialization of the Oly@aies? In
1925, at the Olympic Conference in Prague, the IOC codified the definition of &euama
as “one who devotes himself to sport for sport’s sake.” While Coubertin had based his
vision on amateurism of his idealized vision of the Greek Games, Victorian aleals
amateurism, which looked to ensure class distinction in competition by prohibiting
middle- and lower-class patrticipation, defined amateurism in the modern.gasnes
World War 1l ended and the Cold War began, this elite ideal became antiquated as
Communist nations fully funded their athletes in order to promote their national
superiority. Even in non-Communist nations such as Austria and Norway, athletes
enjoyed the financial support of their national governments and corporate spoissors. A
sport became more commercialized and less amateur, athletes becathe prize
commodities selling not only national pride but also morning cereal. A gold medal could
mean millions in sponsorships and advertising dollars for an athlete. Nowhet@asvas t
more apparent than in skiing in the late 1960s.

The 1968 Grenoble Games proved to be a bellwether in Winter Olympic history. The

Games cost $240 million, mostly due to the increased media coverage and the dispersed

4 GuttmannThe Games Must Go Qdoanne Davenport, “Monique Berlioux: Her Assdoiatwith Three
IOC PresidentsCitius, Altius, Fortius4, no. 3. (Autumn 1996): 10-18; Findling and Pellacyclopedia
of the Modern Olympic Moveme#d{71-82.

% Barney, et al.Selling the Five RingsSimson The Lords of the Rings

2 Christopher Hill,Olympic Politics: Athens to Atlanta, 1896—19@8anchester: Manchester University
Press, 1996), 7-8.
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events. Only two events were held in Grenoble itself—ice hockey and skating-havith t
other events occurring at five different locations. Many criticizedasjing events across
the region, believing that the lack of a centralized Olympic Village detldrom the
Olympic spirit of the Games. Cold War politics also had created a minor stielikér
Games even began when North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s (NATIG@dats
members to refuse visas to East German delegates. The French goveeboiéed the
NATO’s demands, and allowed the East German team to enter the cuntry.

For Brundage, the real controversy of the Grenoble Games was neither gedpolitica
nor the escalating costs in hosting events across a wide region, but the dominzint role
corporate sponsorship in alpine skiing. Such an incomprehensible position, especially in
the light of the global strife caused by the Cold War, came from Brundageibehe
purity of amateurism and his belief that commercialization was the smagécorrosive
force on the Olympic ideal. In his biography of Brundage, Olympic historian Allen
Guttmann argues that although Brundage was certainly anti-Communist, the promotion
of amateur sports and their protection from commercialism were far moretamipiar
him than Cold War politics. His almost pathological obsession with what Guttmann
termed the “religion of Olympicism” was so intense that as presidentiBgerreadily
overlooked the Soviet Union’s state funded sports program to ensure their role in the
Olympic movement. Yet, he remained critical of sports such as alpine skiing whose
athletes failed to meet Brundage’s definition of amateurism because tepjeat
corporate sponsorships. Such an argument seems almost inexplicable, espekally in t

context of the many additional controversies Brundage faced as president@tthe

2T Hill, Olympic Politics 38—39; Allen GuttmanrThe Olympics: A History of the Modern Gamasd ed.
(Urbana: University of Chicago Press, 2002), 128-29
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including the murder of eleven Israeli athletes and coaches during the 1972 Munich
Summer Games and the international condemnation of South Africa’s policy of
apartheid. But, to the former Olympic decathlete and self-made millgrie creeping
influence of commercialism into the Olympic was the greatest threla¢ Game$®

Skiing's role in the commercialization of the Winter Olympics lay in itagties
with tourism. “Everyone knows,” Brundage complained in 1971, “both the French and
Austrian ski teams are a part of their departments of tourism—and that orgt3Ski
resorts actively sought to host the Winter Olympic Games, as well ashahegsrofile
races, in order to draw attention in an expanding global market. The Olympicasedre
to sell everything from ski gear to vacations in the European Alps. Startingyaasa
1960, manufacturers used images of Olympic athletes to sell their productsarimeag
such asSKIING andSki MagazineThe televised 1960 Squaw Valley Games catapulted
from an undeveloped corner of the California Sierra Nevada to an internationally known
resort. Jean-Claude Killy, the French ski champion who had drawn Brundage’smg duri
the Grenoble games by prominently displaying his gloves in a newspaper ppbiogra
gained international fame and recognition through his athletic exploits @tythmpics,
fame which he then translated into corporate sponsorships. Killy was not alone in tapping
into the growing commercialization of sport, especially skiing. The firstdgan male
ever to medal in an Olympic alpine event, William “Billy” Kidd became the &dce
Steamboat Ski Resort after his retirement from the sport in 1970. Even Hollywood got i
on the action with the release of the Robert Redford@ibwnhill Racerin 1969. While

the movie failed to attract huge numbers at the box office, it demonstrated thmceoma

2 Guttmann;The Games Must Go Oh00—1609.
2 |bid., 199.
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surrounding skiing and the Olympics. Millions ventured to the slopes for the first time
after watching the Olympics on television, a fact well understood by the Coldiado s
industry prior to the 10C’s awarding Denver the 1976 Winter Games. While there wa
nothing new about advertising the Games to promote tourism, to Brundage the linkage
between the tourism industry and the Games was a growing problem thartbdete
very foundation of his Olympic ided.

After Grenoble, Brundage vowed to force skiing’s international governing body, the
Fédération Internationale de Ski (FIS), to adhere to the amateur code. Iproxet to
be his final undoing, the overzealous IOC president attempted to disqualifyvelkars
he deemed had profited from skiing, especially through corporate sponsorship.nd,the e
only one skier was banned from the Sapporo Winter Games, which tarnished Brundage’s
reputation beyond repair. The FIS viewed Brundage as an iron-fisted execlarmher
became increasingly bitter at his attacks on the organization’s handling thiete s
Skiing was not the only sport bitter toward Brundage’s tirades against coralser.
Sports including hockey, basketball, and even track and field became increasingly
disillusioned with the I0C'’s president’s quixotic quest against the global tide of
consumerism and its effects on amateur sports. In 1972, the embattled Brundage stepped
down as IOC president largely due to his dogmatic conviction in the amateur ideal.

Commercialism, it appeared, had won.

% Barney, et al.Selling the Five Ringssuttmann,The Games Must Go QB13-22; Annie Gilbert-
ColemanSki Style: Sport and Culture in the Rockieawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2004), 160—
62; John FryThe Story of Modern Skiingdlanover: University Press of New England, 20Q80—82.
#Douglas Brown and Gordon MacDonald, “Grenoble 1988Encyclopedia of the Modern Olympic
Movemented. John Findling and Kimberly Pelle (Westport,: Gfeenwood Press, 2004), 351-58; David
Young, The Olympic Myth of Greek Amateur Athleii€hicago: Ares Publishers, Inc., 1984), 87; Rensen
“The Cool Games,” 58-60; Hilplympic Politics 38—39; Guttmannthe Games Must Go QOh98;
Guttmann,The Olympics128-29.
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Colorado’s Olympic Games

Colorado’s interest in hosting the Winter Games began in the late 1940s when
Governor Lee Knous offered to host the 1956 Winter Games in Aspen and at the
Broadmoor Ice Palace, outside Colorado Springs. While Colorado failed to dexbrd t
to host the Games, the Olympic idea remained. Seven years later, Willigrowner of
the Broadmoor Ski Area, and Steve Knowlton, founder of the state’s promotional group
Colorado Ski Country USA, presented a bid to host the 1960 Winter Olympics to the
United States Olympic Committee. Colorado once again failed to win the USOC'’s
nomination, losing out to Squaw Valley. In 1964, a small group of businessmen and state
boosters consisting of Tutt, the president and founder of Vail Associates Hb&zt,Se
publisher ofSki MagazinéMerrill Hastings, vice president of the Adolph Coors Company
Joseph Coors, and United Airlines executive Donald Fowler, formed the Colorado
Olympic Committee (COC) to study the economic feasibility of the statengdke
Winter Games. Richard Olson, the director of Vail Associates, replaced @otrs
committee a year later. Soon after forming, the group of business leadetatand s
politicians announced their intentions to secure the right to host the Winter Games. Over
the next two years the committee lobbied USOC officials tireléssdgcure the
nomination to host the 1976 Winter Olympics, which it received in $967.

Once the USOC granted the nomination, the Denver Organizing Committee (DOC)
quickly formed to sell Denver to the IOC. Including many of the same memberbad
helped secure the national nomination, the DOC represented some the state’s most
prominent business leaders and politicians. Holding all of its meetings behind closed

doors and forwarding its minutes only to the governor, the committee’s work remaine

32 Whiteside Coloradq 147; Olson, “Power, Public Policy, and the Enmirent,” 90-95.
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hidden from most Coloradoans until after winning the bid to host the 1976 Winter Games
nearly four years later. The reasons for such secrecy, as well asi¢ghé¢hae¢lthe state’s
residents would easily embrace the idea of hosting the Olympics, stenamech&ny of
the committee members’ assertions that the state’s continued econowiic gias a
good thing. Their failure to even consider that many Coloradoans might oppose such
growth led to the Denver Olympics’ ultimate defeat at the polls. The men whoupade
the DOC and its later iterations “equated their interests with the good oateast all
of its people. Growth had always been viewed as an absolute po¥itiee’Olympics,
they reasoned, would be good not only for their financial interests, but for the state’
well. Such hubris proved to be the undoing of the Denver Olympics as state taxpayers
guestioned the logic of paying for the construction of Olympic faciliieswould only
benefit the state’s few business elite.

Over the next three years, Denver officials wooed IOC members, pngsBenver
as the perfect city in which to host the Winter Games, as it was close to theimgunta
and already had established sporting facilities, an international airporha@aedhan
enough hotel rooms. Reflecting on the final failure of the Denver Olympics, TeglFar
the DOC'’s technical director responsible for the planning, design, and developmiént of a
of the competition sites for the 1976 Games, pointed out the origin of the 10C’s
misconceptions about the Winter Olympics. “For the most part the 10C is made up of
independently wealthy people,” wrote Farwell, “who are insulated from whatrig gn
in the world.” Most of the 10C still believed in 1970 that the Winter Games could be held
at a compact site such as Squaw Valley, ignoring the glaringly obvioubdathe 1968

Grenoble Winter Games included thirty-seven countries, 1,293 athletes, and countless

33 Whiteside Coloradg, 146.
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spectators and members of the media and had barely accommodated thétostihg
increasing numbers of athletes, press, and spectators, as well as praledjngta sites
for events as diverse as skiing, bobsledding, and ice skating meant that the Winte
Olympics had to be held on a regional scale rather than in the smaller sitesitdODi
members had become accustomed. Realizing the IOC’s desire for a moretcompac
Olympics, Denver officials sold the sprawling city as a quaint metropolis i@aleado
Rockies. The IOC bought the “magnificent piece of salesmanship,” and in 1970 Denver
became the host city for the 1976 Winter Olympic Games, beating out Sion,réanize
on the third ballof®

The Colorado Olympic Committee withheld telling the people of Colorado for over a
year after the USOC chose Denver as its nominee to host the Winter Gamesnhand the
only released a brief press release. Members of the COC reasonedawaidiyg any
disclosure to the press, it could minimize specific questions until it had had an
opportunity to crystallize its plans. Such secrecy became a part of the aflthe COC,
as well as its later incarnations; the Denver Olympic Committee (DCdgrado
Organizing Committee, and Denver Olympic Organizing Committee (DQ&)
played an integral part in the defeat of Denver Games at the polls. In 1968, when
residents of the Evergreen and Indian Hills communities discovered that thesrwease
the proposed sites for the bobsledding, cross-country skiing, and Nordic jumping events,

they quickly protested, only to find little sympathy and even less informatamtfie

3 Ted Farwell, “The Olympic BubbleColorful Colorado(January/February 1973): 20; Findling and
Pelle,Encyclopedia of the Modern Olympic Movem@&3tl. Farwell's article provides a rare insideklo
into the Denver Winter Olympics Organizing Commneétgedecisions concerning the selection of alpine
skiing venue before his release from the DOC in1197

% Denver’s organizing body changed three differames during its short history. First organizedtees t
Denver Olympic Committee (DOC) it later became Et@aver Organizing Committee (DOC) before
finally restructuring into the Denver Olympic Orgaing Committee (DOOC)Rocky Mountain News
April 4, 1971, 8.
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organizing committee. “The public relations attitude of the DOC,” wrote Rlairwiais
scathing critique of the failed Olympics, “was ‘say nothing.” Becaugeufanswer you

just dig yourself in deepef® It was this secretive behavior that drew the ire of many
Coloradoans, who came to believe that the DOC was hiding the truth of the actual costs
of the Games. Such beliefs led to a greater mistrust of the organizing tee'snit
competence to both organize and run the Olympics. Throughout 1971 and into 1972,
Colorado voters grew increasingly disillusioned at what many saw agian el
organization of business interests making decisions behind closed doors, decisions that
greatly affected the economies and environments of their communities throughout the
state. While many Coloradoans welcomed the continued development of the state’s
tourist economy, especially the development of new ski resorts, the DOC'’s lack of
transparency allowed Olympic opponents to convince many residents that ting3ly

were in fact a bad deal.

On winning its bid to host the 1976 Games, members of the DOC executive board
never even considered that some Coloradoans would be less than excited about the
Olympics and thought the only issue would be finding adequate financing for tresGam
Through the early 1960s the expansion of the state’s ski industry had been welcomed by
Coloradoans with open arms. The opening of Vail, Breckenridge, and Snowmass defined
the high-water mark in the development of ski resorts in the state. By drawingsingre
numbers of tourists, the state’s ski industry pumped millions into the state’s economy
Hosting the Winter Olympics appeared a natural extension of Colorado’s booming winte

tourist market.

% Farwell, “The Olympic Bubble,” 26.
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But the problem was not the benefit of the Winter Games to the state’s grdéwing s
industry, but the cost of the Winter Olympics itself. Newspaper articles lzgapearing
in the state’s two major newspapers, Roecky Mountain NewsndDenver Post
guestioning the mounting price tag of the games and pointing out the unexpected
expenses of past Winter Games. In a six-part series in R@¢ky Mountain News
journalist Richard O’Reilly wrote out that previous Winter Olympic host¢gitiad
grievously underestimated their overall costs, a failure that had in turn biagbbt
taxes to area residents and enormous facilities with little aftgpateatial. The 1960
Squaw games had cost the State of California thirteen times as much adlyrigina
estimated. The city of Grenoble, France, spent over $250 million on the 1968 Winter
Games, and Sapporo, Japan, was in the process of spending anywhere between $750
million to $1.3 billion for the 1972 Winter Gam&s.Such articles, along with the DOC'’s
continued silence on all Olympic matters including costs and site selectign, onl
reaffirmed the belief of an increasing number of Coloradoans that the Olywwgres
more about profit and less about people. The DOC responded that there was no way it
could offer the State of Colorado a guarantee that the Olympics would not cogetaxpa
“Whatever that cost might be, we know it will be small in comparison to Olympicdiwhic
have been hosted by our predecessors. We also know it will be small in comparison to the
opportunities presented to the State by the Olympfcs.”

The selection of event venues became a final point of contention between Olympic

organizers and opponents. In making their bid for the Games to the USOC, the COC had

3" Denver Rocky Mountain Ney&pril 1971, 5-10.

% “The 1976 Winter Olympics Some Questions and Amsviealing with Financial Aspects of the XII
Winter Games,” February, 1971. Denver Olympic Orgiag Committee Records. Papers. Colorado
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focused on economic and geographic factors in selecting event sites, arguarytha
changes on site selection could be made once the city had won the bid. The failure to
consider the opinion of locals who would be most affected by the development of venues
for the Games became apparent when the residents of Evergreen and Indiegaktitld
negatively to their communities being turned into competition sites. Fueled bgresnc
over property values and the long-term environmental impacts of the infrastructure
needed to host thousands of spectators tromping through their town, locals formed
Protect Our Mountain Home (POME) to fight the DOC on the selection of their town as
an Olympic venue. Lead by Indian Hills resident and retired Universityeof/& law
professor Vance Dittman, POME did not necessarily oppose the Olympic Games, they
simply opposed hosting the Games in their backyards, fearing that bringintythgi¢3
to the Evergreen area would attract too much growth to the town and surrounding area
and cause a loss of rural character. “We don’t want to keep people out of herd,” state
Dittman in an interview witiThe National Observefbut we are just like a theater.
When all the seats are sold, they don’t keep selling tickets and putting people ompyour la
We are sold out® Dittman’s sentiments reflected those of many Coloradoans at the
time. Even though many did not wish to see an end to the state’s economic growth, many
newcomers wanted to close the gate behind them when it came to further growth.
Several technical problems faced the selection of the Evergreen area asanyte
simple lack of snow made the area a poor choice for the cross-country skiing eessits.
than five inches of snow had fallen annually in the area since*?%88en DOC

officials suggested the use of snow-making machines to compensate forkluk lac

% Douglas Looney, “Bah!’ . . . Say a Lot of Coloméolks When Talk Turns to the Olympic3he
National ObserverFebruary 19, 1972, 6.
“° Denver PostAugust 8, 1970.
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snowfall, POME members questioned the amount of water needed to produce enough
manmade snow to hold the events. Other problems, including the leveling of hillsides to
build parking lots, the construction of a four-lane highway, and the proposed biathlon
course which required competitors to “ski right through Evergreen High School and
Wilmont Elementary School,” led POME members to argue that hosting anyseau the
Evergreen area was “completely out of the question in every redpadter several
unsatisfying meetings with DOC officials, the group embarked on a prietifer-writing
campaign. Most letter writers argued against the destruction of the maéaral beauty.

“The very thought of thousands of our beautiful evergreens being destroyed, Bear Creek
re-routed and practically covered to make way for a gigantic ski jump, Eeartake

and our municipal golf course being taken away from us, helicopter pads and parking
lots, an interchange of roads and highways, television cables and poles everypliser

all of the other scars such events will inevitably leave, makes me ill,” wuetegEen

local Lolo Wright to Governor Lové& In another letter to Love, Mrs. John Steidl took on
more NIMBY-like tones. “Please, try to see our point. Many people are movithmare
have planned to do so. Our mountains here will be ruined for open community living
[here]. We look to you to protect our investments and way of life by urging theiselect

of one of the more appropriate alternate sites like Winter Park or SteanpbioasS"

The fight between Evergreen residents and the DOC gained national media attention
whenNewsweelpublished a story entitled “Nevergreen” on the fight over the area’s

selection as an Olympic venue. In a letter to State Senator Harry Lock#hahenan of

*! Rocky Mountain New®ctober 25, 1970, 24.

“2Lola Wright to John Love September 2, 1970. Gowedohn Love Papers. Colorado State Archives,
1976 Olympics, Box 66339.
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the Joint Budget Committee, Dittman explained, “Such sports facilities witade the
whole community environment as a place to live, and will have no reasonable after-use in
the Denver Mountain Parks and will require maintenance beyond that now available from
the city and county of Denvef®

The DOC finally relented to POME'’s protests during its meeting in Sapporo, Japan,
and agreed to relocate the cross-country and jumping events. While it wasafiyzire
the DOC needed to relocate the alpine and Nordic venues, there remained another
guestion. A DOC report had concluded that “[tjhe scope of a modern Olympics with an
official party of over 15,000 requires facilities of a major city. The prakctiompromise
.. . Is to select competition sites within logical commuting distance of housiligdsa.”
Any new cross-country site needed to be at or below 7,800 feet in elevation, leaving only
three potential sites—Steamboat Springs, Buffalo Creek, and Indian ParkoEirégak
and Indian Park had questionable snow, leaving only Steamboat. IOC officials only
agreed to the selection of Steamboat, which lay 160 miles west of Denver, ontlieafter
DOC promised to us aircraft to shuttle athletes and Olympic officials batenver
and the resort towfr. The move of the Nordic events to Steamboat not only opened the
door for holding alpine events on the West Slope, but also marked the turning point in the
debate over Olympics. Now, not only was the secrecy surrounding the Olympicsen iss
but also was the effect of Olympic development would have on Colorado’s mountain

communities also became a source of concern.

“4 Lance Dittman to Senator Harry Locke, January 1@Fatect Our Mountain Home Collection. Papers.
Colorado Historical Society Library, Denver, Coldoa Mark Foster, "Colorado's Defeat of the 1976
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In western states such as Colorado, these concerns translated into conflitie ove
issue of growth. Led by Governor Love, Colorado looked to seize the economic benefits
of growth with its “Sell Colorado” campaign beginning the early 1986=r Love, the
idea of growth itself appeared a win-win situation. New residents, drawie gidte by it
beauty and economic opportunities, got the quality of life they sought, and Colorado’s
economy blossomed. While some residents enjoyed the economic gains brought by the
state’s growing population, by the end of the decade many feared that too mamy peopl
were moving to the state too fast. The specter of the unbridled growth of Southern
California led many Coloradoans to call, for as a popular bumper sticker of theuime
it, to put an end to the “Los Angelization” of Coloraddlohn Denver’'s 1972 hit “Rocky
Mountain High” reflected the sentiments of both longtime and newly arrived Colorado
residents. As the bespectacled singer happily crooned of the quiet beautye Hiie
in the Colorado Rockies, he also lamented, “Now his life is full of wonder but his heart
still knows some fear of a simple thing he cannot comprehend. Why they try toetear t

mountains down to bring in a couple more. More people, more scars upon th&land.”

*5 For more on the "See Colorado" campaign see: Goveiohn Love, "Sell Colorado Campaign,”
Governor’s Office. Governor John Love Papers. GadorState Archives, Box 66948.

" CCF, bumper stickers, Files of CCF, Folder 4. \&fesHistory and Genealogy Department, Denver
Public Library, Denver, Colorado; Olson, “Powerphka Policy, and the Environment,” 30.

“8 John Denver, “Rocky Mountain High,” RCA, 1972. DéWrobel notes that such anti-California
statements stemmed from anxieties over the devedopand destruction of pristine landscapes and the
eradication of simple and affordable lifestylesxaslthy Californians and others, notably Texans in
Colorado resort towns, migrated into western stsibes as Oregon and Colorado. Such sentiments
illustrate the larger problem of westerness artieanaitic construct, argues Wrobel by bringing into
question differing understandings of what it metnke “western.” California immigrants often sawatst
such as Colorado as promised lands free from patiutrime, racial tensions, and high property galu
found in California. In response, locals often di@wtheir primacy in identifying newcomers, who Hal
Rothman termed neonates, as the culprits in thieuddion of what made such places unique. Such
tensions continued throughout the twentieth centamg often sat at the center of debates over growt
ski resort communities. Rothmabevil's Bargains 26; David WrobelPromised Lands: Promotion
Memory, and the Creation of the American Weaivrence: University of Kansas Press, 2002), 989-
For local reactions to newcomers throughout the eaa West during the late twentieth century see:
Peggy Clifford and John M. SmitAspen/Dreams & Dilemmas: Love Letter to a Small A (@hicago:
The Swallow Press Inc., 1970); Rick Ba#énter: Notes From Montan@oston: Houghton Mifflin,
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Such contradictory viewpoints defined how many Coloradoans viewed their state. While
many had moved to state because of its beauty and opportunity, like Denver, they too
lamented the changes economic growth and increasing population brought to along with
them. Such apprehensions over the impact of unbridled growth lay at the heart of debate
over the Denver Winter Olympics, which eventually played out in the selection of the
alpine events.

In 1967, Aspen Ski Resort board member and chairman of the COC site selection
committee George “Parry” Robinson asked the Forest Service’s residagtesipert
Paul Hauk to join the selection committee to help identify a site at which to host the
alpine events. Hauk was the ideal choice for the Yaaker becoming Supervisory
Forester in Charge of Recreation and Lands for the White River Nationat iot8%7,
he had conducted over fifty feasibility studies on the potential of mountains for the
development of skiing throughout Colorado, New Mexico, and Arizona. Hauk also was
no stranger to the Olympic Games. In 1960, he had served as a member of the avalanche
control team at the Squaw Valley Winter Olympic Games. Beyond Hauk’s résumas, i
necessary to involve the Forest Service in developing any mountain site withiaitéhe s

For these reasons, Hauk became a key member of the committee.

1991); George Siblefpragons in Paradise: On The Edge Between Civilatnd SanityFrisco, CO:
Mountain Gazette Publishing, 2004); Jim StiBsgve New West: Morphing at the Speed of Greed
(Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 2007).

“9 Paul HaukChronology of Beaver Crediélenwood Springs, CO: U.S. Dept. of AgricultureS Borest
Service, 1979), 2-3. Paul Hauk Papers. Westero#jisind Genealogy Department, Denver Public
Library, Denver, Colorado. F. Georg Robinson tolPtauk. June 21, 1967. Paul Hauk Papers. Western
History and Genealogy Department, Denver Publicdriyp Denver, Colorado.
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Photograph {Paul Hauk. Colorado Ski and Snowboard Hall of F

Composed of ski industry insiders, including Vagsdciates president Pete Seik
the group faced significant challenges in locaangacceptable site to host the men
women’s alpine event. When in March of 1967, dutimg committee’s first meeti,
Robinson pointed out the essential need of adegeatieal feet, good snow conditior
and close proximity to Denver for any venue. Conmeitmember anSkiing Magazin
publisher Merrill Hastings noted that if Coloradomthe USOC nomination, it wot
not obligate the committee to any site until thigcadl IOC bid. Others on the committ:
guestioned the assumption of hosting the downhéhéat the same mountain as
other events. The meeting ended with the decisidrave Hauk and Vail -founder Earl
Eaton further investigate sites on the West Sloykeraport to the committee at the n
meeting. The following month, Hauk made a slidespre¢ation of several potent

venues, including Mount Sniktau, Independence Maianand Copper Mounta
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Believing that the United States Ski Association would never agree on amEzisies
site, the committee voted Copper Mountain the primary site with Vail as thesaé?®

Located at the junction of U.S. Highways 6 and 91, Copper Mountain had long been a
favorite of Hauk’s. “I recognized the skiing potential at Copper in 1952 when | became
district ranger at Dillon,” wrote Hauk in his history of the ski resbh 1954, he
suggested the development of Copper for skiing to Regional Forester Dave Nordwal
Interest in developing Copper Mountain as a ski area remained, but despite Hauk’s
recommendations, the mountain remained undeveloped. That was until 1969 when the
Righter family, heirs to the McCormick farm equipment fortune, requested & p@rm
develop a ski area on the mountain. The family’s interest stemmed from the mountain’s
potential, and its selection as an Olympic venue as well as the constructicersthtet
70, which would pass by the base of the mountain. Final Forest Service permitscallow
the development of 3180 acres were approved in August 1971, but financial delays kept
Copper Mountain from opening until the 1972-1973 ski season. The resort became an
instant favorite of Front Range skiers, who simply drove up the newly completed
Interstate 70 and exited right at the lift. In 1977, Copper hosted the World Alpine
Championships, the first international competition held in Colorado since the 1950 World
Championships in Aspefi.

The selection of Copper as the Olympic venue quickly got the DOC into trouble,

when USOC officials voiced their fear that its distance from Denver wouldheudity’s

0 paul Hauk, Site Selection Meeting of March 14, 7,.%hd Site Selection Committee Meeting of
February 20, 1967. Paul Hauk Papers. Western Hlistod Genealogy Department, Denver Public Library,
Denver, Colorado.

*1 Hauk, Copper Mountain Ski Area Chronolo¢g@lenwood Springs, CO: U.S. Department of Agrictgfu
U.S. Forest Service, White River National ForeS79), 1. Paul Hauk Papers. Western History and
Genealogy Department, Denver Public Library, Den@alorado.

*? pid., 6-9.
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bid. Desiring to keep alpine events within an hour’s drive of Denver and meet the
required vertical feet needed to hold the men’s and women’s downhill, the DOC quickly
chose Mount Sniktau, a 13,000-foot, windswept peak adjacent to Loveland Ski Area on
the Continental Divide, for the 10C bid, believing that any technical issues could be
resolved after Denver won the bid to host the Gathas.was the organizing
committee’s practice, the selection of Sniktau remained hidden from the publiclimgcl
the owners of Loveland Ski Area, which DOC officials slated as the site felatioen
events. Loveland’s owner Bob Murri learned of the selection of his ski area and the
neighboring mountain for the slalom races on the radio. Surprised on hearing the news,
Murri pointed out the obvious problem with the DOC’s argument that a ski area on
Mount Sniktau would have commercial viability in the long term. Noting the peak’s lack
of snow, he told reporters, “I certainly don’t think any private enterprise wouldtevant
go in there [Mount Sniktau] and put in the total pack&g&\Vhile Mount Sniktau met the
IOC'’s standards as a venue in terms of height and location, it lacked the adequate
snowfall and long-term viability to make it the right choice for the 1976 Games.

Exactly who chose Mount Sniktau as the initial site for Olympic alpine events
remained a point of contention. Paul Hauk pointed to U.S. Ski Team Director Willy
Schaeffler as the man behind the peak’s selection. In turn, Schaeffler deniad araki

decision concerning Sniktau as the site of the men’s and women’s downhill courses,

%3 Hauk,Chronology of Beaver CregR; Farwell, “The Olympic Bubble,” 5. Both Haukdifarwell point
the decision as an example the Denver Olympic Cdtae's early lack of organization, and the chaos
surrounding the eventual selection of Beaver Ce=ethe venue. Hauk's assistant Erik Martin remesnbe
ranging throughout the central Rockies during theqal in order to survey as many potential sites as
possible. Early ideas included the creation ofiaasta on the backside of Vail Pass down into tive T
Elks area, and also the development of Independdocmtain near the town of Georgetown. None of
these ideas were ever followed up on, but Indepsarel®ountain remains designated as a potential ski
area site. Erik Martin. Interview by author, Jui®©2.

> «“Olympic Alpine Site Conflict Brewing,Rocky Mountain News\pril 7, 1971, 8.
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arguing that by the time he was asked about the mountain’s potential, it Wasl, as
Farwell later wrote, "already decide®.The most likely scenario is that, pressed for
time, DOC board member Merrill Hastings, who under pressure to get the proposa
together, simply chose Mount Sniktau for its relative proximity to Denver over the
suggested location of Copper Mountain.

By the summer of 1971, the need for a better site for the alpine events was apparent t
all involved. Disturbed by the relocation of the Nordic events to Steamboat Springs, the
IOC demanded that the Denver committee settle on an adequate site fpinbeatnts
by the Sapporo Winter Games. In December, organizers appointed yet another
subcommittee to select an event site. Many DOC committee members beggading
any meetings until after the holidays. Farwell, clearly disgustdtediehavior of his
fellow committee members, complained there were, “Two weeks went by befdresbu
meeting. Two weeks when absolutely nothing was ddhatfter its holiday break, the
committee finally met and began analyzing the proposed sites of Copper Mountai
Independence Mountain, Harrison Creek, Aspen, and Meadow Mountain, the site of
Vail's proposed Beaver Creek development.

In response to mounting pressures by environmental groups, the DOC formed a
commission of environmental experts known as the Planning Board in January to review
the proposed alpine sites in terms of their environmental impacts on the land and
surrounding communities. In its final report, the group ranked Harrison Creek near
Steamboat Springs first due to its suitability for the men’s and women’s dbewmit

and its proximity to Steamboat which was already the site of the Nordic eVhats

% Farwell, “The Olympic Bubble,” 6.
*Ipbid., 34.
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board ranked the Beaver Creek site last, citing that the development of agkiineer
the guise of the Winter Olympics “would invite the most trouble” for the Olympic
Committee’’ In addition, board members feared the political ramifications of seje&tin
third venue. In a memo to fellow Planning Board members Bob Pringle and F.G.
Robinson, Carl DeTemple relayed that Bud Little told Merrill Hastingsithiag

Olympic Committee selected any other sites except Sniktau and Copper gtieenw

for trouble,” and that in fact “Avery Brundage may institute action to switckctmes”
over the DOC's apparent inability to select an agreeable venue for thealpine’®
Despite the creation of the Planning Board and its subsequent report, DO Csafhiteal
to recognize the increasing importance of the environmental issues in thealadydtes
Olympic Games, and instead worried about the I0C’s perception of the DOC’s/clums

attempts to select adequate event venues.

The Defeat of the Games
At the same time the DOC was struggling with its selection of a sitedalpine events,
a small group of Colorado residents began to meet and discuss the environmental and
economic consequences of holding the Olympics in Colorado, and what they could do to
stop it. Led by political activist Sam Brown, the group included Democratic state
representatives Bob Jackson and Richard Lamm, as well as fellow adieigaret
Lundstrom, John Parr, Estelle Brown, University of Colorado professor Donald

Carmichael, and POME leader Vince Dittman. After a year of informatings, the

57 |1ni
Ibid., 34-35.

8 Memo from Carl DeTemple to Bob Pringle and F. @biRson, January 20, 1972. Denver Organizing

Committee for the 1976 Winter Olympics. Papers. ¥tesHistory and Genealogy Department, Denver

Public Library, Denver, Colorado.
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small band incorporated as Citizens for Colorado’s Future (CCF). The grospachion
was publishing an “Olympic Fact Sheet” describing both the economic and
environmental costs of the Olympics in henver Post® The CCF quickly followed the
fact sheet by circulating a petition to organizations such as the SielvaAudubon
Society, and League of Women Voters protesting the Denver Winter Gameshigtore t
25,000 people signed the petition, surprising even the CCF. It was becoming intyeasing
apparent that many Colorado voters were unsure about the Olympic Games. Seizing upon
this disillusionment, the CCF joined forces with other anti-Olympic groupitaokang
the DOC's efforts to gain further state and city funding for the G&fhes.

The members of the CCF included some of Colorado’s most liberal political &ctivis
A vocal antiwar activist, Sam Brown had earned a master’s degree in psthitmace
from Rutgers and had attended the Kennedy Political Institute at Harvarddityive
before joining the Eugene McCarthy presidential campaign. Following NMoCaloss
to Herbert Humphrey for the 1968 Democratic presidential nomination, Brown move on
to help organize the Moratorium to End the War in Vietnam before eventually settling i
Colorado. Margaret Lundstrom and John Parr had both moved to Colorado the year
before to work on the failed presidential campaign of Senator Fred HarrisrdRicram
was perhaps the most recognizable figure of the group. Born and raised in Madison,

Wisconsin, he graduated from the University of Wisconsin with an accounting degree i

**The Denver PosBctober 11, 1972, 33.

%9 Olson, "Power, Public Policy and the EnvironmeB68-9. In her dissertation written in 1974, Olson
argued that the Olympics simplified a wide rangeahplex environmental issues into the single isfue
the Olympic Games. She further argued that, "Meeeahe Winter Games united the disparate
environmental groups, each concerned over diffexspécts of the natural environment." While the
Olympic did certainly provide a single target foiticism from a wide variety concerns and intergrstups,
the creation of the Colorado Environmental Coatitilo opposition of the Red Buffalo Tunnel under the
Eagles Nest Primitive area during the early 196@gests that Colorado's environmental groups ves® |
disperse than Olson asserts.
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1957. After serving in the U.S. Army, during which time he discovered Colorado, Lamm
moved to California and earned a law degree from UC BerRéley.

After graduating, Lamm then moved to Denver and settled in the affluent
neighborhood surrounding the University of Denver where he worked as a CPA and
lawyer, and later become a faculty member of the University of Dene&r’sdhool. He
joined the Colorado Mountain Club and quickly became enamored with Colorado’s
mountains, hiking many of the state’s fourteen-thousand-foot peaks, as vealtrasd to
rock climb, and cross-country ski. Interested in the growing environmental movement of
the time, he merged his love of the outdoors with his political ambitions. As young man
Lamm had been drawn to political activism. Inspired by John F. Kennedy, he joined
Colorado’s Young Democrats in 1963. In 1966, he successfully ran for the state
legislature, serving for eight years before becoming governor in 1976n lpgomoted
the protection of Colorado’s open spaces, writing several position papers on the damming
of the Grand Canyon, air and water pollution along the South Platte River, urbanlyenewa
and the removal of billboards. As a member of the Colorado Open Space Coordinating
Council he became involved in the battle to build a tunnel under the proposed Gore
Range-Eagle’s Nest Wilderness Area. Young, brash, and liberal, Lamm qgaécked
attention of the state’s voters not with environmental activism, but by dréafeng t
nation’s first liberalized abortion law. But it would be the battle over the Olgrthiat

would vault the young state legislator into national prominéhce.

4 amm, Interview July 13, 2006.

%2 Norman Upeviz, “Small but Artful Activist Group \&fding Rare Power Denver PostOctober 11,
1972; WhitesideColoradq 168-69. On Richard Lamm’s early environmentavésrh, see Richard Lamm
Collection Papers. Box 3A FF14. Conservation andi@nment Business, 1965. Colorado Historical
Society Archive, Denver, Colorado.
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Photograph 9Governor Richard Lamm, Denver Public Library Westelistory Photograph Collecti

With a groundswell of suppoimembers of the CCF decided to take their conc
directly to the 10C. Pooling their resources, theup sent Estelle Brown, John Parr, i
Sam Brown to the I0C’s meeting in Sapporo, Jap#ardlly breaking into the meetin
the three presented the sked I0C board an eighteen-intdill stack of petitions alon
with several letters from state legislators, enwinentalists, and property owng
opposing the Denver Games. The stunt worked. Afiing police escort the thr
activists from the room, trIOC announced that it had withdrawn its invitattorDenver
to host the 1976 Winter Olympic Games. The newsrstd everyone. But before t
CCF members could celebrate their victory the D@€lsed an endorsement fre

President Richard Nixon as well ¢ special Congressional Resolution from Secretal

152

www.manaraa.com



the Interior Rogers Clark Morton, and Denver was reinstated as the host ¢ig 1976
Winter Game$§?®

Undaunted by their failure to stop the Denver Olympics in Sapporo, the CCF changed
tactics. The group launched a petition drive to place a referendum on the November
ballot that would create a state constitutional amendment capping the amoat# of st
funding available to host the Olympics. The Denver City Council followed suiipnglac
its own initiative on the same ballot restricting the amount of funding theaitg
provide for the Games. Governor Love quickly responded to the petition, arguing that
any vote on such a measure would be “too late,” and needlessly disastrous to DOC
planning efforts. Denver Mayor Bill McNichols joined Love in his opposition to both the
statewide referendum and the city initiative, and gave little credence $ongoth
showed a popular opposition to the GaffeBut both Governor Love and Mayor
McNichols misjudged Colorado voters’ growing anger towards the Games. Inh#uly, t
CCF presented Colorado’s Secretary of State Byron Anderson a steamer trahk ful
petitions with 77,392 signatures—27,392 more than were needed to place the referendum
on the November ballSt.

In attempt to reflected the new political reality, which demand the consaleodt
environmental and community concerns, the organizing committee reorganized under the
new name of the Denver Olympic Organizing Committee (DOOC). Willeadwin,

president of the Johns-Manville Corporation, replaced Mayor McNicholsas asahair

83“A Presentation to the International Olympic Corttee from the Citizens for Colorado’s Future,
Sapporo Japan, January 29- February 1, 1972,” Ridteanm Collection Papers. Box 2. Colorado
Historical Society Archive, Denver, Colorado; “Dem&uffers Sapporo Ordeallhe New York Times
February 2, 1972; Whitesid€ploradg 168-70.

% Charles Carter, “Olympic Vote Propose®gnver PostMarch 3, 1972; “McNichols Against New
Olympics Vote,"Denver PostMarch 15, 1972.

% Denver PostJuly 6, 1972, 36; Olson, "Power, Public Policy #@mel Environment,” 188-189; Whiteside,
Coloradg 171.
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of the new board. Carl DeTemple, a former Denver city councilman and lobdoyikef
Colorado Association of Commerce and Industry, took over organizing commdsge’s
to-day operations. Such changes were largely cosmetic with the majoritypoétheus
DOC leadership remaining in place. The DOOC continued to promote the economic
benefits the Winter Olympics would bring to the state, ignoring the growingickept
over the real costs of such beneffts.

The debate over the Olympics raged throughout the summer, with each side’s rhetori
becoming increasingly bombastic. Costs and growth became the two cesoieal is
around which the debate revolvedD&nver Posarticle in March quoted DeTemple as
stating the Olympics would cost Colorado taxpayers $1.5 million. That number soon
ballooned to $5 million, despite an additional $15.5 million coming from the federal
government. Pointing to the costs of past Winter Olympics, critics argued that suc
figures would only increase as the Games drew near. DOOC officialslasgcie
economic costs would be largely offset by new tax revenues produced by the Olympics
The CCF responded that such revenues would fall far short of actual costs.th@iting
DOOC'’s April 3, 1973, budget, the CCF pointed out that the state government would be
responsible for $4.7 million, the city of Denver for $12.7 million, while revenues were
estimated only at $10.3 to $15.8 millidhiThese costs could and most likely would
increase, argued Olympic opponents. “The Olympics are unimaginable,” Lachm tol
reporters in September. “They are full of economic land mines. | fear, basegnopi©l

history that costs will far exceed estimates, and the Colorado tax payérawe to pick

€ Whiteside Colorado: A Sports HistoryL72.

6776 Olympics Cost $1.5 Million,Denver PostMarch 27, 1973The Colorado Destiny: A Publication
of Citizens for Colorado’s Futur&eptember 2, 1972. Citizens for Colorado’s FuReeords. Papers.
Western History and Genealogy Department. Denvbti®Library, Denver, Colorado.
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up the tab.?® While the issue of costs remained highly contentious throughout the
summer so too would concerns over growth.

In an October 22, 1973, editorial, the editors ofDlemver Postisked rhetorically,
“How can we shroud Colorado from view?” Rejecting the Olympics would not halt
growth, they argued. Instead, they suggested, Colorado voters should approach the
Games as both a challenge and an opportunity: a challenge to solve the major
environmental issues facing the state, and an opportunity to promote Colorado’s
continued prosperity through continued growth. But growth was precisely what Olympic
opponents feared. A press release by the Rocky Mountain Chapter of the Sierra Club
captured such fears, arguing that “the staging of the 1976 Winter OlympiesGam
Colorado will encourage population increase, which will subsequently place a
detrimental strain on the resources necessary to sustain life quatity thie State of
Colorado.®® The solution to the problem of growth, argued Lamm, was not to “build a
wall around Colorado,” but instead to institute stronger land use controls rather than
always accommodate growth. “One of the first things we do is stop ‘sellingr&cia,”
he wrote in the CCF’s newsletter. “Stop the mindless promotion and the Chamber of
Commerce boosterism, exemplified by the Olympics, which has so charedtear past
policies.”® To Lamm and other Olympic opponents, the Winter Games were nothing

more than the use of taxpayers’ money to help fund the state’s tourism economy. And

% Norman Udevitz, “Cost of Olympic Games Debatddehver PosSeptember 29, 1973.

%9 Rocky Mountain Chapter of the Sierra Club Predsd& Concerning the Denver Winter Olympics.
Richard Lamm Collection Papers. Box 2. Coloradddtisal Society Archive, Denver, Colorado
®The Colorado Destiny: A Publication of Citizens @olorado’s Future September 2, 1972. Denver
Public Library Western History and Genealogy Deperit.
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nowhere was this more evident than in the emerging fight over the selection of Beaver
Creek as the site for the Olympic alpine evéhts.

As early as 1957, Vail Resort founders Pete Seibert and Earl Eaton had pldwyed wit
the idea of developing Beaver Creek. Nestled ten miles west of Vail in a rdnamage
valley ringed by slopes covered in virgin forest, Beaver Creek seemed thé piéeféar
the development of another ski resort. But two issues stood in the way of Seibert and
Eaton’s vision. One, the ownership of much of the land needed to develop a base resort
was owned by Willis Nottingham, who by all accounts was not too keen on having a ski
area just up the valley from his ranch. The second was gaining the Fowest’'Ser
approval to develop the area for skiing. Prior to 1970, the Forest Service had determined
Beaver Creek suitable for recreational development, but the passage ofitimalNat
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in 1970 changed the way the agency approved the
development of new ski resorts on national forest land. The new legislation required the
completion of an environmental impact statement (EIS) before approving@eagtpr
funded by the federal government, located on public lands, or in any way falling under
the purview of the federal government. Examining all the environmental and cultural
impacts of a project, an Environmental Impact Statement can take yeaddndtold
expenses to any project—time and expense Vail Associates hoped to forego. &oon aft
opening Vail Ski Resort in 1962, Seibert began asking Beaver Creek’s owner about
buying his 2,200-acre ranch at the bottom of the mountain valley. At first Nottmgha

resisted Seibert’s overtures, but as the Eagle Valley continued to graxghbrd the

"I Rothmanpevil's Bargains227-51; Adam Roméaull Dozer in the Countryside: Suburban Sprawl and
the Rise of American Environmentalighew York: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 198—
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decade, the rancher began looking for greener pastures and in 1971 the two men struck a
deal. Seibert began planning his next reort.

After buying the Beaver Creek property, Seibert and Vail Associatesdiately
pressured the DOC for the selection of Beaver Creek as the site for thpi©&lpine
events, hoping that its designation would cut some of the red tape in attaining permits
from the Forest Service to develop the resort. In January 1972, in a closed-door meeting
in Sapporo, Japan, the DOOC designated Beaver Creek as the officiaklsé¢eradn’s
and women'’s alpine events for the 1976 Winter Olympics, despite the DOC ranking the
site last not six months prior, with Copper Mountain as the alternate. Criosdiately
decried selection the of Beaver Creek, citing the DOC'’s previous asséssate¢he
Beaver Creek site was less attractive than other proposed sites for tbecabmis
because its development would have allowed greater environmental and economic
impacts on the surrounding area. Several members of the planning board resigned,
enraged over the selection of Beaver Creek. Few believed Vail Assbaggesances
that the development of the multi-million-dollar ski resort would have minimalatrgra
the area’s environment, especially after learning that the ski regaitsswould actually
be in a proposed wilderness area. Vail officials had hoped the designation of the area
would help expedite Forest Service approval in developing the area, but Forest Servic
officials declined to make any quick judgment on theSite.

Seibert and other Vail Associates officials denied that the selection wéBEeeek
was meant to circumnavigate the Forest Service in gaining a permit todo@gtruction.

But many saw the selection as an obvious ploy by DOOC insiders, especldy’ ais

2 June Simontoryail: Story of a Colorado Mountain Valldpenver: Vail Chronicles Inc., 1987), 112—
17.
3 Hauk, Chronology of Beaver Creek,
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Director of Operations Richard Olson was a member of the DOOC'’s board dabirec
Before the DOOC'’s selection of Beaver Creek in Japan, Olson had leaked the
committee’s dilemma to Vail officials, who in turn ordered Olson to “get'¥plan into
high gear.* Olson did just that, and with the help of chairman of the Alpine site
selection committee George Robinson, sold Beaver Creek to the DOC as tHe logica
choice for the alpine events. Interestingly enough, as the DOOC announ&tectieos
of Beaver Creek, specially prepared booklets about Vail printed in three lasgueige
circulating around Sapporo. To Farwell, who had been advocating Steamboat for both the
Nordic and the alpine events, it appeared that the fix was in having the Beaesitree
selected?

With the purchase of the Nottingham ranch out of the way, only one sticking point
remained in starting construction at Beaver Creek. The Forest Servicengdering
whether to designate the heavily forested slopes on which Vail hoped to build its new
resort as a part of the proposed Mount Holy Cross Wilderness Area. Known as Mountain
Meadows, the area not only provided excellent ski terrain—Forest Servicenpthieng
regarded the area as available for recreational development—but alsolEmestand
of virgin forest. Seibert believed that because the Forest Service hag abvsidered
the Mountain Meadows area as open for development, Vail Associates could lme certai
that the Forest Service would allow the development of the area even before its
designation as an Olympic venue. Governor Love seconded this sentiment in a speech

before the Colorado General Assembly, stating, “The proposed alpine ski Axemna

" The Ski Industry’s Employees News Letiizcember 1971; quoted in Laura Lee Katz Olsonyt,
Public Policy, and the Environment: The Defeathaf 1975 Winter Olympics in Colorado” (Ph.D.
dissertation, University of Colorado, 1974), 152.

> Farwell, “The Olympic Bubble,” 35.
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near Vail, is going to be built in the next few years whether Olympic contsstame

there or not.”® Such proclamations seemed premature, as the Forest Service still needed
to determine whether to designate Mountain Meadows as wilderness. In ordé&eto ma
such a decision, the agency needed to hold public hearings, produce an environment
impact statement, and submit its findings to Washington. The Forest Sedeces®n

on Mountain Meadows came in June. The agency decided not to include the area in the
proposed Holy Cross Wilderness, opening the door to the development of the Beaver
Creek and its use in the Winter Olympi¢s.

However, divisions remained over the selection of Beaver Creek for the Olympics.
Hauk’s choice remained Copper Mountain, but in June, W. J. Lucas, the Regional
Forester for the White River National Forest, voiced his support of Beavek. Gree
letter to U.S. Senator Gordon Allott dated June 8, Lucas articulated Beae&isGCrnany
attributes. “It has excellent potential for after-use in helping to meet thardiefor
public recreation winter sports, good access from the eastern slope citi@®yiahich
is scheduled for completion by 1975, a minimum amount of environmental problems,
ample land for base facilities (owned by Vail Associates) exceberatin for the
competitive alpine events, existing or acceptable service facilitregrgiplus available
private capital and experience to create the facilities needed for atfiRis
magnitude.*® For Lucas and others within the Forest Service, Beaver Creek offered the
perfect solution to two problems—the long term viability of any venue chosen for the

Games and private funding. And Because the Forest Service’s budget renmkeeéddi

® Governor John Love, Speech before Colorado GeAssgmbly Denver PostMarch 13, 1972.

" Richard O'Reilly, “Olympic Site Mulled as Potenrti#Vilderness,”"Rocky Mountain Newsebruary 10,
1972, 46.

W. J. Lucas, Regional Forester White River Nati¢itaest to Honorable Gordon Allott U.S. Senator,
June 8, 1972. Vail Associates. Papers. Box 3. Westestory and Genealogy Department, Denver Public
Library, Denver, Colorado.
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permit fees collected by the agency. Beaver Creek would guaranteeagvenhboth
Vail Associates and the Forest Service. Such mutually beneficiabrnslaips between
the Forest Service and the timber industry had long drawn fire. Now, with the growing
popularity of skiing the Forest Service looked to harness recreation’s ecqnateritial
in augmenting its budgét.

In November, Colorado voters ended the dream of hosting the Winter Games. While
resoundingly reelecting Richard Nixon, and with the war in Vietnam still thhespyi
issue on the minds of voters across the country, Colorado voters passed the two
referendums restricting state and city spending on the Olympic Gamesdrgia of
10,000 votes. DOOC officials bemoaned the defeat and blamed CCF's use of fesr tactic
in order to convince voters to reject the Games. “| feel that three of five people welo vot
against the Olympics did not realize the deep and far reaching implicatiohsthey
did and the damage to the state and nation,” said DOOC member Neil Allen to
reporters® Opponents, jubilant in their victory, argued that the election was the final
rejection of the “Sell Colorado” campaign and a desire by Colorado voters fanea m
sensible attitude toward growth. The day following the elecb@mver Postolumnist
Joan Ditmer rhetorically asked if the rejection of the Games was goinggd&s#orado.
“Not unless all of us—those pro and those anti-Olympics plus many more—work

towards some positive action in the state,” she wio@nlorado still faced tremendous

" Glen RobinsonThe Forest Service: A Study in Public Land Managerf®altimore: John Hopkins
Press, 1975), 126-28; David A. Claiiymber and the Forest Servi¢eawrence: University of Kansas
Press, 1986); Dennis Le MastBrcade of Change: The Remaking of Forest ServatatSty Authority
During the 1970¢Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1984); Paul Bionaspiracy of Optimism:
Management of the National Forests Since World Weo (Lincoln: University Press of Nebraskied94)
80«Olympics: Even in Rest No Peac&eénver PostNovember 8, 1972.

81 Joanne Ditmer, “End of '76 Games Can be BeginhiBgnver PostNovember 9, 1972.
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challenges over growth, the economy, and the environment, primary among thgse bein
the development of the state’s public lands by ski resort developers.

With its defeat at the polls, the DOOC faced the task of officially declitiag t
Games. On Thursday, November 9, 1972, the DOOC met for the final time to officially
dissolve and in doing so decline hosting the 1976 Winter Olympic Games. In a last-
minute spasm of desperation, a small group of Olympic supporters won a temporary
restraining order preventing the DOOC from notifying the 10C of its disisol.
Arguing that the voters had not rejected the Games—they had merely rejeatepfpa
them—the group attempted to win an audience with IOC President Lord Killanin.
Killanin refused the group’s pleas and accepted the DOOC'’s declinationighits tio
host the 1976 Winter Games. Several cities immediately appealed to the DE rfight
to host the 1976 Games, including Lake Placid, the site of the 1932 Winter Olympics, and
Squaw Valley, site of the Winter Games in 1960. In the end, the I0OC awarded the 1976
Winter Olympic Games to Innsbruck, Austria, which had hosted the 1964 Winter

Olympics and which already had the needed facilities in pface.

Conclusion
Richard Lamm and fellow anti-Olympic activists attended a raucous vigtoty the
night of the election. “A guy named John Sally hoisted me up to the ceiling,” recalled
Lamm of the evening, “and said ladies and gentlemen the next Governor of Colorado! |
looked around the room, and said you know, he is rijtiflie realization was a surprise

to the eight-term state representative. A highly controversial legislatmm had long

824«DOOC Dissolves, but Can’t Say Sdyenver PostNovember 9, 1973; Kennedy, “Innsbruck,” 368.
8 |nterview with Richard Lamm, July 13, 2006.
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viewed himself as a political outsider in the state. His sponsorship of a bill dldat m
Colorado the first state to legalize therapeutic abortions, as well as hisveosial

stances on the environment, had earned Lamm the reputation of a liberal extramist
rather conservative state not prone to such political rhetoric. But the lgaithstathe
Olympics shifted politics in Colorado by creating a broad-based coaliamnicluded
anti-growth advocates, environmentalists, ranchers, Latinos, African Americscal
conservatives, and property rights advocates. With Lamm at its head, timseatifa

varied interests propelled not only Lamm into the Governor’s office in 1975, but also
several other Democrats into state and federal office following the aéfiest Olympic
Games. Long-time U.S. Representative and chair of the influéfdisde Interior and

Insular Affairs Committee, and western Colorado resida&fatyne Aspinall lost in the
Democratic primary to the younger and more liberal Alan Merson in 1972. Camgrress
James McKevitt and Senator Gordon Llewellyn Allott, both Republicans, lostdbsir |

at the polls that same year. Allot lost to the energetic Patricia Schnekdevent on to
represent Colorado’s First District for next twenty-four years. Botbttdind McKevitt's
defeats were in large part due to the voters’ anti-Olympic sentiments. Voter
dissatisfaction came from more than unease over the costs of the Olympic Gaimes
larger concerns Coloradoans had about growth. By 1970, many Coloradoans had become
increasingly alarmed over the consequences of such policies. Public concern led to a
decade of increased state land regulation and continued struggles over the develbpment

ski resort$?

8 Steven Schulté)ayne Aspinall and the Shaping of the American \(Besilder: University Press of

Colorado, 2002), 278—79; Stephen Sturgddme Politics of Western Water: The Congressionak€aof
Wayne Aspinal{Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 2002), 12B—4 bears mentioning that despite
Democratic gains in the state the vast majoritg€olorado voters voted for Richard Nixon for preside
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Antigrowth forces within the state quickly turned their attention toward the
development of Marble Mountain near Aspen and the unfinished Beaver Creek. Unable
to use the Olympics as cover, Vail Associates began a long struggle with $Fe&emase
officials, environmental activists, and the state government to completesthe tong a
critic of growth within the state, Lamm continued to question the environmental and
social impacts of the development of Beaver Creek. As governor, he initially oppesed t
Forest Service’s accepting Vail Associates’ application to leasecgabtis on which to
build Beaver Creek ski area. Critics of the ski area voiced worries aboutdhisres
fragmentation of wildlife habitat with the construction of ski trails. In 1974, Df. Wi
Ulman, the land-use coordinator of the Colorado Land Use Commission, wrote Director
of Colorado Division of Wildlife Jack Grieb that the construction of Beaver Cregk “w
all but eliminate the elk herd which winters hefeThe debate over Beaver Creek
continued through the decade, pitting many of the same forces that had fought over the
Olympics against each other once again.

Despite the legacy of Colorado voters’ rejection of the 1976 Winter Olympic Games
Colorado’s Olympic dreams remained. In 1988, a group of Colorado politicians, business
interests, and individuals raised $500,000 to finance a Denver/Colorado Olympic
Development Committee to make a pitch to the USOC to host the 1998 Games. A full 60
percent of Coloradans polled at the time stated that they would support hosting the
games, many citing the economic benefits the Olympics offered hosftiietorado

was a markedly different place in 1988 than in 1972. For the first rime in yeastathe

over Democratic nominee George McGovern, reflectivegnational election in which Nixon won his
second term in a landslide victory.

8 Jack Grieb to Dr. Wil Uiman. November 13, 1974ldZado Environmental Coalition Collection, Box
20, Conservation Collection, Denver Public Librabgnver, Colorado.

8 Denver PostDecember 2, 1988; Talmey Research and Strategy:1888 Winter Olympics Survey of
Colorado Voters,” October 1988, 1.
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was losing population and, with the collapse of the natural gas industry, wasyeicing
another economic downturn. The Olympics appeared to be a way to stop Colorado’s
economic freefall. “We can't afford to see things in black and white terymscae, anti-

growth versus economic development,” said Governor Roy Romer, the Democratic
governor who succeeded Lamm in 1986. “We've got to have a healthy environment, but
we've also got to have a healthy economy.” Even Lamm agreed that a Wirtgyi€3l

bid might be a good idea. “The people and the times were wrong in 1972,” he said. “They
may be right in 1989% Colorado failed to win its bid for the 1998 Games, which
eventually were awarded to Nagano, Japan, but with over a dozen ski resorts within a few
hours’ drive from Denver International Airport, as well as a new modern stadium, sports
arena, and convention center, it seems just a matter of time before Colorado hosts a

Winter Olympic Games.

87 William Schmidt, Colorado Spurns Olympic No Mor&léw York TimesApril 19, 1988.
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CHAPTER FOUR
THE BOOM IS OVER
After a decade-long boom that saw dozens of new resorts open throughout the
American West and skier numbers more than double, by the mid-1970s downhill skiing’s
growth appeared to be slowing. “The Western ski resort boom, which saw 14 new ski
areas open in the Rocky Mountain States from 1964 to 1974, is just about over,” wrote
New York Timesorrespondent Grace Lichtenstein in 197e nation’s weakening
economy combined with the passage of increasingly stringent environmentat tztls a
the federal and state levels were the main culprits in the decline in the nurskeer of
resort under construction. “You can't just start with a rope tow and 10 yearbdader
little Vail,” chairman of Montana’s Big Sky Ski Area Gustav Raaum toldhienstein
regarding the growing challenges new ski resorts faced in expanding undewxthe ne
regulations’ Like Raaum, many within the ski industry pointed to increasing federal and
state environmental regulation and environmental activism as the main reasons the
industry’s economic slowed down. Ski resort opponents responded that such regulations
were necessary to protect public lands from being overrun by commercialpraeeit.
“It shouldn’t be an easy or quick decision. You're talking about permanent commitment
of public land that belongs to everybody,” argued Rick Applegate, director of the
Bozeman environmental group the Center for the Public Interest, in response to ski
industry complaints over environmental groups’ actions obstructing the corwtratti

ski resorts’ The struggle between these two opposing views, using public lands for

! Grace Lichtenstein, “Ski Resort Boom is Over Desfiirowds in Rockies,New Your Timeg-ebruary
21, 1976, 51.

% |bid.

® |bid.
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corporate and recreational development and reserving public lands for aesthetic
enjoyment came to define not only the battle over ski resorts, but also the futuraof publ
land management throughout the American West.

In Colorado, this debate played out on the front page of virtually every newspaper in
the state. The rejection of the Denver Winter Olympics by the state’s wotE3%2 set
off a prolonged period of bitter debate within Colorado over the continued development
ad further expansion of ski resorts. The same year as the Olympic vote, thergjruggl
Marble Mountain Ski Resort near Aspen closed due to financial pressures and mounting
local resistance. But the struggle over the development of Marble Mountain only
foreshadowed a much longer fight over the development of Beaver Creek Ski Resort,
which had been selected as the venue for the men and women'’s alpine events jast prior t
the 1972 elections. Located some eight miles west of Vail, Beaver Creejafivet
notoriety when it was picked by the Denver Olympic Organizing Commissio®@@O
as the site for the men’s and women’s Olympic alpine events just prior to theseatfa
the Denver Games. The selection of Beaver Creek, which Vail Assogi&ebad yet

to even break ground on by 1972, was shrouded a cloud of back-room deals and

* In his account on working for the House Subconeritin Forests during the 1970s, Dennis Le Master
argues that the decade marked a significant pefisthtutory change within the Forest Service. From
National Environmental Policy Act to National Faréanagement Act of 1976, federal legislation pthce
greater constraints on how the agency managed ithens of acres under its purview. Such laws, @&dju
Le Master, were not radical departures from the. pRather, they were securely tied to the stautor
antecedents." What made the decade unique waslteetive scope of environmental laws concernirg th
management of national forests. While Le Masteu$ed on the ramifications of such legislation an th
U.S. Forest Service, the same can be said of theéé Park Service and Bureau of Land Management
during the same period. All three agencies undetrgignificant changes during the decade that had
significant ramifications throughout the Americare®¥, home to the majority of the nation's publicds
Dennis Le Masteecade of Change: The Remaking of Forest ServatatSty Authority during the
1970s(Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1984), 175-77th@mpacts of federal legislation on the
National Park Service and Bureau of Land Managerseest Samuel HayBeauty, Health, and
Permanence: Environmental Politics in the Unitedt&, 1955-1988New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1987), 123-33; Richard West Sellereserving Nature in the National Parks: A HistgNew
Haven: Yale University Press, 1997), 233-42; JaBiélen, The Nation's Largest Landlord: The Bureau
of Land Management in the American Westwrence: University Press of Kansas, 2009), 87-10
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guestionable political and economic motivations between the ski resort company; Denve
businessmen, and state politicians. Critics pointed to Richard Olson’s ahaiaman of

the DOOC, director and shareholder of VA, and director of the United Bank of Denver
which had been a major financer of Vail Resort, as proof that Beaver Creekttosele

was tainted and VA meant to circumnavigate Forest Service regulation in dagdlopi

new ski resort. Olson and VA vehemently denied this charge. The defeat of the @lympi
at the polls cast Colorado’s growing antigrowth environmental coalition atteoito

Beaver Creek, and for the next eight years the ski resort became the niaial pekent

in the state’s ongoing battle over ski resorts, growth, and the development of public
lands?

The economy played a central role in the debate over the growth of ski resorts during
the 1970s. The ski industry had ridden the nation’s economic boom beginning in the
1950s through the late 1960s, growing into a multi-million-dollar industry as millions of
Americans took up the sport. Driven by this rise in popularity, hundreds of new ski
resorts opened. In Colorado, the construction of Interstate 70 through Summit, Bagle, a
Pitkin counties only accelerated the development of ski resorts by faujjitatcess to
the state’s mountains. The combination of the sport’s rising popularity and the
construction of I-70 made skiing the base of an economic boom in Colorado’s mountain
communities throughout the 1960s. However, like past booms, skiing looked to be on the

verge of a bust.

® On the growth of Colorado and the American Wesinguthe late twentieth century, see John Burghardt
Wright, Rocky Mountain Divide: Selling and Saving the Wdsiiversity of Texas Press, 1993), 49-138;
Philip L. Jackson and Robert Kuhlkeh Rediscovered Frontier: Land Use and Resourceeksguthe New
West(Boulder: Rowman and Littlefield Publishers Iri2006); and William R. Travid\ew Geographies of
the American West: Land Use and the Changing Radtef Plac§Washington, D.C.: Island Press, 2007).
On the Denver Winter Olympics, see James White§ldigrado: A Sports HistoryBoulder: University
Press of Colorado, 1998), 145-80; Laura Lee Kaso@I“Power, Public Policy, and the Environment:
The Defeat of the 1975 Winter Olympics in Colorad®h.D. dissertation, University of Colorado, 1974)
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The OPEC Oil Embargo in 1973 sent the state’s tourism industry into a tailspin as
tightening money markets made it harder for proposed ski resorts to securiedoans
banks. Real estate sales, long an important component of ski resort’s revenues, ground to
a halt. In a memo to VA President Dick Peter, real estate developer Andy Norr
explained the problems developers faced in securing financing from regional banks.
“Mountain real estate has been difficult for lenders to accept for seeasains: highly
seasonal occupancy, purely recreational (second home) orientation, short donstruct
season, and high incidence of construction cost over-runs. The rapid growth of the
Colorado mountain communities has put a particular burden on the limited financing
capacity of the Denver financial institutions.” Construction revenues plurdnretee
Vail Valley between 1973 and 1974 from $3.5 million to $2 million, hurting the bottom
lines not only of real estate developers but of ski resorts a§ well.

The energy crisis had other impacts on Colorado's economy. Growing demand for a
domestic source of energy turned the nation's interest to a region known as the Gree
River Formation which stretched from western Colorado to eastern Utah andsouther
Wyoming. There, trapped in trillions of tons of oil shale, sat more oil than existed under
the entire Arabian Peninsula. The potential of oil shale as a source of energglivas w
known as early as the late nineteenth century. Virtually overnight the ruaigol
communities of Rifle, Silt, and New Castle turned into boomtowns reminiscent of the
gold rushes of the nineteenth century. Both thrilled about the potential economic windfal
and yet resentful of the thousands of new comers flooding their towns, locals grappled

with a rising cost of living as transformative as that found in the stateisrgyski resort

® Andy Norris to Dick Peterson, Memorandum RE: PsgsbMortgage Banking Subsidiary, July 17, 1974.
Vail Associates Papers, Box 4. Western History @edealogy Department, Denver Public Library,
Denver, Colorado.
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communities. Looking to take advantage of the opportunities oil shale offered, energy
giant Exxon joined forces with local oil corporation Tosco building a five billion dollar
processing plant near the newly constructed town of Parathute.

Interestingly, the ski industry remained wary of the growing oil shale indiany
living in nearby resort communities voiced concerns that pollution produced by nearby
refineries would turn ski slopes black with ash. Others feared the competition the new
energy industry would create in hiring and retaining employees. Notorious fogpayin
wages, particularly for menial labor jobs, the ski industry could not hope to compete with
oil companies willing to pay hirer wages. “The people may not find working in the
energy industry as much fun,” Aspen’s mayor Herman Edel told reporters, “but it wil
pay a hell of a lot more, and that's were they're going to®@@dvernor Lamm remained
unconvinced as to the suitability of oil shale development forming the basis of the Wes
Slope’s economy. Writing in his 1984 bodke Angry West.amm attacked the oil shale
industry as bad for the environment, economically unsound, and contained “the ability to
destroy every other economic element around @if shale, he argued, would damage
tourism, ranching, farming, and stock raising by poisoning the ground water, trurahg
communities into bedroom communities for enormous mining operations, and making
much of the Western Slope into a colonial holding of large energy corporations,
irrevocably damaging not only the region’s environment but also its future.

Lamm’s remarks came in large part in response to the Exxon’s pulling the pligg on it

" Andrew Guilliford,Boomtown Blues: Colorado Oil Shale, 1885-1¢Bbulder: University Press of
Colorado, 1989), 119- 50 and 151-95. Publishe@Wes years after the collapse of the oil shalestrgiin
western Colorado, Guiliford provides a recent aotaf Colorado's oil shale boom and bust, compaiting
to previous oil shale booms and busts in the régjilistory.

8 Candida Harper, Oil Shale vs. Tourism, Colorad6asight Between the Rockies and a Hard Place,”
Aspen The Magazin&977, 12-32, 13.

° Richard Lamm and Michael McCarthjhe Angry West: A Vulnerable Land and its FutiBeston:
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1982), 35.
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multi-million dollar Colony Project outside of Parachute in May, 1982. Christened
“Black Sunday,” the corporation’s closing of the multi-million dollar projactught
economic ruin to the region. After promising massive investments into the region’s
infrastructure, causing many local communities to swell in population inzatimn of

the promised economic windfalls, Exxon’s closure of the Colony Project caused
widespread social and economic havoc. High paying oil industry jobs vanished, local
banks failed, and mortgage companies foreclosed on local homes and businesses. To
Lamm and other state politicians, Exxon’s imperialistic and irresponsible behavi
demonstrated the inherent problems of relying on extractive industries foatidis s
long-term economic stability. Concluding, “Colorado is not willing, today or ever, to
become a sacrifice area,” Lamm reinstated his and others’ crithmsst of extractive
industries but of all extractive industries’ quest to make a fast buck at the exjiehs
state’s environment, economy, and quality of @il shale’s promise, and eventual
collapse, was a lesson to all Coloradoans on the damages the West's boom and bust
cycles wreaked on the region’s environment and population. A cycle many within the

state feared was repeating itself in the ski industry.

%pid., 50.

1 Many scholars have noted the similarities of thiéapse of the West's economic woes during the 4970
with previous periods of bust that defined the oets uneven economic growth during the nineteemth a
early twentieth centuries. Richard White argues 'thawhere was the boom higher and bust lower durin
the 1970s and 1980s than in energy production.t&\fbcuses on the role of the federal governmettien
regulation of the West's vast coal and oil shakel§, the vast majority of which are located onligub
lands, and the resentment to many state politicdarthe perception that federal environmental ahdro
regulatory acts were hindering the developmenhe$¢ energy sources, and it was out this resenthmnt
a larger conservative backlash, symbolized by #geBrush Rebellions, swept across the region. Richa
White, "It's Your Misfortune and None of My Own,” A Newstdiry of the American We@tiorman:
University of Oklahoma Press, 1991), 562-63. LilerThe Legacy of Conquest: The Unbroken Past of
the American WegNew York: W.W. Norton and Company, 1987), 142-&ziilliford, Boomtown Blues
2-4; William Travis,New Geographies of the American West: Land Usela€hanging Patterns of
Place(Washington D.C.: Island Press, 20-22; Patriciadtiok, William R. Travis, and Tamar Scoggin,
Boom and Bust in the American Wd®gport from the Center of the American West, #(Boulder:

Center of the American West, University of Coloradd@oulder, 2002), 1-2.
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Beyond the slumping economy, resort managers faced increasing feukestétz
environmental regulation, arguably the most import the passage of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1970 (NEPA). Under the act all new developments on
public lands were required to submit an environmental impact statement (EIS), whic
often led to long delays and associated extra costs. The first ski area itidhe na
required to perform an environmental impact statement was Colorado’s own Warker P
Looking to add an additional 350 acres of new terrain in 1973, Winter Park began
construction on its Mary Jane expansion only to run head long into the new regulation
which required an exhaustive review of the expansion’s environmental impacts.S'he El
caused a cost overrun of $400,000, forcing the ski area to cancel the construction of a
lodge at the base of the new expansion. This was particularly galling ter\iamtk
Recreation Association, the nonprofit group that ran the ski resort for the City and
County of Denver. Association President Gerald Groswold pointed that the EIS drovide
no substantive changes to the expansion’s original plans beyond adding substantial costs
to the project? Such complaints were common throughout the industry, as resort
managers and financers argued that the new regulation hindered their @ity &
profit and continue to offer the public a quality experience.

Ski resort managers also pointed to the increasingly obstructionist role of
environmentalists as a major reason for the industry’s economic woes. In 1977, D. R. C.
Brown, president of Aspen Ski Company, which owned and operated Aspen Mountain,
Aspen Highlands, Buttermilk Mountain, and Snowmass, argued that both skiers and

developers were “losing out” because of the influence of “so-called envintaines”

12 Gerald Groswold (Former President of Winter Pagki@ation Association), interview by author,
January 14, 2004; U.S. Department of Agricultures.UForest Servicéinal Environmental Draft for
Winter Park Management Unit: Arapaho-Roosevelt dfal Forests August 27, 1973.
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on the Forest Service. To Brown and many others within the ski industry, environmenta
activists and groups such as the Colorado Environmental Coalition too often hindered the
development of needed expansions and new ski resorts, costing both the industry millions
of dollars and skiers the quality experience they had come to expect from slis oesor
national forest lands. Without continued development to meet the growing numbers of
skiers, Brown argued, the slopes would become “more and more crowded and the lift
lines longer and longer'* Environmentalists responded by arguing that ski resort
development was leading to uncontrolled growth and environmental disaster. Concerns
over pollution, wildlife impacts, and growth steered most criticisms of skitsedoring
the decade.

Similar to their role in previous conflicts such as the development of Vail and the
1976 Winter Olympics, the Forest Service was once again caught in the middlesof thes
debates. All sides of the debate over ski resorts attacked the federal fagdr@ing in
bed with the opposition. In the brief but bitter fight over Marble Mountain, opponents to
the new ski resort argued that the Forest Service had been, from the beginosgly“gr
biased in favor of that development.¥When asked about his concerns over increased
environmental regulation, the resort’s funder, United Bank vice president Tom Swanson
told an audience at a seminar conducted by the Forest Service on the issuesoftski re
on national forest land, “I support the Forest Service’s need to make sure that new ski
areas are well planned, well managed, and well capitalized. But the desdiaperto

know what's expected from them from the very beginning so that, at the eleventh hour

13 Jack Phinney, “Forest Service Blamed for Ski Laaghver PostJanuary 20, 1977.

14 3. E. DeVilbiss to William Lucas, Regional Forestdarch 26, 1973. Colorado Environmental
Coalition. Land Use Marble Ski Area: Correspondefaevironmental Impact Statement, 1973-1975.
Papers. Box 20, FF 32. Western History and Gengddegpartment, Denver Public Library, Denver,
Colorado.
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for whatever reason, there are no surprises, no delays, which are costly, anduklite f
just scare investors and bankers to de&tEven state politicians got into the act,
accusing the Forest Service of rubber-stamping the development of BeagkbEfore
adequately investigating the larger implications its development would hakie on t
region. Through it all, the Forest Service attempted, with varying degrsasaess, to
balance the demands for increased development and profits with demands for
environmental preservatidf.

By the end of the decade, the national attitude towards federal regulationd;hange
leading to a backlash against environmental protection. This adverse public response
manifested itself in the call for the deregulation of the ski industry, spdlifice Forest
Service’s control of lift ticket prices. Newly proposed ski resorts skite&ared an
often unwinnable uphill battle in secure Forest Service approval and privateriganci
which was predicated on the touchy nature of the approval process. Ski resorts had long
faced challenges in securing loans due to the nature of the Forest Servitple randl
layered permit system. The ski industry as a whole had long decried the problehzd of
it viewed as Forest Service micro-management. But the bitteresiagilhe agency’s
control of lift ticket prices. In most National Forests, ski resorts wereed to charge
what they deemed adequate. But for some regions in the Rocky Mountains, including the

White River National Forest, home to Vail and Arapahoe Basin, Forest Seffintal©f

15 Phinney, “Forest Service Blamedyenver PostJanuary 20, 1977.

1 The majority of controversies that faced the FoBesvice during the 1970s were over clear cutting
wilderness. Linked directly to increased recreatlarse, the use of clear cutting became highly
controversial beginning in the 1950s as milliong\aferican began visiting national forests with
expectations of seeing untouched forests. The E8e¥gice continues to struggle in balancing reawaal
users demands for scenery with efficient timbewésting. For more on these issues see: David Clary,
Timber and the Forest Servifeawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1986), 1&;7/F&ul Hirt,A
Conspiracy of Optimism: Management of the Natidraiests since World War Twincoln: University
of Nebraska Press, 1994), 251-65; Harold St&édre Forest Service: A Histo($eattle: University of
Washington Press, 2005), 308-23.
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exercised their control over lift ticket prices to ensure equal competitioro gmdtect

forest service lands from overdevelopment. Such concerns over competition had led to a
minor skirmish between the founders of Vail and the Forest Service in 1962, when the
agency initially refused the ski resort a permit because of Breckentkilé§eSort’s

opening the previous year. Ski resort owners complained about such oversight, claiming
it unfair and that they could not remain solvent under such a system.

Following a devastating drought during the 1976—1977 winter, in which many of
Colorado’s ski resorts experienced enormous financial losses as poor snow conditions
kept many skiers at home rather on the slopes, Colorado’s larger resorts convinced the
Forest Service to end its regulation of ticket prices and allow ski resottarigec
whatever cost the market could bear. In the ensuing season, lift ticket gyicesksted
beginning a period of unchecked competition and the consolidation of the industry over
the next two decades. From the rejection of the 1976 Winter Olympic Games to the
battles over the development of new ski resorts such as Marble Mountain and Beaver
Creek, the 1970s proved to be the most tumultuous decade in the Colorado ski industry’s
history. Ski resorts became the targets of anti-growth critics concaoed Colorado’s
rapid population growth during the decade. Yet downhill skiing continued to grow in
popularity, with millions of new skiers hitting the slopes every winter. At théeecef
the struggle over the development of ski resorts in the state lay the iskagafpose of
public lands were meant for recreational enjoyment, or were they more vadsable
natural habitats? The struggle between these two forces shaped not onlycstate a
regional politics but also redefined the ski industry, bringing a close to an eessiven

resort development. The failure of Marble Mountain in 1975, along opening of Beaver
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Creek in 1980 marked the end of a more than four-decade-long explosion in ski resort
development in the state. Increasing concerns over the environmental costesddki

on public lands, combined with changing national economic realities, shaped the decade
leading up to Beaver Creek’s opening, and brought an end to the ski industry’s

remarkable boom.

Marble Mountain

In the winter of 1963, th&lenwood Sagpublished two short articles reporting that a
group of investors had bought a sizeable piece of property above the town of Marble in
the hopes of developing a ski resort. The Glenw®idngs paper noted that if this were
true, a bit of a stretch according to one Marble resident who told the paper that he had
heard such rumors for the past three years, then “Marble could Bé¢mrtruth, such
rumors were not uncommon throughout Colorado during the early 1960s, as every ski
bum, banker, and real estate developer seemed to be looking to open the next Aspen. The
ski resort near Marble appeared to be just another of the more than dozen proposed
resorts rumored to be in development over the next several years. Despite lgring pla
by legal and financial issues, Marble Mountain resort did not manage to open until 1971.
But mounting local and statewide resistance to growth, along with probleorggec
permits from the Forest Service, caused the collapse of the resort justahiredater.

Nestled in the crux of the Crystal Valley in the heart of the Elk Mountains, the town
of Marble grew up alongside the Yule Marble Quarry. Famous for its milkiewgtone

used in both the Tomb of the Unknowns and the Lincoln Memorial, the quarry produced

"“Rumors Rife on Ski Area at Marble@Glenwood SageDecember 5, 1963; “Rumors of Ski Area Near
Marble Confirmed—Maybe,Glenwood SageDecember 12, 1963.
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millions of tons of marble between 1887 and 1943. Marble’s population dwindled to a
mere handful of residents in the decades following World War I, reaching a poimt whe
many in the state considered it a ghost town. Developers returned to the arezanhythe
1960s, quickly identifying the town’s idyllic mountain setting, relative isohatand the
gentle slopes abutting national forest’s lands as ideal for the developmesiiof a
resort’®

Interest in developing a ski area near Marble began in 1963, when Denver real estate
investment firm Oberlander Corp. sought to purchase 1,500 acres from local teal esta
developer Howard Stroud for $375,000. Oberlander president Robert Wylde quickly
announced his intentions to develop a multi-million-dollar ski resort, but plans quickly
fell through when Stroud failed to provide a suitable title for the property. #dtezral
months of legal wrangling, the Oberlander Corp. walked away from the deaheand t
future of skiing in the area remained in dotibBut the potential of the area kept
investors interested in developing some sort of resort. Surrounded by millions affacres
national forests, including the Maroon Bells, Marble had the perfect blend of rural
landscape with urban access which was drawing an increasing number of nesstoome
Colorado.

Like the rest of the Intermountain West, Colorado during the 1960s and 1970s
promised a higher quality of life to thousands of newcomers. Its beautifidrycand
access to the outdoors combined with economic opportunity made Colorado an attractive

place to both live and play. While the majority of the state’s immigrantedettthe

'8 paul HaukHistory of Marble Ski Area from 1963 to 1984 and @hanging Scene for Other Proposals
Primarily on the White River National Foregtpril 1993, 3—4. Paul Hauk Papers. Western Hystord
Genealogy Department, Denver Public Library, Den@aorado.

9 “Marble’s Ski Future Clouded by Lawsuit@lenwood Sagedugust 13, 1964.
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metropolitan area along its Front Range, many new residents moved to Colasaalo’s r
mountain communities. Long-time residents resented the strain caused ifjuthefi
newcomers on the state’s resources. Aspen journalists Peggy Clifford andaithn S
both transplants from the East Coast, captured this sentiment in theidfjoek Dreams
and Dilemmas: Love Letter to a Small Towumiting that Colorado’s rural mountain
towns were under siege by a marauding horde of developers, tourists, and newcomer
According to them, the creation of ski resorts threatened to destroy whatonaddike
Aspen special. “The ease and economy of jet travel can turn any town anywhelie—if it
beautiful or interesting or unique—into a colony of a megalopolis, a play ground for
urbanites,” Clifford and Smith warned readéts.

Many Coloradoans shared these feelings, whether they lived in rural comsianitie
along the sprawling Front Range. Between 1960 and 1970, Colorado’s population grew
by a nearly a half million people. Such growth seemed rather tame when edrtypar
southern California, which saw the population of its two metropolitan areas grow by 4
million, but the transformation of once-rural towns into bustling resorts in such a short
period came as a shock to many Coloradéaasitigrowth sentiments helped shape the
state’s politics during the 1970s, beginning with Colorado voters’ rejection of the 1976
Denver Winter Olympic Games, the election of Democratic politicians i&eard
Lamm, Gary Hart, and Pat Schroder, and the formation of environmental organizations
like the Colorado Open Space Council (COSC). Local communities often organized in

opposition to new developments such as ski resorts. It was into this atmosphere that

2 peggy Clifford and John SmitAspen Dreams and Dilemmas: Love Letter to a Sneali{Chicago:
Swallow Press Incorporated, 1970), 8.

2L United States Bureau of the Census, Census ofl@apu 1970. Vol. 1, Characteristics of the
Population, part 7, Colorado, 36; United StatessBurof the Census, Census of Population: 1970.1yol.
Characteristics of the Population, part 6, Califari$ection 1, 75.
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developers stepped when announcing the construction of a ski resort in Marble.

Despite the collapse of the Oberlander deal, Stroud remained intent on he developing
the property, which included much the town of Marble along with several hundred acres
abutting national forest, into a year-round resort. In 1967, Stroud, along with new
business partners Terry Granger and Donald Myers, met with White Ritien&la
Forest supervisory forester Paul Hauk to discuss securing a study permit for the
development of a ski resort on the national forest land adjacent to the large parcel of
private land. After surveying the area, the Hauk issued the study permit, but vaiced gr
misgivings over the mountain’s potential for skiing. Hauk rated the area as aginaha
to good, pointing to the proposed resort’s relative proximity to Aspen and proativity f
mudslides? Even with Hauk’s low appraisal of the area’s potential, several investors
voiced their interest, including Lee Stubblefield, president of the Colorado MWeste
Development Company. Stubblefield had already begun construction of a $3 million
residential development near the small town of Larkspur, Colorado south of the Denver
metropolitan area, and was excited at the prospect of developing a resort cogmmunit
anchored by a ski aréa.

Resorts such as Breckenridge and Vail had proven highly successful over the
previous decade, drawing thousands of skiers and producing millions of dollars in profits
for their investors, spurring economic growth in the areas surrounding eachltesort.
could even be argued that skiing was no longer the purpose of ski resorts. Rdther, rea
estate markets in mountain communities drove developers like Stubblefield to risk

millions of dollars to build resorts. Vail Associates, owners of Vail Ski Resmorted

2 Hauk, History of Marble Ski Area from 1963 to 1984 and @hanging Scene for Other Proposals
Primarily on the White River National Fore$t4.
% "perry Park Adds RanchDenver PostJanuary 19, 1971.
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profits of $13 million in 1973. Despite dwindling sales over the next two years, VA
predicted sales of its newly completed Sunburst Condominiums to produce profits in
excess of $5 million in 197%. Breckenridge produced similar profits during the same
period. The promise of such huge profits drew many developers to search for a site to
build their ski area. With more than a thousand acres of private land adjoining millions of
acres of national forests, Marble held too much potential for Stubblefield to tuyn awa
Shortly after New Year's Day in 1970, Hauk met with Howard Stroud, Stubblefield,
and several others to discuss the proposed development of Marble Ski Area. During the
lengthy meeting, Hauk informed the party of possible future conflicts in develt@ng
site; these included the potential expansion of the Maroon Bells Wildernessh&rea
construction of Placita Reservoir by the Bureau of Reclamation, and Hauk’s low
assessment of the area’s skiing potential. Despite these issues, Stlabatefi Stroud
agreed to a deal on the purchase of the Crystal Creek property and began to seek Forest
Service approval for a permit to utilize several hundred acres of adjatienah#orest
adjacent to the property. The White River National Forest (WRNF) conducted a
feasibility study of the area and concluded that “[t]he ski area andd-elatelopment
land, when considered in light of the future potential summer use and attractions—
wilderness, scenery and water related activities—could, in time, becotredlp

competitive with the Aspen and Vail developments.” The report’s authors, including the

%4 Don Little, “Vail Associates Attempt New Real Bstdethods,'Rocky Mountain New$eptember 8,
1975; Preliminary Analysis of Hotel and Condominidarkets in Vail, Colorado, Prepared for First
National Advisers by Harman, O’Donnell and Henningesociates Inc., September 1975. Vail Associates
Inc., Papers. Box 1. Western History and Genealdggartment, Denver Public Library, Denver,
Colorado.
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reluctant Hauk, recommended the development of the area, arguing that its favorable
aspects outweighed the unfavorabile.

The report’s recommendation found its way to the local press, which published a
series of articles on the imminent development of a ski resort above Marble. Tdie pres
announcement proved to be premature as the Forest Service denied the proposed resort’
now named Marble Ski Area, application for a special use permit on the grounds that the
agency had yet to complete its environmental analysis report (EAR) on ipeadies of
the region surrounding Marble as a winter sports site. An in-house study conypiled b
Forest Service, an EAR determined the environmental impacts of any action on national
forest lands. The passage of NEPA in 1970 replaced EARs with environmental
assessments (EA), each filling the same function in determining wizefiteject
complied with federal law. The reason the White River National Forest undertook an
EAR rather than an EA despite the passage of NEPA in January 1970 appears to have
stemmed from the initial confusion over the enactment of NEPA following its pagsage
very brief document, NEPA established the Council for Environmental QualityCEQ
whose responsibilities included drafting the regulations for implementingANERe
CEQ would not issue its final regulation on how to conduct an EIS or EA until 1979, but
the terminology was already in use throughout the federal government withiwsNEP

first three years. The initial confusion over the changing of terminologyekthaswthe

% preliminary Analysis of Hotel and Condominium Meikin Vail, Colorado, Prepared for First National
Advisers by Harman, O’Donnell and Henninger Asstasdnc., September 1975. Vail Associates Inc.,
Papers. Box 1. Western History and Genealogy Deyeent, Denver Public Library, Denver, Colorado.
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enactment of NEPA, led to further misunderstandings between the Forest Sdarine
Ski Area officials, and locals over the purpose of the EAR.

By August 1970, the Forest Service had completed its review of Marble Ski Area’s
permit application. Citing the agency’s rejection of designating the 4,088 at
national forest surrounding the proposed ski area as a winter sports site, and thus
allowing for the development of a ski area, Supervisor Tom Evans delayed making a
decision on Marble Ski Area’s application. In a letter explaining the delay Ewaites
Marble Ski Area’s newly appointed president John Zakovich that the proposed ski area
lacked a proper mix of skier ability classes, faced predominantly south plescaiglity
to hold snow in question, and had critical avalanche hazards, making it a margieal wint
complex. Evans left the door open for a possible future awarding of a special uge permi
“If the ski area being developed on your private lands can be significantly improved by
locating the upper chairlift terminal and some ski runs on the National Fofest.”

Upset over Evans’s decision, Zakovich immediately went on the offensive, enlisting
the help of close friends Congressman Teno Roncalio and Senator Gale McGee, both of
Wyoming. Congressman Roncalio requested a meeting with the ForeseSerdiscuss
Marble Ski Area. During the meeting the Forest Service representativegotrtthe
fact that the agency never committed to the issuance of a special use pdrsatveas
not beholden to issue any such promises to the developers of Marble Mountain. Zakovich
acknowledged the fact that the Forest Service had never made such a promisegdut voic

his concern that if the agency issued a press release citing the unsuéliilé area for

% Nicholas YostNEPA Deskboqk3rd ed. (Washington, D.C.: Island Press, 2008J; doshua Ross
Ashenmiller, “The National Policy Act in the GreBrecade, 1960-1981" (PhD dissertation, University of
California, Santa Barbara, 2004), 120-21.

2" Tom Evans to John P. Zakovich, June 14, 1971 IPawk Papers. Western History and Genealogy
Department, Denver Public Library, Denver, Colorado
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skiing, the resort would be dead before it evemepge The meeting ended witl
compromise that the Forest Service would hold oftle press release and Zakov
would return to Colorado d work with White River National Forest officials tesolve
the issue of a permit to develop the national foleesd adjacent to Marble Ski Aree

private holdings®

Photograph 1(Marble Mountain, 1968. Denver Public Libr.

Meanwhile, Marble Ski Area completed constructiontsffirst chairlift, as well as
handful of trails, on its 1,500 acres of privatedaThe ski area opened for busines
December 1971, but only on weekends by reservafionstruction of the resortvillage
began the following summer with the constructionhafty-five condominium units,
fifty- room lodge, ski and tennis club, and water sewéay@.p/Nork also continue
between the resort and the Forest Service on secanpermit for national fost land

adjacent to the private development as previousjigested by Forest Supervisor Eve

28 John Tucker, Marble Ski Area record of meeting,eJlif, 1971. Paul Hauk Papers. Western History
Genealogy Department, Denver Public Library, Den@aiorado.
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It had quickly become apparent that the ski resort would need to extend its primary
chairlift farther up the mountain onto national forest land in order to provide greater
access to the mountain. In the fall of 1972, Marble Ski Area formally applied fecekp
permit for an additional 624 acres on which to build the new terminal for the chairlift
“The major question is not whether or not there will be a ski area at Marble, but rathe
how the use of adjacent national forest land can complement and harmonize with
developments on private lands,” Evans told reporters regarding the Forest’Service
pending review of Marble Mountain Ski Area’s second application for a special use
permit?®® At issue was not whether there should be a ski resort at Marble, but rather what
should be the proper mixture of private and public lands in developing the ski resort.

To the Forest Service the answer remained tied to the problem of mudslides in the
Crystal Creek basin. After studying the basin, Colorado state geolapsited that
periodic mudslides posed serious hazards to many of the resort’s proposed hanre site
his final report on the mudslides problem in the area, state geologist John Rold
concluded, “Rapid erosion, mudflows, landslides and flooding present extreme
problems.” Marble Resort officials denied that the state’s report addaedfanyation to
their previously conducted private geologic survey, but did agree to trade Iah)rat
buyers’ down payments, in order to satisfy the Forest Service’s concernsntGbatehe
issues appeared resolved the Forest Service approved the permit to extergditige ex
chairlift.*°

To most observers, it appeared that Marble Mountain Resort was well on its way to

becoming the next Vail. But local residents soon began voicing their unease over the

294.S. Forest Service Land Added to Ski Area at b’ Denver PostSeptember 23, 1972.
% Chuck Green, “Marble Ski Resort Land Labeled Unist4 Denver PostJune 16, 1972.
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construction of a ski resort in their backyard. The primary concern of manyntsside
living in the Crystal Valley was the potential loss of the valley’s ma#lire caused by
the construction of the ski resort and the growing belief that the ForesteSeas
blatantly disregarding local concerns granting permission for the developntbatsii
resort. In reaction to such concerns, locals formed the antigrowth group Cigiegl
Environmental Protection Association (CVEPA) shortly after the Foresic®@eawarded
the resort a permit for the 624 acres. The association immediately dtthekeorest
Service’s approval of the permit, arguing that the agency had overlooked thesresort’
impacts on the local elk and deer herds, as well as the issues of avalanche control,
watershed protection, and public access to the national forest on roads that would be
closed due to the resort’s development. But the primary concern of the CVEPA was the
agency'’s failure to address the growth that the Marble Ski Area would undoubtedly
attract to the area. In a letter to the White River National Forest' ®Radtorester
William Lucas, the group’s spokesman, J. E. DeVilbiss, wrote, “The position of the
Forest Service with regard to the Marble Ski Area, Inc., and its applicatiorpésnat to
use Forest Service land for a ski area has, from the beginning, been grosslybiase
favor of that developmenf® It was easy to see how DeVilbiss and other members of the
CVEPA had come to such a conclusion. To many outside observers, it appeared as if the
Forest Service was collaborating with the developers to build Marble Ski Area.

In fact, the agency did have a historical bias toward development of nationad forest
as mandated by the Multiple Use—Sustained Yield Act of 1960, which required the

Forest Service to administer the national forests “for outdoor recreation, tiamgger,

31J. E. DeVilbiss to William Lucas, March 26, 19Tlorado Environmental Coalition Papers. Box 20,
FF 32. Land Use Marble Ski Area: CorrespondencepRs, Maps 1970-1972.
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watershed, and wildlife and fish purpos&sFor many within the agency the
development of ski resorts on national forest land was both appropriate and necessary in
order to meet the public’s growing demand for skiing and outdoor recreation. But by the
early 1970s, growing public concerns over the negative impact of ski resoituiaesit
on the environment and surrounding communities led many Coloradoans to question such
developments. As older ski resorts such as Vail, Aspen, and Winter Park grew in both
popularity and size, so too did their surrounding communities to accommodate the influx
of visitors and new residents. Vail had grown from an open pasture in 1960 to a thriving
village by 1972. The same was true of the Fraser Valley, home to Winterkp&&sdrt,
during the decade. Tremendous growth in the valley led to the incorporation of the tow
of Winter Park in 1978, as well as the construction of several subdivisions and
condominium developments throughout the valley. A former mining and ranching
community, Aspen became the symbol of growth during the decade, leading many in the
state to refer negatively to the transformation of their once quaint towns as
“Aspenization.” Members of the CVEPA feared the very same fate await€trybtal
Valley if Marble Ski Area were allowed to contintre.

Members decried the Forest Service’s awarding Marble Ski Area alspszigermit,
arguing that the resort had been poorly planned and that the agency’s actionstad led t
the “uncontrolled growth” of ski resorts and their adjacent communities throutjteout

state. In response to one particularly scathing letter from Crystaywaltal and

2 Multiple Use—Sustained Yield Act, P.L. 86-517. éur2, 1960. Also see: Le MastBrecade of

Change 3-15; Hirt,A Conspiracy of Optimisn171-92;Steen,The Forest Servic78-307.

% On the growth of ski towns in Colorado during #a, see Hal RothmaBgvil's Bargains: Tourism in

the Twentieth Century American Wlsawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1996), 827Annie
Gilbert-ColmanSki Style: Sport and Culture in the Rockieawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2004),
182-214; Edward Duke Ritchie, “Living it Up in AspePost-War America, Ski Town Culture, and the
New Western Dream, 1945-1975” (PhD dissertationyé&fsity of Colorado, Boulder, 2006).
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member of the CVEPA David McCargo, Jr., White River National Forest Supervis
Evans wrote, “I do not agree that the area ‘has been badly planned’ as you stated. My
opinion is that the area has more than adequate planning by several consultingafirms t
have covered all aspects of the project.” Evans argued that the main issuet \Wee
“uncontrolled growth” of ski areas, but rather “the uncontrolled development and
subdividing of private land in the mountains that can only be slowed down or controlled
by state and County government$ Such arguments led to the passage of two state laws
a year later that sought to increase state and local control over growfudBuactions

were yet to come and another ski season quickly passed with little movensatieoy

side in the fight over Marble Ski Area.

In the spring of 1973 heavy snow melt caused massive erosion to the ski area’s trails
and the one road into the ski area. The Forest Service had long suggested ts Marble
developers that they implement several safeguards against possible erosiongproblem
including using water diversion bars, straw mulching, reseeding of hill sides, and
improving drainage. Early snows and a lack of funding, equipment, and manpower kept
the ski area from putting many of these measures into place. The sprasgfsiitier
reinforced the resort’s negative image whddeaver Posstory ran stating that the area
was known more for its mud than for its ski lifts. To many Coloradoans, Marble Ski
Area appeared to be a development run afnok.

The public relations fallout over the mudslides Marble Ski Area highlighted the

resort’'s growing problems. In addition, the ski area’s problems persistedinvh@75,

% Thomas Evans Forest Supervisor White River NatiBneest to David McCargo, Jr., November 20,
1973. Colorado Environmental Coalition Papers. BOxFF 31 Land Use Marble Ski Area:
Correspondence, Reports, Maps 1970-1972.

* Steve Wynkoop, “Moves Made to Scrape off Marblslsid’ Image,” Denver PostOctober 28, 1973.
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the Forest Service failed to approve the EIS which would have allowed the area’s
proposed expansion into six hundred acres of national forest for environmental and social
reasons. In a press release Forest Supervisor Evans noted “the expansion oféheaski a
this time would prematurely trigger accelerated development of privatenand i
geologically hazardous area$.The decision was a victory for opponents of the ski area.
Soon rumors began to circulate about the resort once again, but unlike a decade before,
this time the rumors took on a more negative tone. Unable to keep its doors open, and
forced to reimburse investors, the owners of Marble Ski Area filed for Chapter 11
bankruptcy. In 1979, Charles Weydert, a real estate broker who headed the stsiggling
resort, was accused of fraud and violating federal securities laws. Weyutattier, Lee
Stubblefield, was fined $1.3 million for failing to complete the construction of three
roads and a sewer plant on three other development projects Larkspur, Colorado. The
government probed the land sales for violations of federal sales laws, belieting tha
Marble Ski Area sold properties to the public before the lots were registehetthev
federal land sales office, voiding their purchase. Colorado attorneys claim#ukethat
developers also offered lots before the state’s approval of the subdivision, whiech was i
violation of state law’

Marble Ski Area closed its doors to the public in late 1975. In the final draft of the
EIS, Forest Service Supervisor Evans concluded that “[e]xpansion at thisiime w
prematurely trigger accelerated development of private land in geolodieaidydous

areas. Furthermore, it is important to note that this action would not be irrexeltsibl

% Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculturespdisal Recommended for Proposed Ski Area
Expansion, October 31, 1975. Paul Hauk Papers.affeblistory and Genealogy Department, Denver
Public Library, Denver, Colorado.

3" Richard Schneider, “U.S. Probes for lllegal Satellarble Ski Area,'Rocky Mountain Newsune 11,
1974; “Ex-Marble Area Broker Charged with Salesueéra Glenwood PostFebruary 19, 1976.
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provides the opportunity for county government, if they desire, to find solutions for the
potential social and environmental problem which would be created by the proposed
expansion.®® With the Forest Service’s rejection of the resort’s expansion onto national
forest lands, combined with the legal and financial problems of its developers, Marble
Ski Area collapsed. Denver land developer Michael Stover attempted to tasuse

dead resort in 1984, but the expansion of the Maroon Bell Wilderness in 1981 ended

whatever dream he or others had in building a world-class ski resort on tife site.

Beaver Creek

Located eight miles west of Vail along U.S. Highway 6, the future route oftate
70, Beaver Creek first garnered attention during the struggle over the Démter
Olympic Games. Despite the fact that the resort had not yet been construatest, Be
Creek had been selected by the organizing committee as the venue for thenahen’s a
women'’s alpine events. Anti-Olympic critics charged that Vail Assagi@eaver
Creek’s developer, intended to use the Olympics to fast track Forest Se@ptioead of
the resort. Colorado voters’ defeat of the Olympics brought increased attention onto the
proposed ski resort. More so than any other proposed ski resort in the state, Beelker Cr
came to represent the negative impacts of private development of nationdbfodesn
Colorado. Ant-growth critics feared that the continued development of ski resorts in the
state would lead to the urbanization of the western slope and forever change ttteichara

of the state. “When Beaver Creek came it seemed to me that we ought to sloaradbw

% Tom Evans, Disapproval Recommended for Proposedrgk Expansion, Forest Service, U.S.
Department of Agriculture Press Release, Octobef 875. Paul Hauk Papers. Western History and
Genealogy Department, Denver Public Library, Den@aorado.

% Rick Karlin, “Developer Eyes Defunct Marble Skie¥r Site,"Glenwood PostMarch 2, 1984.
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think about what parts of Colorado we really wanted to develop for ski areas, and
whether or not we wanted them all along the I-70 corridor,” recalled Richarchlaam
the fight over Beaver CreéR Elected governor in 1974 due in large part to his
antigrowth stance, Lamm represented the changing face of Colorado, dramnthraued
to question growth for growth’s sake.

While antigrowth and environmental activists such as Lamm linked the development
of ski resorts with the negative Colorado’s growth, the Forest Service continued to
believe its role was to meet the public’s need for skiing. Since the 1930s, this hdd mea
the development of ski areas in national forests. The boom in skier numbers during the
two decades following World War Il had led to the Forest Service’s approval vdove
dozen new ski resorts in Colorado alone. But by the late 1960s, ski industry critics began
pointing to the Forest Service as a culprit in the urbanization of the state’mouatain
communities. Forest Service officials acknowledged the growth brought abthé by
development of ski resorts, but argued that their mandate to meet the public’s need for
skiing required that they allow the development of new ski areas. When asked why the
Forest Service had so readily approved the designation of Beaver Creeknéer sparts
site, the first step in VA’s process in gaining a special use permit to getheloesort,

White River National Forest Supervisor Tom Evans told Colorado Land Use Commission
member John Bermingham, “If we are to meet 1980 demand, we have to get this project
under way now* It was this tension between growing skier demand and concerns over
the impacts of growth that shaped the debate over Beaver Creek, and which brought an

end to the development of ski resorts in Colorado by the end of the decade.

“0 Richard Lamm (Former Representative and Goverh@otorado), interview with author, July 13, 2006.
“1 Steve Wynkoop, “Beaver Creek Objections Pushe8thte Agencies,Denver PostDecember 18,
1974,
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The bitter fight over the Olympics had led to mounting concerns over the ability of
local government’s throughout Colorado to control growth. Many rural counties had
unknowingly found themselves slated as the venues of Olympic events in the years
leading up to the election of 1972. Combined with the rapid growth of many of these
same counties, especially in areas adjacent to public lands, in the spring of 1974 the
Colorado Legislature passed two land use bills that placed more control over thd use a
planning of public lands into the hands of local and county governments. The Local
Government Land Use Control Enabling Act, known as HB 1034, gave county
governments the power to plan for and regulate the use of land to ensure the orderly use
of land and protection of the environméhfhe Areas and Activities of State Interest
Act, otherwise known as HB 1041, sought to broaden local and state oversight over any
land development considered a “matter of public interest.” The law definedatteaseof
public interest as mineral resource areas; natural hazard areagomtaasng, or having
a significant impact upon, historical, natural, or archaeological resoursest@ivide
importance; and areas around key facilities in which development may havermimat
effect upon the key facility or the surrounding commufiitoth laws amended the 1970
Colorado Land Use Act, which had established the Colorado Land Use Commission
(LUC) and placed greater control over issues of growth and development in the hands of
county governments. Proponents of each act argued that federal agencesapwprthe
Forest Service, often failed to take local interests into considerationtregulse
development of private lands adjacent to public lands. This failure then caused the

development of rural communities near the state’s booming ski resorts.

“2House Bill 1034 section 1, chapter 106, Colorasldsed statutes 1963, article 8, 1974.
3 House bill 1041 section 1, chapter 106, Coloraskised statues 1963, article 7, 1974.
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Despite the intentions of HB 1034 and HB 1041 to slow down or prohibit the
development of ski resorts, new resorts often gained approval from county governments
anyway. In the case of Beaver Creek, Vail Associates quickly acquiregpineval of
Eagle County Commissioners by promising increased tax revenues and jobs. County
commissioners often embraced growth and its promise of tax revenues for the county and
jobs as means to meet increasing costs. The problem being, that growth quickig beca
vicious cycle. The more growth counties approved in order to pay for new roads, schools,
and other social services, the more roads, schools, and social services countie®needed t
provide. Such short-term thinking quickly became the defining charactefistiany
rural western communities, leading to widespread criticism by antigrand
environmental activists who identified unbridled growth as one of the most important
issues facing the West. Ski resorts, like all recreational amenitied, @& magnets in
causing growth by attracting thousands, or even millions, of newcomers to rural
communities. Liking what they saw, many decided to &tay.

Such was the case with the town of Vail. Established in 1962, by 1970, Vail sprawled
far down the valley from the ski resort. John Donovan, a supervisor at Vail's Ski School,
bar owner, and member of the Town of Vail Board of Trustees, best explained the
problem in aNew York TimeMagazinearticle: “When | first got here it was a
Brigadoon. This was the most prolific deer country. Now development and people have
pushed all the game off. It's the same with fishing—just too many people. The older

people lean toward slow growth, but fresh money keeps showing up. | think we’'ve been

*4In Devil's BargainsRothman labeled such new comers as neonativesngrtnat such new comers

often move to resort communities in order to embradifestyle perceived from the tourists own
experiences. Such neonatives often replace londtioads as residents of such communities creatimat w
Rothman argued was an often unintended paradoxevthese who first embraced tourism as an economic
panacea are slowly replaced by new comers. Thig thehe cultural cost of tourism as an econonagseh

the devil's bargain. Rothmabevil's Bargains26-28.
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overwhelmed. The growth was faster than our thinkfig:he issue of growth had arisen
several times during 1972, Donovan explained, as Vail's board of trustees debated
specific taxing and zoning proposals that would effectively clamp a moratonum
further construction. But such a move would also create a severe finandsipdo

VA, since the company’s long-term plans required for relatively consiatental real
estate sales and almost all of VA's property sat within the town of Vail. Sustupes to
increase profits often overran local efforts to slow growth. Or, as in teeot&eaver
Creek, it divided locals over the competing desires to increase revenuessandepre
open space.

A year after the defeat of the Olympics, VA submitted its application $peaial use
permit to Forest Service to begin the development of Beaver Creek. The Feovest S
conducted an EIS on the proposed resort and its surrounding region, which the agency
had labeled the Meadow Mountain Planning Unit—a triangle shaped section of national
forest which stretched between the Beaver Creek drainage west to Growseill, also
called Meadow Mountain, just outside the small town of Minturn, south to the foot of the
Mount of the Holy Cross. The Forest Service released its draft EIS to the public on
January 14, 1973, with Eagle County officials signing off on the project soon afterward.
The news media made little mention of the EIS’s release or the county’s dpprbiva
late September of that year, when thirteen different state agencladjngahe
Department of Wildlife and the Department of Health, published a scathingraesésd
the Forest Service’s work on the EIS. State officials charged that the Bereste had

violated NEPA in preparing its EIS by ignoring the proposed ski resort’s iropdotal

> Christopher S. Wren, “Environmentalism, ColoradpkS I've Got Mine Jack,New York Times
Magazine March 11, 1973, 34.

192

www.manaraa.com



wildlife and water resources. They accused the Forest Service of falladdress what
many within state believed to be the inevitable urbanization of the Upper Eagle Cr
Valley that would follow the opening of yet another ski resort in the area.

In its review of the Forest Service’s EIS, the Colorado Department of Rtanni
argued that the Forest Service had failed to account for the increasesnd aater
pollution produce by increasing usage of the area, and thus violated the law. Colorado
Department of Wildlife officials separately raised concerns overrtbgoged ski resort’s
impact on elk migration routes and loss of winter range. Jack Grieb, Director ofdeolora
Division of Wildlife, also noted the Forest Service had failed to mention the impfacts
the neighboring Arrowhead Resort, and argued that the combination of both
developments “will all but eliminate the elk herd which winters here, contrary tofone
the original objectives of the plafi®” Beyond elk, other species would see losses in
habitat as well. According to a survey conducted by the Department of /ildlif
completed in the months just prior to the Forest Service’s release of the nzt&te
biologists counted 209 bird species and 51 species of mammals, all of which would suffer
a significant reduction in numbers with the development of the ski resort, and the

thousands of houses planned for the &fea.

%% Jack Grieb, Director of Colorado Division of Wil to Dr. Wil Ulman Land-Use Coordinator,
Colorado Land Use Commission, November 13, 1974br@do Environmental Coalition Papers. Box 20,
FF 17. Western History and Genealogy DepartmenyBePublic Library, Denver, Colorado.

" George T. O’'Malley, Jr. Director of Colorado Diwis of Park and Outdoor Recreation to Dr. Wil
Ulman Land-Use Coordinator, Colorado Land Use Cossian, November 26, 1974. Colorado
Environmental Coalition Papers. Box 20, FF 17. WesHistory and Genealogy Department, Denver
Public Library, Denver, Colorado; Alex Cringan,HP.Neil, and B. H. Hamilton, “Wildlife Impact Study

of Avon-Beaver Creek, Colorado for Vail Associates,. Conducted for the Rocky Mountain Center on
Environment,” June 1974. Colorado Environmentallifioa Papers. Box 20, FF 17. Western History and
Genealogy Department, Denver Public Library, Den@aorado.
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Photograph 11Bachelor Gulch and the future site of Beaver CigkikResort, 197zDenver
Public Library.

Other concerns included the potential pollutiothaf area’s air and water. T
Colorado Department of Health argued that urbaofftand sewage would contamin:
the Eagle Valley, “[r]legardless of where or how matants may brequired, ar
exceedingly high level of treatment will be requiri*® Traffic was yet another concel
As early as 1973, the Colorado State DepartmeHigifiways had reported that t
development of Beaver Creek would substantiallyaase development ing the
Interstate 70 corridor. Glenn Fritts, a planning aesearch engineer for the Color:
State Department of Highways, wrote Governor Jobwvels environmental affair
expert, John Beringham, that according to the 'staigial analysis, the increse in

traffic caused by the development of Beaver Creellavquickly exceed the carryir

capacity of any road constructed from the inteestatthe new ski resort. Such incres

“8 Kenneth Webb. PE planning consultant to Dr. Wil Einian«-use coordinator, Colorado Lancse
Commission November 13, 1974. Colorado EnvironmeDbalition Papers. Box 20, FF 17 .West
i Department, Denver Publicdrijp Denver, Colorad
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in traffic would then have long term negative impacts on the valley’s aiity{fal

In light of these matters, and with an eye on the upcoming gubernatoriabretecti
Governor John Vanderhoof wrote Forest Supervisor Tom Evans requesting the
postponement of the Forest Service’s decision to designate the Mountain Meadaws Are
a winter sports site. In the letter Vanderhoof argued, “The detrimdfaeiseof the
proposed designation appear to outweigh the benefits so clearly that | must yegues
postpone the proposed decisidhlt was a bold move by a politician many had labeled
as pro-growth. It appeared that Vanderhoof was betting his political fututeldying
the Forest Service’s designation in order to counter any Democratic opponermtfshese
issue in the upcoming election. A little more than a month later, Evans denied
Vanderhoof's request and announced his decision to recommend the designation of
Beaver Creek as a winter sports site to Forest Supervisor W. J. Lucas. Eeadeddiis
decision by arguing that any further delay in the process would hindemttlg ti
development of a needed ski resort in the state, and that his staff had addresagzighe st
concerns in the EIS. Furthermore, concerns over the future growth of the Upper Eagle
Valley fell under the purview of the state and local government and not the U.S. Forest
Service.

Enraged by Evans’ decision, Vanderhoof ordered the Colorado Land Use
Commission to hold hearings on the designation in hopes of producing recommendations

on how the state should best proceed in halting the development of Beaver Creek. As the

“9 Glenn Fritts Planning and Research Engineer CdtpBtate Department of Highways to John
Beringham, Assistant to the Governor EnvironmeAftédirs, November 27, 1973. Colorado
Environmental Coalition Papers. Box 20, FF 17. WesHistory and Genealogy Department, Denver
Public Library, Denver, Colorado.

%0 Governor John Vanderhoof to Mr. Thomas Evans, st@epervisor, September 19, 1974. Colorado
Environmental Coalition Papers. Box 20, FF 17. WesHistory and Genealogy Department, Denver
Public Library, Denver, Colorado.
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lead witness in the hearings, Evans reiterated that the Forest Servicetwesponsible
for regulating growth outside the national forest. Opponents questioned suchrrgasoni
arguing that the Forest Service’s approval of Beaver Creek came \aith a t
understanding of the larger impacts the development of a new ski resort would have on
the valley. Marilyn Stokes of the Colorado Environmental Coalition underlined such
concerns in her testimony before the committee by pointing out that oftemteelied
“good-projects” often precipitated additional poor developments. “We take theprese
urbanization of the lower Eagle Valley as an example. While the town of Vail was
developed with good planning, the adjacent building was uncontrolled. | know that Valil
Associates is the first to recognize this; but our question must be whether oreairéne
sufficient controls and fortitude to carry out this controls within the state and the
county?®! State laws, she contended, were full of loopholes and gaps. Members of the
commission agreed. Commissioner Beringham, who also worked as Governor
Vanderhoof’s environmental affairs director, sharply criticized the F&&wvice’s
assertion that state law could regulate the increased pollution and growth loygpourtt
that many of the laws cited by the federal agency in its seventeemghagil against
state concerns had either been repealed or did not Epply.

Ski industry proponents countered that such doom and gloom statements were worst-
case scenarios and that existing laws and solid planning by VA and the Feowst S
would mitigate most of the state’s concerns. Pete Seibert, chairman efed that

Beaver Creek would be the most environmentally sensitive ski resort evenltét i

*1 Marilyn Stokes, Statement to the Land Use Coulskember 17, 1974. Colorado Environmental
Coalition Papers. Box 20, FF 17. Western Histony @&enealogy Department, Denver Public Library,
Denver, Colorado.

*2 Steve Wynkoop, “Opponents Pressing Beaver-Areackft Denver PostDecember 18, 1974.
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Rocky Mountain West, warning that “[i]f Beaver Creek cannot receive apprgvheb
state, then no new recreational development of any kind is possible for the foreseeable
future.”® In many ways, Seibert was correct. By the end of 1974 Beaver Creek had cost
VA $6 million, and with its loan from the United Bank of Denver accruing $425,000 in
interest every year, along with an additional $420,000 in taxes and wages annually, the
corporation was eager to open the resort as soon as possible. Evans had all but cited VA’s
mounting debts as one of the reasons for his recommendation to designate Be&ver Cree
as a winter sports site, testifying before the commission that “[tJodiudelay our
process at this time imposes an inequitable burden on private enterprise which has
cooperated responsibly in the on- and off- site environmental planning of a public
recreation area>®

Critics pointed to statements as proof that the federal agency was complicit i
promoting the development of public lands for private gain. One journalist best summed
up anti-Forest Service sentiments by writing, “We’re getting anakiearea and we'’re
getting it with the blessing of Colorado’s biggest and most ruthless land developer, the
U.S. Forest Service’® Antigrowth activists saw the Forest Service’s approval of Beaver
Creek as the agency’s tacit approval of further development in the region. Evans and
others within the Forest Service believed that the continued demand for skiirrgdequi
them to open more areas to development and argued that the state and local governments
were responsible for managing any growth that occurred as a resulicohteuction of

new ski resorts. The struggle over the development of Beaver Creek came down to

3 “vail Associates Defends Beaver Creek Ski Pldyehver PostJanuary 8, 1975.

>4 Steve Wynkoop, “Beaver Creek Area Sports Plan @li$benver Pos December 15, 1974.

% Paul HaukBeaver Creek Ski Area Chronolo@fylenwood Springs, CO: U.S. Department of Agrictétu
U.S. Forest Service, White River National ForeSf9), 5.
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competing views of jurisdiction and responsibility. State agencies arguetiditatriest
Service must account for the secondary growth caused by the development afriki res
while the Forest Service maintained that such concerns lay outside itstguthori

The Colorado Land Use Commission hearings on Beaver Creek ended with little
resolution. Governor-elect Richard Lamm outlined his plans to ask the Forest Service
once again for a one-year moratorium on designating the Beaver Creek avaatas a
sports area. He also requested that Forest Supervisor Lucas withhold@mptal
until the LUC made a formal recommendation to the governor’s office. In theudsys |
prior to Lamm'’s taking office, the LUC submitted its recommendations to Gower
Vanderhoof. In a seven-to-two decision, the LUC recommended the approval of the
project. Hours before leaving office, Vanderhoof gave the Forest Servidatiie s
approval to move forward with the designation. Vanderhoof’s approval infuriated
Colorado voters who had just reelected Democrat Richard Lamm as the is¢ate’
governor:®

Following the Watergate scandal, Lamm rode a nationwide swell of anti-Regpubl
sentiment into the governor’s office. Within days of taking office, Lamm sdbout
reverse Vanderhoof’s approval of Beaver Creek by first replacing twitbers of the
LUC with antigrowth advocates, including J. E. DeVilbiss, who had lead the opposition
to the development of Marble Mountain Ski Resort in 1972. Lamm also sent a telegram
to Forest Service Regional Forester William Lucas asking for a tededay on
announcing their decision on designating the Beaver Creek area as wintesgpa@nd
a one-year moratorium on the development of any new ski resort within the state. Luca

ignored the governor’s request and on January 24 named the Beaver Creek atea a wi

"] and-Use Unit OKs Beaver Creek ResoRgnver Postjanuary 14, 1975.
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sports site. The decision soured the already tense relationship between sh&&imiee

and the Colorado governor’s office. Jim Monaghan, a Lamm aide, accused Lucas of
“welching” on an agreement between himself and the governor’s office toaket amy
announcement until he received a final copy of the governor’s position paper. “We had
the rug pulled from under us,” Monaghan told reporters on hearing the news of the
Lucas’s decision. For his part, Lucas contended he had made his decision dfiély care
balancing the facts against the allegations in the case. In a note to Goammoy Lucas
explained, “l also reasoned that if | allowed on my part the opportunity for mameyver
to continue by failure to make a timely decision this could result in a decision by
proponents of projects not to make environmental studies of the NEPA process as part of
the decision-making process, but instead seek to use the political processes fir
decision-making>’

Within days, Colorado’s newly elected U.S. Senator Gary Hart asked FereseS
Chief John McGuire for an immediate review of Lucas’s decision. McGuireadoe
conduct a full administrative review of the decision and met with Lamm todiegahe
governor’s concerns with the Forest Service’s designation. Negotiationsl en&rehe
next several months between the state, the Forest Service, VA, and Eagle Cotinay. At
same time, the Sierra Club appealed Lucas’s decision, arguing thegjithieat forester
violated the Forest Service manual provisions inventoried under the Roadless Area
Review (RARE) process by not including 9,000 acres of national forest lanBewazer

Creek as potential wilderness. McGuire agreed and postponed the designatioveof Bea

" Bob Juan, “Lamm Ousts 2 Who Supported Ski Ar@eiiver PostJanuary 17, 1975; Ted Carey,
“Beaver Creek Area Named Sports Sitegcky Mountain Newsanuary 25, 1975; Sierra Club, Part IV
Attachment to Responsive Statement of William XdsiRegional Forester. Colorado Environmental
Coalition Papers. Box 20, FF 18. Western Histony @enealogy Department, Denver Public Library,
Denver, Colorado.
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Creek for another twenty days, citing that at the time the decision was baxieg tine
roadless policy was in its formative stages and unbeknownst to Lucas, Supeveaissr
had placed the Grouse Creek Management Area Unit in the proposed Holy Cross
Wilderness Roadless Area for considerafion.

In July, McGuire announced that the designation of Beaver Creek as a winter sports
site would stand, but agreed to the one-year delay in the development of Beaver Creek in
light of the regional forester Lucas’ failure to address matters suchaaslavater
pollution and wildlife habitat in the original EIS. McGuire also stated thatarsl, more
comprehensive EIS would be requirédVith the state’s objections apparently settled, all
parties announced victory, yet the controversy over Beaver Creek continued. $oon aft
McGuire’s announcement VA said that a second EIS would not actually be ngcessar
and that the company would instead conduct an Environmental Analysis Report (EAR).
State officials remained skeptical that a much more truncated EAR wosiy sladi
legal requirements under NEPA.

With the dust settled over Beaver Creek, Governor Lamm withdrew the state’s
objection to the development. Satisfied with the findings of the EAR, as welllas wit
number of compromises on the part of VA, Lamm told the audience at the announcement,

“Never before has the state been able to participate in an environmentsireesgds the

%8 Before the Chief, United State Forest Service,Witer Sports Site Designation for Beaver Creek,
Meadow Mountain Planning Unit, White River Natioarest. Sierra Club Appellant, Brief in Support of
Apellent Sierra Club’s Motion for Reconsideratiamd&or Oral Presentation; John McGuire to S. Chandl
Visher and H. Anthony Ruckel, Attorneys for ther&eClub, October 9, 1975. Colorado Environmental
Coalition Papers. Box 20, FF 18. Western Histony @&enealogy Department, Denver Public Library,
Denver, Colorado.

*9 Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund, Inc. Beaver CRidgkArea Review, press release, July 18, 1975.
Colorado Environmental Coalition Papers. Box 201BFWestern History and Genealogy Department,
Denver Public Library, Denver, Colorado.

0 Jill Vig, “Beaver Creek ‘Dam’ Broken Vail Trail, July 25, 1975.
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degree we have worked on this documé&htri exchange for the state’s rescinding it
objections, VA agreed to lower the development’s density to 1,900 units from 4,000, to
use mass transit to transport skiers from the interstate to the reson beserito reduce
air pollution, and to install a pumping system that would enable water to be taken from
the lower part of Eagle Creek rather than farther upstream to guarante®im stream
flows. A month later the Forest Service issued the requisite special usietpevA for
the development of 2,775 acres of national forest. Two minor last-ditch efforts to halt
construction of Beaver Creek quickly failed, and finally on July 28, 1977,
groundbreaking ceremonies took place on Colorado’s latest ski fesort.

After three years of construction, Beaver Creek opened to much fanfare anli2ece
15, 1980. A tennis bubble rather than an opulent lodge operated as a temporary base for
the new ski area during the resort’s first winter season. As promised, skled fa
below the resort, and were shuttled to Beaver Creek’s base on a fleet of basds.df
trees sat in the middle of many of the trails to mitigate the visual isip&biuge swaths
being cut out of the forests. Unlike Vail, Beaver Creek offered decidedly more advanc
terrain, which frightened off many skiers and gave the mountain an uncrowded feeli
even on the busiest of holiday weekends. Even with VA’s cautious approach, the growth
many had feared came. By the mid-1980s, the town of Avon flourished and houses dotted
the hillsides above Bachelor Gulch. Wealthy second-home owners, including former
President Gerald Ford, built lavish homes near the ski ‘&sort.

The lesson of Beaver Creek to the ski industry was not that the development of new

¢ Charlie Meyers, “Beaver Creek Gets Lamm Nddhver PostFebruary 20, 1976.

62 Hauk, Chronology of Beaver Cregs.

83 Linda Harbine, “Beaver Creek AborningSkiing(November 1981), 77-81, 202; Bill Pardue, “Fori's
Buy Home Site at Beaver Creek Resofignver PostSeptember 26, 1979.
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resorts was not impossible, but that the costs were tremendous. By 1980, VA had paid
more than $300 million to develop Beaver Creek, more than six times the cost of Valil.
Increased state regulation combined with federal environmental lawsate arsea of

red tape for any development, especially ski resorts, on national forests iadoolbhe
struggle over the development of Beaver Creek also changed the Forest'Sertacnal
culture. While many within the agency remain pro-skiing, increasing numbErgest
Service employees questioned the necessity of developing more ski resortd/esthe

Yet despite the backlash against ski resorts, skier numbers continued to grbe. By t
1980-81 season Colorado resorts hosted more than 7 million skier days, an increase of
more than 5 million skier visits since the 1969—-70 winter season. The combined pressures
of growing demand and increased regulation eventually forced ski resorts, andette For
Service, to change the way they did business, setting the stage for the isdchestty’

phase of evolution during the 198Us.

Deregulation
Throughout the winter of 1976—77, drought gripped much of the American West. The
lack of snow translated into plummeting skier numbers at Colorado’s roughly two-dozen
ski resorts, leading to tremendous revenue loss. Only Keystone Ski Resort] fezate
the growing community of Frisco along the Interstate 70 corridor, exjpedea rise in
visitor numbers. Further north, neighboring Winter Park Ski Resort survived the season
with a minimal decline in visitor numbers, moving from the fourth to second most

popular ski resort in Colorado, mainly due to its fortuitous million-dollar investment i

% Erik Martin. Interview by author, June 2008; C.Goeldner, et al, “The Colorado Ski Industry:
Highlights of the 199899 Season,” 5.
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snowmaking equipment the summer before. Two of the state’s smaller ski area
Purgatory near Durango and Geneva Basin near Leadville, experienced ae@ perc
decrease in visitation. The University of Colorado’s Business ResearcloDiviannual
report on the state’s ski resorts noted “All in all, the 1976—77 ski season was not a very
good year for most Colorado ski areas, as the lack of snow was a factor tliegatoul
control.” In total, Colorado ski resorts experienced a 38 percent decrease instger vi
from the season before, the first decline in overall visits since 1962 when numbers dipped
a paltry 1.2 percerit While the drought wreaked financial havoc on the state’s ski
industry at large, the largest resorts, located in White River National Fasestthe
devastating situation to leverage the Forest Service into lifting the pgaétions on lift
ticket prices and letting the open market dictate the cost. This reflectizdgbe

problematic issue of private development of ski resorts in national forests during the
twentieth century.

Home to half of Colorado’s ski resorts, including Breckenridge, Aspen, Copper
Mountain, Keystone, Snowmass, and Vail, the White River National Forest is the
geographic center of Colorado’s ski courfttyinked to the Front Range metro area by
Interstate 70, by the late 1970s, these ski resorts comprised roughly 67 percent of the

state’s skier market and provided the economic base for the much of the regiwimg thr

% Charles R. Goeldner and Sally Courtn@glorado Ski and Recreation Statistics, 19Bdulder:
Business Research Division Graduate School of Bgsi\dministration, University of Colorado, 1977);
Michael Strauss, “Colorado Turns More to Snow MaKaXew York TimesNovember 28, 1976, 205.
Skier numbers during the 1976-77 ski season dropfembrcent from the previous year. Despite the
Winter Park addition of snowmaking equipment areldpening of its 350-acre Mary Jane expansion,
Winter Park still saw an 8 percent drop in visitombers. Goeldne€olorado Ski and Recreation
Statistics, 197,7/24.
% C.R. Goeldner, et. alThe Colorado Ski Industry: Highlights of the 1998 SeasorfBoulder: University
of Colorado Business Research Division, Graduat®&af Business Administration, 1999), 17. The
National Ski Areas Association defines a skier dayne person visiting a ski area for all or any pba
day or night for the purpose of skiing. Rather thatal number of visitors, the number designatéa to
number of days skied by all visitors.
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tourist economy during the etaYet, despite their economic success, ski resorts Like
Vail and Aspen chaffed under what they deemed as overly restrictivatiegldy the
Forest Service and “obstructionist” environmental policies. Aspen Skiing Company
president and chairman of the National Ski Areas Association’s (NSAA}t-Seevice
Committee D. R. C. Brown, argued that ski resorts were losing out on potential profits
because of the undue influence of environmental groups on the Forest Service and the
miles of red tape they faced in meeting environmental regulations. Envircaimgentps
responded that such regulations were necessary to protect public lands from being
overrun by commercial development. In response to ski industry complaints over
environmental groups’ actions in opposing the construction of ski resorts directer of th
Center for the Public Interest Rick Applegate argued, “It shouldn’t be aroegsyck
decision. You're talking about permanent commitment of public land that belongs to
everybody.®® Caught in the middle of these mounting disputes between environmental
groups and ski resorts, the Forest Service maintained its right to managasknahe
public’s interest.

Lift ticket pricing had long been a point of contention between ski resorts and the
White River National Forest. In 1969, D. R. C. Brown, the same Aspen executive who
would argue that environmental policies were hamstringing the industry foddive
drought a decade later, warned that, in its zeal to see that consumers paid fair and

reasonable ski lift ticket prices, the Forest Service “could care lesbeviue not the area

67 i

Ibid., 7.
% Grace Lichtenstein, “Ski Resort Boom is Over Desfirowds in RockiesXNew Your Timesebruary
21,1976, 51.
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operated at a profi® Forest Service officials found Brown’s criticisms absurd,
countering that close regulation of lift ticket prices was necessary intorbdatance

public need with resort profits. Such arguments remained consistent withHarget

Service policies at the time, which closely regulated timber and gragsdd guarantee
long-term sustainability. The problem was that the ski industry and the ForeseSe

often defined sustainability in different terms. Many ski resorts belidatdd meet

growing public demand for skiing, they needed to be able to demonstrate to investors and
banks their long-term profitability. To do so meant being able to charge adeqoase pr

for lodging, retail, and lift tickets. Environmental groups held a third opinion of
sustainability, arguing that the development of public lands for corporaté \pasfi
disastrous. This three-way relationship demonstrated the polarization of erestahm
regulation and economic demands—a tension that would play out in the deregulation of
lift ticket prices within the WRNF following the 1976 droudht.

One of largest stumbling blocks both proposed and existing ski resorts faced in
securing financing was navigating the Forest Service's cumbersomé pelicy. The
agency required that ski resorts hold two permits in order to operate: a spetaalthee
land on which the ski lodge and other commercial facilities rested that lastaakf year,
and term permit for the hundreds of acres of national forest on which to developski trai
lasting thirty year$! The differences between the lengths of time of each permit caused

uncertainty on the long-term economic sustainability of ski resorts. “fewlst certain

®D. R. C. Brown, “National Ski Area Association’srest Service Committee Report,” December 12,
1969. Recreation : Skiing—Snow Skiing on Nationatdsts. Papers. U.S. Forest History Collection.
Durham, North Carolina.

"0 David Clary,Timber and the Forest Servieawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1986), 25-Paul
Hirt, Conspiracy in OptimismManagement of the National Forest Service SincelWWWar Two (Lincoln:
University of Nebraska Press, 1994), 171-92.

"L Glen RobinsonThe Forest Service: A Study in Public Land Managerialtimore: John Hopkins
University Press, 1975), 127-28.
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we would not be able to provide bank funding for new ski area unless a particular area
had a very strong guarantee—and | guarantee that it would have to be very s@ahg,”
Tom Swanson, Vice President of United Bank of Denver, on the growing worries over
the ability of ski resorts to secure loans. When asked why he thought potenesiosts r
no longer could provide the guarantees, Swanson pointed squarely at the increasing
regulatory behavior of the federal government dictated by legislation stich 8370
National Environmental Policy Act. “| am here to say that anytime gorent gets near
an industry, we bankers get nervous,” said Swaffsbhe solution to the long-term
economic stability of ski resorts, he and others argued, lay in the reduction af feder
oversight.

Yet, the profitability of ski resorts was not necessarily the Forestceé&highest
priority. Rather, Forest Service officials believed it was their job to erisath
affordable public access to national forests and long-term environmentahahitst by
closely managing ski resorts. This understanding came from a strong @fltur
ownership within the agency. “We controlled everything. They were our slg,area
recalled Erik Martin on the culture within the WRNF offices during the 1970edHby
the Forest Service in 1971 to help organize the 1976 Denver Winter Olympic Games,
Martin succeeded Paul Hauk as the WRNF's skiing expert in 1977 and remained with the
Forest Service until the Salt Lake City Winter Olympics in 2002. Throughout the 1970s,
both Hauk and Martin enjoyed immense power over how ski resorts operated within the
White River National Forest. Ski resort operators had to gain the two men’s approval on
myriad of issues, from the construction of new ski trails to the raising of pciets.

“These guys would come in with their hat in their hand, literally, and be as pslit

2 Jack Phinney, “Forest Service Blamed for Ski L&ghver PostJanuary 30, 1977.
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possible and say can we raise our ticket price fifty cents or a dollar,” satth’f Such

regulation seemed natural to WRNF officials, who saw themselves asddenéne

public trust and believed their management of ski resorts allowed them to osten s

level of control over the commercialization of national forests. But ski resotagers

increasingly argued that such oversight hurt their ability to meet publiareemhile

turning a profit and called for a lessening of both economic and environmentalicegulat
The ski industry’s demands for less government regulation reflectedvangrcall

for a general deregulation of American industry in the 1970s. As the nation slipped int

what President James Carter infamously termed “a crisis of confitlgnoejng

numbers of economists such as Alfred Kahn, economic advisor to the President, pointed

to deregulation as one solution to rekindle the nation’s economy. Kahn and other

deregulation advocates argued that opening industries such as the airliaglsetio m

forces would increase competition, encourage innovation, and bolster profitstiRgflec

on the deregulation revolution of the late 1970s, Kahn wrote, “something of a consensus

was already emerging in the early 1970s among disinterested studentgutsdiore had

suppressed innovation, sheltered inefficiency, encouraged a wage/pricepspimadted a

severe misallocation of resources by throwing prices out of alignment artjimal

costs, encouraged competition in wasteful, cost-inflating ways, and denied the public the

variety of price and quality choices that a competitive market would have provfded.”

Such arguments became increasingly popular by the late 1970s as the natied #affer

second bout in ten years of high inflation combined with high employment. After

"3 Erik Martin (Former Winter Sports Resorts Progfdanager for the White River National Forest).
Interview by author, June 6, 2008.

" Alfred Edward KahnThe Economics of Regulation: Principles and Inititus (Boston: Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, 1988), xvi.
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assuming office in 1977, President Carter moved to deregulate a number of industries
including the airline, trucking, banking, and communication industries. Such deregulation
activities underscored economists’ growing belief that federal and satatren
stemming out of New Deal and Great Society policies laid at the heart oftibi@sna
economic turmoil”®

These arguments appealed to many within the ski industry, particularly atkarge s
resorts, whose executives believed that federal regulation, both environmental and
economic, were increasing their costs and hurting their competitivenesst iRasagers
resented what they saw as the Forest Service’s meddling in their day-+asiness,
arguing that by keeping ski resort profits in check, the Forest Servicestasting their
ability to maintain and even expand their resorts, both of which negatively impaeted t
public’s enjoyment of their public lands. Many within the ski industry argued that if
opened to the free market, ticket prices would become highly competitive and naturally
meet the Forest Service’s objective in protecting the public’s interesteipynkeprices
low. The economic impact of the 1976 drought, combined with a growing national
sentiment for greater federal deregulation of all industries, led to a cechedidrt by the
ski industry to deregulate lift ticket prices.

In order to better understand the effects of deregulating lift ticket pnic&8,/6 the
Forest Service contracted the accounting firm Laventhol and Horwath andalegion
consulting firm Ted Farwell and Associates to conduct a study on the economic

implications of deregulation. The firms concluded that the Forest Servicerslooinift

S Anthony Campangn&conomic Policy in the Carter Administrati¢westport, CT: Greenwood Press,
1995), 190-98; Bruce Schulmarhe Seventies: The Greatest Shift in American @yltociety, and
Politics (Cambridge: Da Capo Press, 2001), 124-25; W. GadrBJimmy Carter's Economy: Policy in an
Age of LimitdChapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Pe002), 127-134.
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ticket prices failed to reflect the actual costs of resort operation and tbpehing the

lift ticket prices to the whims of the market, the public’s interest would balénee
highest quality skiing with the lowest possible prices for the largest numbders, s

while reasonably assuring the continuation of the supply and, under warrantetbnendit
the expansion of capacity® The report’s authors argued that market forces would more
efficiently govern the development of ski resorts in national forests than tleatcurr
system of government regulation. In essence, the idea was that by refRoresy

Service oversight on lift ticket prices, the economic laws of supply and demand would
ensure not only reasonable lift ticket prices to consumers, but also controlled
development of ski resorts, tying them to public need rather than Forest Service
perception.

But what constituted a reasonable price, and who decided? The report defined
reasonable as “[w]here the price to ski equates with the skiers’ concepi®feeeived,
and the rewards to the ski area adequately compensate for the risks andemetivadl
expansion.” On the surface, such a supply and demand model appeared reasonable. To
remain competitive and solvent, ski resorts needed the ability to maximizeribiées,
an ability Forest Service regulation impeded. So, by removing the ForesteServi
control over lift ticket prices, ski resorts could charge a fair market vallieharease
their ability to not only raise capital but also secure loans to further meet gabiends
for more terrain and improved facilities. On reviewing the report, the Forest&e

appeared amenable to allowing the market to decide ticket prices, allowirgetiey a

8| aventhol and Horwath in Association with Ted Falivand Associates, Inc., “Forest Service, United
States Department of Agriculture Ski Area Pricel&ation Study,” vol. 1. (April, 1977), 6.
77 [hi

lbid., 8.
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could focus instead on larger issues such as wilderness, environmental impaergste
and grazing policy®

But the issue quickly turned ugly when in April 1977, U.S. Senator Floyd Haskell
attacked the Forest Service’s contract with a private firm for $90,000 to condstidiye
on deregulating lift ticket prices as a backroom deal designed to bergdiskaresorts.
One of the several Colorado Democrats who had ridden the state’s anti-Olympic
movement into office in 1972, Haskell had made a modest name for himself during his
single term as a U.S. Senator by promoting tax reforms and environmeumgsl iss
Concerned that the Forest Service’s decision would soon price downhill skiing out of
reach of many middle-class Coloradoans, Haskell attacked the lift ofcomntels as a
“travesty” and little more than the establishment of a subsidy for “tatktaesorts.”
What he found particularly galling about the report was the fact that just theysevi
year, when asked if they would like to be included in a bill providing federal disaste
relief for the drought, most ski resorts in the White River National Forest lcidetk
Instead, many resorts had opposed the bill. “They said the situation was not allithat ba
So after working to deny help to small business which needed and continue to need it,
they come in this spring and get their own disaster relief in the form of ampanina
subsidy paid for by consumers,” the irate Haskell told repofters.

In many ways, Senator Haskell was right. Ski resorts had long sought theaterh
lift ticket price controls in order to increase profits. The drought provided thecperfe
opportunity to secure this goal. By seizing upon the public’s concern over the economic

impact of the drought on the West Slope, ski resorts sought deregulation as an easy

84 etting Go,” SKIING (October, 1981), 21.
" “Haskell Raps Ski Rate Hike GuidelineRbcky Mountain Newspril 23, 1977.
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solution to the industry’s economic woes. The Forest Service agreed and cedetiols c
over lift ticket prices starting with the 1977-78 season. Ticket prices imnigdiate
skyrocketed as ski resorts raised prices by as much as 25 percent. The 1977-a68ski se
saw record-setting profits for the resorts within the WRNF due in largéoptdue
combination of higher lift ticket prices, increased skier numbers, and heavy $hihss.
1976—77 season had been a bust for many resorts, the 1977-78 season was a bonanza. In
its annual report the National Ski Areas Association noted, “For the firstrithe i10

years of this annual economic study, profits were at a level that can be judgedtade
compensate for the risk&”As ski resorts celebrated above-average profits, consumers
protested the increasing lift ticket prices. Public outcry lead to the Carter
Administration’s limiting price increases for the following season to 9.5péttSuch
limitations did slow price increases, but over the next decade lift tickes maocginued

to rise, playing a small part in the stagnation of skier numbers, and the begintiiag of
consolidation of the ski industry throughout North America.

The deregulation of lift tickets within the White River National Forest byoadl
demonstrated the problematic issue of private development of ski resorts in national
forests—one that had defined the relationship between ski resorts an the fedenal age
since the mid-1940s. Resort owners and managers had long pressed for unfettdhed gro
in order to maximize profits, sometimes at the expense of the both environment and the
very public whom the Forest Service was attempting to serve. In this way, the
deregulation of lift tickets within the WRNF was not unique in Forest Servicactn f

such issues have long shaped the contested nature of public land management, from the

8 C. R. Geoldner and Ted Farwell, “National Ski Afessociation Economic Analysis of North American
Ski Areas,” 45.
8 Dave Danforth, “Ski Areas Limited to 9.5 Percamtrease, Glenwood PostApril 10, 1979.
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construction of concessions on the southern rim of the Grand Canyon during the 1910s,
to battles over logging in the Pacific Northw&sBut deregulation also demonstrated the
collision between the era’s free market ideals and environmental concerns—des for
that continue to define the relationship between the Forest Service and tltriskiyias

the era of rampant development of ski resorts came to a close and a period of resort

consolidation and expansion began.

Mineral King

While resorts secured the deregulation of lift tickets, a related contyaMegseat
concern to all ski resorts throughout the West came to a close. The proposed development
of a ski resort in the Mineral King Valley had drawn wider national attentidmeto t
growing controversy over the development of public lands in the American West.
Located just north of Sequoia National Park, the narrow valley had long been afavorit
area for skiers. By the 1930s, skiing had become a major commercial use of national
forests throughout the West. In California, most ski area development cemtered a
the Donner Pass-Lake Tahoe area and Yosemite National Park. The Mineral Kayg Va
first gained the Forest Service’s attention as a potential site folaaeskin 1946, but it
was not for another three years had passed that the agency sought bids for the
development of Mineral King. Despite its historical opposition to the development of ski
resorts in the San Gorgonio Mountains outside of Los Angeles in southern California in

the late 1930s, the Sierra Club tacitly approved the development of a ski area & Miner

82 Hirt, Conspiracy of Optimismilancy LivingstonForest Dreams/Forest Nightmares: The Paradox of
Old Growth in the Inland We¢Beattle: University of Washington Press, 1995Y,-280; PauButter,
Driven Wild: How the Fight Against Automobile Lahied the Modern Wilderness Movemeattle:
University of Washington Press, 2002), 58-60.
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King. For much of the 1950s and early 1960s, both the Forest Service and Sierra Club
largely forgot Mineral King. Then in 1965, the Disney Corporation purchased two parcels
of land along the valley floor. A year later, the entertainment gianégigrihree-year
development contract with the Forest Service. This produced opposition to the proposed
ski resort immediately, especially since the State of Califors@atinounced that it

would construct a four-lane highway into the valley. Mineral King quickly ghine

national attention, as the Sierra Club took on Mickey Mouse over the development of a
ski area in a relatively unknown mountain valfdy.

The Sierra Club sued to halt Disney’s $35 million resort complex in 1969. The case
dragged on until 1972 when the U.S. Supreme Court rejected the Sierra Club’s suit on the
grounds that the club had not established that it suffered direct harm from the Forest
Service’s actions in allowing the development of Mineral King. The courtisidadad
long-ranging effects on future lawsuits that pertained to environmental.i#suegcting
the suit, the court defined that only individuals, not corporations, had standing in matters
involving environmental law. All the Sierra Club had to do was find a single member
with a particularized interest in a case and sue on his or her behalf, a stnategy
organization used with a great deal of success throughout the remainder of the century
Despite the Supreme Court’s decision, controversy continued to slow the development of
Mineral King. In order to comply with NEPA requirements, the Forest &=spent
years compiling an EIS. Political pressure opposing the ski resort incregisedone

environmentally minded politicians winning both state and congressional raca$y,Fi

8 The debate over the development of a ski resdvtiireral King Valley is one of the most contentidns
National Park Service history. For more see: Lailgd¥er and William TweedZhallenge of the Big
Trees: A Resource History of Sequoia and Kings GamNational ParkgThree Rivers, CA: Sequoia
Natural History Association, Inc., 1990), 278-8@sdph L. SaxMountains Without Handrails:
Reflections on the National Park&nn Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1980Y-&0.
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in 1978, President Carter signed a bill annexing the Mineral King Valley into $equoi

National Park*

Conclusion

The controversies of the 1970s left a lasting legacy of frustration and disapgaintm
between the Forest Service, the ski industry, and the public. The opening of Beaker Cre
along with the annexation of Mineral King Valley brought to a close a two-ddoad
era of ski resort development throughout the West. With hundreds of ski resorts now
open across the region, the West's ski industry saw a marked shift in not only economics,
but also in the public’s perception of ski resorts. No longer able to simply apply for a
series of permits and begin construction, resorts became the subject of mgcpedusic
scrutiny, environmental regulation, and tightening economic realities. Envergam
regulations such as NEPA added years to the process of developing ski resorts on
national forests, making the development of new resorts too costly and too rigkgripr
investors. The lifting of stringent price controls by the Forest Service in e River
National Forest opened up lift ticket prices throughout state to market forces. The
combination of increasing environmental regulation and free market pricingtdralhga
reshaped the ski industry over the next two decades. Few new resorts openedthevithin t
state during the 1980s and 1990s due in large part to the costs in securing permits from
the Forest Service and public opposition to any further development of new resorts. As
the number of Colorado's ski resorts stabilized however, competition among tise state
two-dozen resorts increased. Terrain expansions, along with real estate demélopm

became the standard means of increasing the bottom line for most ski reserts. Thi

8 Dilsaver and William TweedChallenge of the Big Tree2898—301.
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development led to further criticism by environmental groups, who continued to question

the impacts of skiing on national forests and the use of public lands for private gai
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CHAPTER FIVE

FIRE ON THE MOUNTAIN

Flames quickly engulfed Two Elks Lodge as the homemade incendiary devibgs se
William Rogers exploded. Camped nearby, a group of elk hunters—brothers Dave and
Ken Alt, Steven and David Gaal, and Neil Sebo—awoke to the sound of what Dave Alt
described as the sound of flapping plastic on an unfinished building to journalist Daniel
Glick.! Abruptly, realizing that the sound was a fire and remembering that Neil Sebo had
decided to sleep in a heated bathroom structure further up the mountain, Dave Alt quickly
roused his brother and the others. The four men quickly made their way up the mountain.
Finding Sebo standing in his long underwear on the deck of the bathroom starring at the
Two Elks Lodge engulfed in flame, they called 911. The call set off a flurrgtivits as
Vail's fire department quickly mobilized, sending a tanker truck up the mounteavyH
snows combined with the shear distance of the lodge from the valley floor, some 3,000
feet in elevation, kept emergency equipment from arriving in time to save tmgui
When firefighters did arrive, the Two Elk Lodge was completely engulfeldrimet?

Opened in 1988, the Two Elks Lodge had been Vail Ski Resort’s crown jewel.
Decorated with over one million dollars worth of Native American robes, blankets,
murals, and other Western themed memorabilia, the lodge anchored the ski restrt's Ba
Bowls, providing skiers and snowboarders a warm place to sit, eat, and enjoy the
surrounding views of the Two Elks roadless area. Opulent in comparison to the older

lodges at other ski resorts, Two Elks embodied Vail and the larger ski industry’s shif

! Daniel Glick,Powder Burn: Arson, Money, and Mystery on Vail Maim(New York: Public Affairs,
2001), 25-6.
% Steve Lipsher, “Remote Area Makes Fighting Fireigln” Denver PostOctober 20, 1998, 2D.
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towards grander lodges, faster ski lifts, and greater terrain beginnitegeli980s. But
by the following afternoon, all of it lay a smoldering ruin atop the resodggeline.

A palpable tension filled the air throughout the Vail Valley in the days fatigwhe
arsons as questions about who set the blazes led to wild speculation and fear. The resort
had plenty of enemies after all. Some suggested that former employesstihting
fired by the resort were the culprits. Others blamed Vail Resorts Inc., ®ahire ski
resort, accusing the resort of burning down the outdated Ski Patrol Headquarters and
lavish Two Elks Lodge in order to collect the insurance. Most fingered a sioafi gf
environmental protestors camped just outside the neighboring town of Minturn as the
culprits® National nightly news programs focused on the economic impacts of the fires
on the resort and the surrounding community. “Whoever did this attacked the livelihood
of every man, woman, and child in the valley,” Vail resident Jonathan Staufer told CBS
reporters.

Within days, the local newspaper and regional National Public Radio affiliate
received an email purportantly sent by members of the extremist group the Ear
Liberation Front (ELF) was claimed responsibility for the fires.ngithe Forest
Service’s approval of Vail's Category Il (Cat Ill) expansion, whiokieonmentalists
had long maintained would disturb the habitat of the endangered lynx as well as an
important migration route for elk in the region, the brief email proclaimedifigutt
profits ahead of Colorado's wildlife will not be tolerated,” and warned skierisdose

other ski destinations “until Vail cancels its inexcusable plans for exparsighile the

3 Glick, Powder Burn 35-46.

* “Security Beefed Up at Ski Resort,”
http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/1998/10/22/nationalh20785.shtml. Assessed April 11, 2008.

° ELF Communiqué, October 19, 1998, in Leslie JaRiekering, The Earth Liberation Front, 1997-2002
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arsons caused in excess of $12 million in damage$a3 million in lost revenues, in .
ironic twist they proved a boon for the resort. Tyears later Vail reopened Two El
Lodge, a structure 5000 square feet larger thaotigenal destroyed in the fire. Th
same winter Vail opened its &-acre Category lll expansion, renamed Blue Sky Bi

to the public.

Photograph 12Two Elks Lcdge on Fire, October 19, 1998. Photograph coudédjark Mobley.

The Category lll expansion had its roots in mid-1980s with the purchase of Vi
Associates (VA) by television mogul George Gilledted the release of tlWhite River
National ForesMaster Development Plan by the U.S. Forest Seffeic¥ail Ski Resor

The plan outlined the future expansion of the skort and included two major proje

2" ed. (Portland; Arissa Media Group, 2007),
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designated Category Il and Category lll. Vail Ski Area’s original 196&pérad
included more than 3,000 acres of national forest land in the Two Elks River drainage,
which the resort had yet to develop. Focused on its development of Beaver Creek during
much of the 1970s, VA, the original owners of Vail and Beaver Creek ski resorts, placed
the development of the Two Elks area on the back burner. George Gillette’stamquisi
of the company, along with the changing economic realities within the ski indlustry
which bigger was better, brought the development of the area to the fore. The opening of
Vail's Back Bowls on the southern side of the drainage in 1988 marked the successful
completion of the Master Plan’s Category Il. But poor business decisions abhdlaritir
national economy led Gillette to sell his beloved ski resorts to the investmertdoto
Management L.P. in 1991 before Category Ill could be get started.

Gillette’s sale of VA began a chain of events that led to conflict over \@adtegory
lIl expansion. Soon after taking control of Vail and Beaver Creek, the newhetl Vall
Resorts Inc. entered into negotiations with rival ski resort owner Ralst@s €@omerge
the two corporations’ six ski resorts. The merger began the corporate consolafdtie
Colorado ski industry, increasing ski resorts’ ability to offer even graatenities and
terrain in order to remain competitive. Resorts throughout the state consolidatddr
to expand in the hope that more ski slopes would translate into more skiers and
snowboarders. Of all the consolidations and appropriations, Vail's proposed Cdtegory
expansion in 1994 drew the widest attention from ski enthusiasts and environmental
critics. At the center of the fight over whether or not the giant ski resould be
allowed to expand into the region known as the Two Elks Roadless Area was the

threatened Canadian lynx. Many biologists considered the region to be the home of the
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elusive feline, despite the fact that there had not been a verifiable sightinganedhe

since the 1970s. Due to the resort expansion’s potential harm to the lynx’s habitat, and
additional impacts on the local elk herd and other wildlife, environmental organizati
hunters, and even the Colorado Division of Wildlife voiced strong opposition to the
Vail's expansion. Beside its impacts on wildlife, expansion opponents pointed to Vail
Resort’s planned development of the 5,000-acre Gillman property adjacent to the Two
Elks Area as evidence that the expansion was more about real estate tizazbioma
skiing. Vail Resorts denied such claims, stating that the expansion was just the
completion of the resort’s 1986 Master Plan created in conjunction with the industry’s
overseer, the Forest Service.

The ensuing fight between environmentalists and Vail Resort over Catelgoity I
economic windfalls against changing environmental concerns, and underscorecetie F
Service’s unenviable position in balancing recreational demands with environmental
concerns at the end of the twentieth century. By the mid-1990s, the fight oveosia res
on public lands became particularly virulent as corporate giants consolidated the
ownership of resorts and they expanded in terms of terrain and real estatBsiale
flattening skier numbers combined with growing market pressures tovk@rsome ski
industry critics called an arms race among resorts. In attemptoh@dv more visitors,
resorts began building massive base villages, large terrain expansions, and other
amenities, all of which further extended their ecological footprint, bringing abang m

criticism from scientists, environmentalists, and resort town resiflents.

® Criticisms of the ski industry from the time armsbsummed up in Hal Cliffor@ownhill Slide: Why the
Corporate Ski Industry is Bad for Skiing, Ski Toyarsd the EnvironmerfSan Francisco: Sierra Club
Books, 2002); Daniel GlickRowder Burn
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The arsons, which constituted the most recognized of the protests againgtlthe Ca
expansion, brought national attention to the radical environmental movement. Beginning
in the mid-1970s, radical environmentalism grew into a widely visible, although
relatively small movement. The most notorious radical group organized in 1980. Called
Earth First!, the group’s use of “monkeywrenching,” or vandalism, in drawingiatient
to issues such as logging became highly controversial throughout the country, provoking
a conservative backlash against conservationist groups and the eventual arregtaf ma
the organization’s leaders by the FBy the early 1990s, Earth First! had significantly
backed away from its use of vandalism, giving rise to a much more violent group known
as the Earth Liberation Front (ELF). Dissatisfied with the direction dhHEarst!,
members of the ELF embraced a clandestine campaign of vandalism and ars@n to dr
attention to environmental concerns. By far the most ambitious action taken by the ELF
the Vail Arsons drew the attention not only of the national media and federal law
enforcement as well, which labeled the ELF and other extremists groupssaggthe
greatest domestic terrorist threat. While critics argue that suchlastediehes the
bounds of credibility, particularly in the context of the Oklahoma City and numerous
abortion clinic bombings, the FBI's focus on radical environmentalism during the 1990s
demonstrates the tension between economic growth and the environment during the
periods. Two key issues embodied in the fight over Vail Resort’s Category Il

expansiorf.

" On the use of “monkeywrenching” see: Dave FornmahBill Haywood,Ecodefence: A Field Guide to
Monkeywrecnhin@rd ed. (Chico, CA: Abbzug Press, 2002). For nwor¢he history of Earth First! see:
Susan ZakinCoyotes and Town DogEarth First! and the Environmental Moveméhew York: Penguin
Books, 1993).

8 The debate over whether or not actions taken bypgr such as the Earth Liberation Front constiats
of terrorism stem largely from the perception offsattacks. Members of both the ELF and its sister
organization the Animal Liberation Front (ALF) halemg pointed out the fact that their actions hageer
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The New Vall

In March 1983, forty-five-year-old George Gillette submitted an offer of $20.75 per
share of common stock and $5 per share of preferred stock to the VA Board of Directors.
The owner of multiple local television affiliates and a Wisconsin-basetipaeking
plant, Gillette had long desired to get into the ski industry, and VA appeared ripe for
taking. Believing the offer to be disingenuous, VA’s board rejected the offdre letter
responding to the bid, VA Board Chairman Benjamin Duke explained to Gillette, “[T]he
Board of Vail Associates does not and has not considered the corporation forAftée.”
having received a warm reception just months earlier from VA’s majority statidhibie
Goliad Oil and Gas Company of Dallas, Gillette was surprised by the baBgcision.
Believing that the board had “cooled” and its attitude and abruptly “switcheaftiiisde,
Gillette sought clarification from VA board member Bob Parker. Parker iexpldhat
the board had never considered selling to Gillette or any othef’fiart.to outsiders,
Gillette’s bid, and its rejection, demonstrated that for the right price thesskt ggant
could be bought.

The first suitor to seek acquiring VA following Gillette’s failed attenwpass the
corporation’s majority stockholder, Goliad Oil. Owned by brothers Henry and Dk Ba
the Texas oil company had seized majority control of VA in 1976, pushing the resort’s
founder Pete Seibert out as VA’s chairman. Two months after rejectiregt&slinitial

offer, Vail Associates Chairman Duke sat down with a Bass family rejetse,

injured or killed anyone. Critics respond that izectike arson are meant to intimidate and tereoriz
° H. Benjamin Duke, Jr. to George Gillett, Jr., J2%; 1983. Vail Associates Records. Papers. Western

History and Genealogy Department, Denver Publicdriyp Denver, Colorado.

19°H. Benjamin Duke, Jr. to Executive Committee ofl\&sociates, Inc., Harry H. Frampton and Harry
W. Whittington, March 28, 1984, Vail Associate Puaise. Vail Associates Records; Robert Parker,
Confidential Memorandum, January 3, 1983. Vail Asstes Records. Papers. Western History and
Genealogy Department, Denver Public Library, Den@orado.
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Richard Rainwater, in London to discuss the potential sale of VA. Rainwatemexpla
that the Bass Brothers wanted to acquire “an interest in Vail Associatesindicated
that the interest could range from a minority position to total acquisition, depending on
the circumstances of the offErAfter making an informal offer in July, the two brothers
decided that they had no desire to purchase the entire company. The VA board next
rejected an offer by the Pritzker Family Holdings, owners of the Hyadt blodin, before
finally deciding to sell to an investment group led by controversial land devéadper
Walters. Involved in a $500 million effort to build a shopping center in Aurora, Walter
was later implicated in the Silverado banking scandal when the bank’s directof, the
current President, Neil Bush, loaned the developer $106 million as a part of an alleged
deal that led to the collapse of the bank and a $1.6 federal billion bilthe. Walters
deal inevitably collapsed after Vail Associates and the real estateplevtiled to
reach an agreement on the final price. Finally, in August 1985, VA stockholderseaccept
Gillette’s offer, and Vail Associates became the sole property tt@iHoldings"?

Vail blossomed under Gillette. Highly personable, he quickly became popular
throughout the Eagle Valley for his freewheeling ways and passion for Idan’t
always tell you what | am doing next week,” Gillette told a journalist in 1987, “but
tomorrow afternoon | can, I'll be out on the links with Gerry FdftBorn in Racine,
Wisconsin, in 1938, Gillette began building his fortune at age twenty-six when he moved

to Chicago to work for the financial consulting firm of McKinsey and Company. In 1967,

'H. B. Duke, Jr. to the Board of Directors of VA#sociates, Inc., May 12, 1983. Papers. Vail Asstesi
Inc. Box 3 Western History and Genealogy Departimigatver Public Library, Denver, Colorado.
12«\Walters Group to Buy Vail, The Denver Postlune 23, 1985; Stephen Labaton, “Bush’s Son Disfen
Role at Failed Savings UnityWashington PosMay 24, 1990; Steven Wilmse8ilverado: Neil Bush and
the Savings and Loan Scan@@/ashington, D.C.: National Press Books, 1991).

13uyail, Beaver Creek Ski Resorts Sold®Rbcky Mountain News\ugust 24, 1985.

4 Rinker Buck, “George Gillette’s Private WorldZhannels September 1987, 30.
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he moved to Miami, where he became a minority partner in the Miami Dolphins and
owner and CEO of the Harlem Globetrotters. As CEO of the barnstorming basketball
team, Gillette organized Globetrotter Communications and acquired radinstatross
the country in order to broadcast Globetrotter games. He then sold the team and
communications company in 1977 to form the Gillette Communications Company,
buying three small-market television stations throughout the Midwest. By 19&TteG
owned twenty television stations, the Packerland Packing Company, and Vailbfssoc
Inc.®

The same year that Gillette took ownership of VA, the White River Nationast~ore
released its new Master Development Plan for Vail Ski Resort. Under tiAeeski

Permit Act of October 22, 1986, ski areas operating under a Term Special e Per
from the U.S. Forest Service were required to have a Master DevelopmeasRla
condition of their permit. Intended merely as a planning tool, Master Developmast Pla
were not meant to be decision-making documents such as environmental impact
statements (EIS) or environmental assessments (EA). Rather, theyddlt@eorest
Service to evaluate the impacts of a ski resort on the national forest as amadole
provide comprehensive guidelines for the future management of the national fodest la
ski areas leased. Site-specific proposals outlined under the Master Plan coinliéts,
restaurants, and even trails still had to undergo an EIS or EA as outlined by National
Environmental Policy Act prior to any approval by the Forest Service. So, whidteMa
Plans outline larger environmental concerns over potential development by sig, resort

any individual developments were bound by NEPA to undergo an EIS or EA in order to

15 Stephen Titus, “Gillette Ends 10-Year Reign atl¥dbenver Business Journalunel4, 1996; Mike
Taylor, “250 Private Companies—Generations of @#éle” ColoradoBiz MagazineSeptember 13, 2004.
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gain Forest Service approval. In recent years, environmental groups suclskisAhea
Citizens Coalition have pointed to Master Plans as indicators of a ski resoetsigot
environmental impacts by arguing that such plans indicate ski resort’s poteméad t
expansions. Such causal arguments are misleading as there is no diredinéausal
between Master Plans and any further resort expansion or development. Evespki
on national forest land is required to have a master plan, many of which will never be
followed through for various reasons such economics, skier demand, and pracfibality.
Forest Service struggles to keep this differentiation between potentialtaatifature
development clear, as it often lead to misinformation and mistrust, espectalbebe
environmental groups and the agefhty.

Drafted in 1986, Vail's Master Plan identified three major phases, orocagsgfor
the resort’s future development. Category | included approximately 2,000natities
the existing administrative boundary of the resort. Category Il addedear®y@®0 acres
of terrain on the southern side of Vail Mountain, including the addition of the China
Bowl, Teacup chairlift, a Nordic center and trail system in Benchmark arsthidom
Bowls, and the possibility of a new ski lift in the Cascade Village areallyi Category
Il was a development scenario for the south side of the Two Elks RoadlesaiArea
roughly 1,000-acre section of national forest land, of which roughly 60 percent lay withi
the existing ski area boundary. With its north-facing slopes and gentle teratego/
lll was ideal for intermediate skiers, Vail's bread and butter clienféde Forest Service
approved the development of Categories | and Il in 1986, but required more

comprehensive planning for Category lll. The resort immediately setrtodeeeloping

% Don R. Dressler, e-mail to author, December 1072@n the Ski Area Citizens Coalition’s use of
Master Plans in scoring ski resorts’ environmeintgdact, see http://www.skiareacitizens.com/.
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Category I, placing Category Il on the back burner for economionsasntil the mid-
1990s:’

Vail celebrated its twenty-fifth anniversary in 1988 with the opening of the China
Bowl, which included the newly constructed 33,000-square-foot Two Elks Lodge. The
new terrain nearly doubled Vail's skiable acreage, unseating Califoméaismoth
Mountain as the largest ski resort in the United States. The following wini€hogéed
the World Alpine Ski Championships, the first time the event had been held in Colorado
since 1950. The most popular destination for both out-of-state and in-state skiers, the
resort topped 1.4 million skier days—nearly 15 percent of the state’s total skier days
during the 1988—1989 ski seas8n/ail was on a roll. Even Pete Seibert returned to work
for the resort in 1990. “Five years ago this industry was in big trouble. But if goaite
say it was in trouble today, you'd be wrong,” Gillette raved to reporter$98&

Manhattan press conference touting Vail's new expariSion.

In truth, Gillette was only half right. Skier numbers in Colorado had indeed risen
from 7.8 million skier days during the 1980-1981 ski season to 9.8 million during the
1990-1991 season. But of the state’s thirty ski resorts in 1990, only seven comprised
more than 70 percent of the mark&T.hese larger, more popular, resorts offered more
terrain, faster ski lifts with greater capacity, grander on-moundaifities, and most

importantly, lodging. Vail and Beaver Creek continued to be among the most popular ski

7Vail Master Development Plan, September 1985. ®\Riter National Forest, Holy Cross River Ranger
District, Rocky Mountain Region. U.S. Departmeniajfriculture, Forest Service; Record of Decision:
Vail Category Il Ski Area Development, August 19%8hite River National Forest, Holy Cross River
Ranger District, Rocky Mountain Region. U.S. Depamt of Agriculture, Forest Service.

18 C. R. Groeldner, et al. “The Colorado Ski Indusktjghlights of the 1998-99 Season” (Boulder:
University of Colorado. Business Research Divisi@raduate School of Business Administration), 15.

19 Jon Bowermaster, “Who Skis®Rew York TimesNovember 27, 1988.

2 The seven largest Colorado ski resorts in 1988der of percentage of skier days were: Vail (15.7
percent), Breckenridge (11.3 percent), Steambda6 (dercent), Keystone (9.5 percent), Winter Park (
percent), Copper Mountain (8 percent), and Snowif@apsrcent).
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resorts for both destination and day-use visitors, winnin§kin®&lagazineeaders’ poll
top North American resort award three years in a ron—1989, 1990, and*1991.

The good times came to a crashing halt for Gillette in 1991, when mounting debt
brought about by poor business decisions and increased competition by cabl@televisi
forced the mogul to sell VA to the investment firm Apollo Management L.P. In 1986,
Gillette had teamed up with 1980s junk bond king Michael Milken, borrowing more than
$2 million from the infamous brokerage firm Drexel Burnham & Lambert. Géllesed
the loans to purchase twelve television stations, including six from Storer Bstagca
Inc. Considered highly overvalued by Wall Street investors at the time,diex Stations
included CBS affiliates in Detroit, Cleveland, Atlanta, and San Diego. Woefully
overextended, the dam began to crack for Gillette and others reliant on loans frem firm
dealing in high-yield bonds (more commonly known as junk bonds) in 1987 when the
stock market dropped a record-breaking 508 points in a single day, the largest one-day
decline the in market’s histofy.

Following the stock market crash, the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC)
launched two investigations into the lending practices of Drexel Burnham & Lember
specifically into Milken’s potential in insider trading practices. The SE&Zged Milken

with 98 counts of racketeering and fraud. Found guilty, Milkin was sentenced to 10 years

“IReade Bailey, “The Survey Says—SKI's Readers TéllalW North American Resorts Are TopS§ki
Magazine October 1989, 94; Reade Bailey, “Top of the GhaiBKI's Readers Choices for America’s
Best Ski Resorts,Ski MagazingOctober 1990, 56; Reade Bailey, “Chart ToppersaeRes’ Picks of Top
North American Resorts3ki MagazingOctober 1991, 44.

%2 The 1987 Stock Market collapse had a wide-rangimgact on the U.S. economy, and led to greater
federal regulation and oversight over the countfiyiancial market. It also marked the end of the
widespread speculation of the 1980s, and the begjrof a period of corporate consolidation. Rolwgrt
Kamphuis, Jr., Roger C. Kormendi, and J. W. Henptan, edsBlack Monday and the Future of
Financial Markets (Chicago:Mid-America Institute for Public Policy Researchg¢l, 1989); Albert Kaff,
Crash: Ten Days in Octobg€hicago: Longman Financial Services, 1989); JastewartDen Of Thieves
(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1992); Robert Sdbahic on Wall Street: History of America’s
Financial Disasters2nd ed(Frederick, MD: Beard Books, 1999).

227

www.manaraa.com



in prison, of which he served two, and $1 billion in fines and settlerfitfite collapse

of the stock market eroded the foundation of Gillette’s empire, raising thestnberene

of his loans for the Storer Broadcasting conglomerate from 7 percent to an umihabl
percent. With loan payments ballooning out of control and increasing competition from
cable stations causing a paradigm shift within the communications industeyteGil
declared bankruptcy. In 1991, he sold his holding company, which included VA, to

Apollo Management?

The Consolidation of the Colorado Ski Industry

Crowned the “Black Prince of Wall Street,” Leon Black had earned a reputstia
ruthless investor while working for DrexBurnham & Lambert. A protégé of Michael
Milkin and former director of DrexdBurnham & Lambert’s marketing and acquisitions
department, Black emerged from the SEC investigation of the failed investment fi
virtually unscathed. After paying a $18 million fine for his role in the junk bond scandal,
he undauntedly founded the limited partnership firm Apollo Management. The firm soon
became notorious for buying up companies that Black and the other managers of Drexel
Burnham & Lambert had over burdened with debt, including Gillette Holdings, Inc., and
then breaking them apart, selling the pieces for a hefty profit. Aftentp@illette’s
debt, Black immediately sold the television stations and meat packing planpbthéde
two ski resort$” In order to balance the “preponderance of expert slopes at Beaver

Creek,” Black acquired the small Arrowhead Ski Area adjacent to Beagek (h

Z“Milkin's Plea Bargain,”Christian Science Monitorpril 30, 1990; Matt Spetalnick, “Milkin’s Next
Venture,”Reuters April 4, 1993.

2 Buck, “George Gillette’s Private World,” 33; Lindandler, “George Gillette’s TV Kingdom Could
Turn into Vast WastelandWall Street JournalNovember 8, 1989, sec 3, 1; Gli€kowder Burn 144-55.
% Beth Selby, “The Black Prince of Wall Stredistitutional Investor August, 1991.
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19932 The addition of Arrowhead not only added needed intermediate terrain to the ski
resort but also foreshadowed VA'’s future. By consolidating the Vail, Bé&aresk and
Arrowhead resorts under the umbrella of VA, Black looked to gain greater control over
the Colorado ski market, increase profits, and further the development of the Colorado
ski country.

In 1996, Black hired former Norwegian Cruise Lines CEO Adam Aron as the new
head of VA. Aron replaced Gillette, who had remained the acting CEO for the resort
company since its sale five years earlier. By 1995, the former owneildfadabeen
busily rebuilding his empire. Using his buyout of VA, he purchased five medium-sized
ski resorts in California and New England, later adding Grand Targhee in Wyomin
Today, Gillette’s Booth Creek Ski Holdings is the fourth-largest ski resoratmpen
North America. If Gillette was affable and well liked by many in thel&dglley, Aron
was the opposite. Described by journalist Daniel Glick as un-athletic sinelvéied with
a gruff, hurried manner, Aron failed to fit in with Vail's active culture. Makimatters
worse, during his first season as CEO, Aron was not able to ski at all due to the
aggravation of an old injury. In a town where a person’s ability to ski rivaled wealth i
terms of status, the perception that the forty-one-year-old Aron did not belong running
the nation’s premier ski resort quickly spread. Gillette may have miredste ne debt,
grumbled locals, but at least he could &ki.

While Vail and its neighboring ski resorts had always been controlled by c&porat
interests, the industry remained under the fagade of being run by skiers-egatiparof

significant cultural importance, for if skiing was nothing more than a busitessit

% paul Hauk, “Arrowhead Supplement,” Ski Areas Cltogies, Paul Hauk Papers. Box 1. Western
History and Genealogy Department, Denver Publicdriyp Denver, Colorado.
* Glick, Powder Burn 55.
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completely lost its allure to many recreationalists, or worse, its aidityent€learly, such
realities never truly existed, but the perception of the ski industry beingtsametore

than a mere profit-making venture remained important to many people who both worked
in the industry and visited the numerous ski resorts around the world. Aron had little time
or interest in gaining locals’ approval. Immediately upon taking control of VA, he
revealed that the company would offer $75 million in the company’s stock on the New
York Stock Exchange in order to pay off VA’s remaining debts and to provide enough
capital to purchase other ski resorts in the state. “It gives us flexibilgiyoosing our

future financing mechanisms to fund growth,” Vail President Andy Daly told oot

the announcement of the company’s initial share price SffEne offering paved the

way for the newly created public company to acquire other ski resorts throughout
Colorado and the rest of the country, and to pay for the further expansion of Vail and
Beaver Creek.

VA did not wait long to make its next move after going public. In late July, VA, now
known as Vail Resorts Inc., announced a merger with St. Louis based Rolcorp Holdings
Inc., owners of Breckenridge, Keystone, and Arapahoe Basin ski resorts. Thedeal w
make Vail Resorts the largest ski resort owner in Colorado and one of the langesthi
America. The second most popular ski resort in the state, Breckenridgeiodled Vail
in skier visits, while Keystone ranked third in total skier days, attractindyriearillion
skier visits per year. Arapahoe Basin, on the other hand, accounted for only 241,435
skiers and snowboarders, a meager 2.1 percent of the market, during the 1995-96

seasorf’ Critics immediately noted that not only would the deal would give the new

% Alex Berenson, “Vail Resorts to Sell $75 Milliom Stock,” The Denver Postlune 7, 1996.
2 penny Parker, “Merger Announcement Stirs Blizzzfr@uestions, The Denver Postluly 28, 1996.
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corporation control of nearly 38 percent of the Colorado ski market, but that all five
resorts involved in the deal lay within a few hours’ drive of the Front Rangetiesfgc
cornering both the state’s local and destination skier markets. Concerns overgée me
stemmed from two seemingly contradictory fears. The first was the Watyhe merger
would lead to price gouging by Vail Resorts. The second was that Vail Resaoitts w
enjoy an unequal competitive advantage over other ski resorts in the regiambytioe
corporate giant a virtual monopoly.

Concerns over the consolidation of North America’s ski resorts stemmed from the
fear that the creation of megaresorts would squeeze out smaller maokest ©@perators
of smaller ski areas such as the diminutive Silver Creek, located just outsideuth&in
community of Granby, came to believe that the merger would threaten theyr @bili
remain competitive. Silver Creek’s CEO Steve Bromberg fearedf tfatliabsorbed all
three Ralcorp resorts and was able to sell a five-mountain ticket or seasoit pauld
cripple the small ski resort. Other resorts, including Silver Creek’s naidfbmter Park,
also feared the merger would change the industry’s economics. By controllinghaore
one-third of the market and undercutting season ticket prices, the new megaresort could
cause the collapse of several ski areas throughout the state. This not onlgéed 4 f
economic collapses in rural counties reliant on tourist dollars, but also the abandonment
of ski resorts on public lands. The merger, opponents argued, was effectively the
monopolization of the industry.

In the summer of 1996, The U.S. Justice Department and Colorado State Attorney
General’s office began a several-month-long investigation into the mpeyang critical

attention to the market share issue. Fearing a Justice Departmetimejéthe merger,
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Vail Resorts offered to donate Arapahoe Basin to the state. Justicerbemaofficials
refused the deal, believing it would set the bad precedent of allowing commagies t
large holdings as charity to the state and then write off the offering a=aampt gift>°
Furthermore, both the Justice Department and the state objected to the reelfger it
citing that it violated antitrust laws. With the merger in doubt, Vail Resorts stughbtl
Arapahoe Basin to make the deal more palatable for the Justice Depaifitheent
diminutive ski area quickly became the center of a contentious battle over theofuture
the Colorado ski industry, revealing the many concerns over the industry’s cansiolida
and its impacts on the state’s economy, politics, and environment.

After reviewing the specifics of the merger, Justice Department ddfiaggproved the
deal, but only if Vail Resorts divested itself of Arapahoe Basin by June. This stipula
satisfied Justice Department concerns that consumers would have adequatenby@ons
choosing where to ski, while at the same time allowing the market to detewsise c
Critics from both sides blasted the decision. Operators of small ski areas oel Front
Range skiers for their survival argued that the merger would threaten thyesuveival.
Others, including American Ski Company Chief Executive Les Otten, who heatlsec
lost a battle with the Justice Department over his company’s attemptuioesfogr ski
resorts in New England, argued that the federal government had no role itimgghka
ski industry at all. “I believe it's wrong for our government to spend taxpagaeym

trying to regulate industries that are totally discretionary and deal @dgtbation that can

% penny Parker, “Vail Resorts Offered State A-Badirstice Department Nixed Proposal De@ihe
Denver PostAugust 23, 1996.

232

www.manaraa.com



be replaced with other recreation,” Otten told reporters following the anrmoentef
the Vail Resorts-Rolcorp mergér.

Despite such protests, the Justice Department maintained their decision. Denver
officials immediately decried the decision. “These people must be smokiregglsngy”
Denver City Attorney Daniel Muse told reporters. “They're suggestinghtgatsin is
competitive, in terms of the type of skiing and amenities—with Beaver Cregék, Va
Breckenridge and Keystone. Arapahoe Basin is a spartan, macho skiing envirghenent
access is terrible and it has no amenitiéduse had a point. Located on Loveland Pass,
Arapahoe Basin was the smallest of the three Rolcorp ski areas, and also bacshe f
amenities beyond a small ski lodge and a handful of ski lifts. On the other hand, Keystone
and Breckenridge lay near the towns of Frisco and Dillon and offered the pdi@ntial
significant real estate development at their base. In fact, Vail Rdsattalready made a
deal with ski giant Intrawest to build a resort village at the base of Keysteakefate,
not ski numbers, seemed to be the true heart of the deal.

The merger stirred a blizzard of questions by Front Range skiers who wanted to know
what the merger would mean to their wallet. Vail president Daily allayeat Range
skiers’ fears over lift ticket price increases by announcing that the cgmmarnd offer a
discount card that allowed skiers to save on the cost of day lift tickets to all tive of
company’s mountains, and with the continuation of the popular Summit Pass season
ticket, which allowed its holders to ski at the four resorts in Summit County. Suah a pl
was nothing new. Several ski resorts along the Interstate 70 corridor had longalsed s

discounts to attract Front Range skiers, who historically made up 30 percent ofetlse sta

31 penny Parker, “Inside Vail's Merger Market ShaesiE Concern, The Denver Posflanuary 12, 1997.
32 penny Parker, “Vail Deal Challenged Again DenvemNHopes to Convince Judgé;he Denver Post
July 26, 1997.
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ski market. Resorts along the Interstate 70 corridor, especially those in Samdmi
Grand counties, enjoyed a much larger percentage of Front Range business. An internal
marketing survey in 1986 reported that more than half of all Winter Park’s sibited
in Colorado, the majority along Front Rarfjd&Resorts farther from the Denver
metropolitan area, such as Steamboat, received far fewer day visitors| Ipvhiktdted to
Front Range skiers and snowboarders in hopes of boosting sales. The industry primarily
targeted destination visitors who spent more money on lodging, food, rentals, and
entertainment than day visitors. Even without Arapahoe Basin, Vail Resorts would
control 35 percent of the Colorado ski market. Vail allayed Front Range skiersresnc
that the new mega—ski company would raise lift ticket prices by announcingetten
of a new season pass which would allow its holders access to all five of Vail'Resort
mountains.

In protest of the merger and its potential effects on the ski industry withiratiee st
the City and County of Denver, owner of Winter Park Ski Resort, filed a thirtegn-pa
opposition letter with the U.S. Department of Justice. City officials prebksetlistice
Department to nullify the deal citing their forecast that the mergerdacmst the city the
roughly $2 million in annual payments it received from the nonprofit Winter Park
Recreation Association (WPRA) that had managed Winter Park Ski Resort faythe c
since 1950. The $2 million came from a deal struck between the city and the ski resort in
1994, when then Denver Mayor Wellington Webb sought to solve a shortfall within the

city’s budget by brokering a deal in which the would make annual payments tbythe ci

33 Colorado Ski Country USA, in conjunction with tBelorado Association of Ski Towns and Public
Service Company of Coloraddhe Colorado Ski Industry, 199Denver: Browne, Bortz and Coddington
Inc., 1991), 3; Winter Park Marketing Survey, 198886. Winter Park Resort Marketing Department,
Winter Park Resort, Colorado. Colorado Ski CouttBA reported that of the 9.8 millions skier days
during 1991, 30 percent were made by “day visitas)ocal and regional skiers.
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based on a formula of skier days, overall sales, and capital improvements. Agaalcit

run by a nonprofit organization, Winter Park had long been embroiled in battles over its
revenues. In 1987, the ski resort won a lawsuit brought by Grand County, home to the
resort, over its tax-free status. Grand County officials had argued that tesakihad
drifted so far from the city of Denver that it could no longer be considered a pagt of t
city. The county had hoped to gain $90,000 in annual taxes it estimated the ski resort did
not pay due to its status as a Denver city pafailing in court, many both within the
county and elsewhere in the state pressed for the sale of the ski resorvédeaquvner,

but following the painful public debacle over the delayed opening of the newly
constructed Denver International Airport, Webb refused to sell, citing that he did not
want to be remembered as the mayor who lost Winter P&wsides this political

hurdle, any potential sale of Winter Park would have involved the Alberg Club, which
still owned a large property between the Mary Jane and Winter Park baseraicag

any sale of the ski resort a “shotgun wedding from H&IEdr these reasons, Denver
refused to sell the ski area, and so faced the problem of competing with a corjamtate g
While the Justice Department sympathized with the city’s plight, thecggefused to

block the merger.

3 “WP Not Taxable: County Appeal of District Coure€lde Uncertain,Winter Park ManifestJanuary
29, 1987; “Winter Park Ski Area Estimated Actualig” Grand County Assayer’s Office. Thanks to
Stew Findley for providing this number.

% Though begun by former Denver Mayor Federico Peha, later became Secretary of the Department of
Transportation under President William Clinton, Beninternational Airport opened under Wellington
Webb'’s term as mayor. Cost overruns of Denver’s agport ballooned to more than $5.3 billion by its
opening in 1991. The city’s headaches continuedwthe new airport did not open on time due to the
failure of the airport’s automated baggage handdiygfem, causing Denver officials to temporarilgpen
Stapleton International Airport after all the fuumie had been moved to the new airport. See Paphgh
Dempsey, Andrew Goetz, and Joseph SzyliowiEnver International Airport: Lessons Learn@dew
York: McGraw Hill, 1997).

% penny Parker, “Filing by Denver Opposes Vail Rebterger,” The Denver Posipril 8, 1997; Medill
Barnes to Bruce Alexander and Cathy Reynolds, exxsWinter Park Advisory Committee, January 18,

1994, transcript of memo in author’s possession.
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In response to Denver'’s failure to stop the merger, Winter Park drasticatlyec
price of its season pass to $200 for the following season. The cut began a price war
among Colorado resorts. To many, even the most unenthusiastic skiers, the deal was
good to pass up. Season pass sales skyrocketed, soaring 68 percent over the prior winter
The heavily discounted season passes came at a moment of mounting criticitme over
affordability of skiing. Lift ticket prices had rise from an average of $32.78aqe
throughout the Rocky Mountain region in 1994 to $47.89 in 1998—a 46 percent increase
in just four years’ While consumers grumbled about the price hike, ski industry insiders
pointed out that actual profit dropped a net 10 percent during the samep@&induch
arguments failed to convince consumers. As the authors of the 1999 National Ski Areas
Association’s End of Season Survey explained, “[T] he ski industry has a reputation for
being expensive based in large part on advertised ticket prices, yet acesipaid by
the consumer are considerably lower than retail window priteé/hile many skiers
and snowboarders purchased regular lift tickets through discount distributors or in
package deals, the fact remained that consumers viewed skiing as too expessive bas
largely upon lift ticket prices. Other costs such as meals, rentals, lodguohg,
transportation also skyrocketed. Two-dollar Cokes and five-dollar hamburgekk/quic
became the standard in many ski resort cafeterias. Ski rentals folyadafour for a

week could be as expensive as five hundred dollars. Price increases reflectedrski

37 Kottke National End of Season Survey 1998/1@88ewood, CO: National Ski Areas Association,
1999), 27 Kottke National End of Season Survey 1994/188%ewood, CO: National Ski Areas
Association, 1995), 18. The National Ski Areas A&sation defines the Rocky Mountain region as the
states of Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Utah, Coloradm New Mexico. The region included only ninety-
three of the nation’s 520 ski resorts but represemighly 35 percent of the total number of skislay
nationwide.

3 To measure profits ski resorts rely on a formiédihg total revenues by total skier visits to raeee
yield: the greater the yield, the greater the profi

9 Kottke National End of Season Survey 1998/1899
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mounting operation costs, as ski resorts spent millions on capital improvements to
compete in an increasingly tight market where every dollar counted in maxgmizi
shareholders’ profits.

Even with increased revenues from improved season pass sales, Winter Park and
other resorts faced a tough battle in attracting the more lucrative tiestiviaitors. By
1999, it was very apparent that Winter Park would not be able to remain competitive with
megaresort conglomerates such as Vail Resorts. A decision needed to be made. Woul
Winter Park remain small and cater to a more weekend-orientated clte@raleould it
swing for the fences and build a base village to compete with the Valils in theyRdus
After months of hearings and closed-door meetings, the decision was made to develop a
village at the base of Winter Park. By this time, two massive buildings restiglbeen
constructed at the resort’s base area. But the City of Denver was not in anieconom
position or political mood to manage a resort. After failing to meet itsyypagiments to
the city for a second time the Winter Park needed help. Denver began looking for a
partner to manage the ski resort. After a yearlong search, cityatdffszlected resort
developer giant Intrawest to manage and develop a village at the base of REk{&r

The deal between the City of Denver and the Canadian resort developer was one of
the many acquisitions by Intrawest during the 1980s and 1990s. Begun as ateal esta
development firm in 1976, Intrawest purchased British Columbian Blackcomb Ski Resort
in 1984. By 1993, Intrawest was the largest ski resort owner in Canada, having purchased
the Tremblant Ski Resort in Quebec and Panorama Mountain in British Columbia. The

resort giant began looking outside of Canada and in 1996, when it purchased Copper

%0 Jason Blevins, “Intrawest Gains Leverage at DeAver Ski ResortDenver PosSeptember 2, 2002;
Kristi Arellano, “Denver Signs Deal for Intrawest ©perate Winter Park Ski AreelJenver Post
December 24, 2002.
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Mountain in Colorado. The same year, Intrawest merged Blackcomb with neighborin
Whistler Ski Resort, creating the largest ski resort in North Americanrspg 8,100
acres over two mountains. Along with Vail Resorts Inc., and the New England-base
American Ski Company, Intrawest became one of the “Big Three” ski resort
conglomerates in North America. The dominance of the Big Three demonstrated the
increasingly competitive nature of the ski industry in North America and ttkfoe
greater capital to build new facilities to attract visitors and ensure foitafies.

Using Vail as a model, growing numbers of North American ski resorts like Winte
Park began developing multi-million-dollar base villages. With hundreds of
condominiums, ski and snowboard rental shops, bars, and restaurants all within walking
distance of ski lifts, these postmodern visions of alpine villages offered lewneryt
visitors could want and more. While weekend condo and ski rentals provided millions in
revenue, the condominium sales also produced mountains of cash for resorts. Buyers
spent as much as $579,000 for 878-square-foot, two-bedroom slopeside condominiums in
Winter Park’s new villagé' Resorts quickly realized that selling slopeside condos for
$500,000 each was much more lucrative than selling lift tickets, even at $48 apiece. B
2000, it was difficult to find any ski resort in North America that did not already;, loave
was not in the process of developing, a base village complete with condominiums, coffee
shops, boutique restaurants, bars, spas, and ski rental shops. While such development
increased ski resorts’ revenues, it was still drawing visitors to the niowvtiare they
made their money. To attract more business, ski resorts needed to offer visimmmor

mountain facilities and especially more terrain.

“1«Zephyr Mountain Lodge Availability of Condominiws)i Sales Pamphlet. Intrawest Playground
Destinations Properties, Inc., December 11, 2006.
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The Fight over Category Il

In February 1994, Vail Ski Resort submitted a request to the Forest Service
requesting approval to develop the Two Elks Roadless Area as originally durline
1985 Master Plan. Lying south of Vail's China Bowl, the rolling Two Elks ardaded
mellow north-facing slopes covered in lodgepole pine and aspen trees. Its topagrdphy
northern exposure made it ideal for intermediate-level skiing, a fact that hacenot be
overlooked by the resort’s founders during the early 1960s. Much of the area had been
included in the ski resort’s original 1962 permit, with the rest added after the 1986
environmental review of the Vail Master Plan. Vail's 1994 request began antiva-a
half-year study by the Forest Service that resulted in the releaderaft&nvironmental
Impact Study (DEIS). Contained in two volumes, the Vail Category Il gveént
DEIS was an exhaustive study of the potential environmental, economic, and social
impacts of the proposed Category Il development. The Category Il pi6i®sed four
options, labeled Alternative A, B, C, and D. Alternative A proposed not developing the
Two Elks area at all. Alternative B offered the development of only the CRiuge
section of the area in order to protect wildlife habitat. The Forest Serpied&red
choice, known as Alternative C, was the development of all 885 acres of skiable terrain,
63 percent of which would be left “naturally open.” Only one road would be allowed into
the area to provide maintenance access for the top terminal of a high-spéed ski |
Alternative C also included the construction of two picnic decks, and two warming huts,

three bridges crossing the Two Elk Creek, and a fourth over a tributary. And lastly
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Alternate D proposed development of the area as outlined in the 1985 Master
Development Plaff

Released for public comment in November 1995, the DEIS immediately came under
attack by environmental groups, local municipalities, and even the Colorado Division of
Wildlife. The Forest Service held three public meetings pertaining to thesthement
and extended the comment period an extra thirty days to accommodate the hundreds of
interested parties who wanted to voice their opinion on the proposed expansion. The vast
majority of comments submitted to the Forest Service came from individuads tiaan
environmental organizations or government agencies. Of these, the majoetyroam
those voicing their opposition to the expansion. But, in the words of White River
National Forest Supervisor Martha Kettele, such comments often failed to provide
specific and practical concerns that fell within the scope of the DEIS. i§his
unfortunate, because the comments that were the most useful were thoseistich r
substantive concerns or questions about the contents of the Draft Supplement,” she wrote
in the Category Ill Record of Decisidh.

Public comments are an often-misunderstood component of the EIS process. Many
who voice their opinion on the management of public lands expect that their concerns
will be taken seriously, and expect that if popular opinion opposes a proposed action by
the government then it will be abandoned or at least modified to meet the majority’s
concerns. This is not the case. Rather, environmental impact statemenysemsued

compliance with the law. Mike Dombeck, former chief of the U.S. Forest Semaber

*2U.S. Forest Service, Final Environmental Impaet&nent Vail Category Il Ski Area Development:
White River National Forest, Holy Cross Ranger it Rocky Mountain Region, Volume I, U. S.
Department of Agriculture, August 1996, 2-15-2-17.

3 Record of Decision: Vail Category Il Ski Area D@opment, August 1997, White River National
Forest, Holy Cross Ranger District, Rocky Mountaeygion, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service, 12,
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President William Clinton and professor of Global Conservation at the Univefsity
Wisconsin at Stevens Point, points out that because of the way the environmental revie
process works agencies such as the U.S. Forest Service are not requisgdtacalticel
proposals based on the majority view. Often organizations that oppose an agency’s
decision will mobilize their members in a letter-writing campaign to seedmments
that fall outside the scope of the review, and typically fail to offer substaminems or
guestions regarding the draft EIS. However, many environmentalists argeedmg
the management of public lands the entire public should be heard, regardless of where
they live or their knowledge of the specific technical and scientific issuesdered by
the Forest Service and its fellow land management agencies. Land managemees agenci
argue that though allowing popular sentiment to decide land policy is democratic, it i
also unrealistic and would cause what is already a cumbersome and high$yezbnte
process to become even more mired in political fighting. “That is why we go tbstou
much,” stated Sierra Club legal director Pat Gallagher. In fact, the colertshaf true
means by which individuals and organizations to oppose, and even stop, proposed
projects on public lands. While public comments often reflect the divergent views on
public land development, they are not meant to empower citizens to affect public land
management policy but rather are compliance with federal law. Such was thatbase
the Forest Service’s decision on Category4ll.

Though the Forest Service viewed the vast majority of comments as outssdeplee

of the study, comments from the Colorado Department of Wildlife (CDOW), which

“4 Jennifer Anderson, “Is The Public Being Hearti®tderness Magazin@007—2008.
http://www.wilderness.org/library/magazine/2007/coamts.cfm. Also see Samuel HaBgauty, Health,
and Permanence: Environmental Politics in the UthiBtates, 1955-198Blew York: Cambridge
University Press, 1987), 281; Todd Wilkins@tience Under Siege: The Politicians’ War on Seegmd
the Truth(Boulder: Johnson Books, 1998), 196; Lynton K&tddwell, The National Environmental
Policy Act: An Agenda for the Futu(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1998), 2-2
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denounced the proposed expansion, carried more weight. The state agency attacked the
Forest Service’s scientific evidence, arguing that the Categoryddnsion would have
wide-ranging negative environmental impacts, particularly on the elGsimadian lynx.
In its forty-page review of the DEIS, CDOW biologists blasted the Fomsic®, stating
the draft lacked “citation of technical literature and supporting documentation for
contentions relating to impacts.” They also contended that the preparers of thetbcum
“not only failed to obtain past and ongoing studies but failed to contact wildlife
professionals that have years of field work” in the &r&DOW officials argued that the
DEIS contained conclusions which ignored years of observation and wildlifessaurdie
that the conclusions in the DEIS could not be accepted unless these were re-addressed in
a scientifically credible manner. Among these conclusions were thetiwidacman
development on wildlife habitat, specifically those of the area’s lynx and elk popglat
Relations between the Forest Service and the CDOW over Vail had long been
strained. The Forest Service had failed to include CDOW in making the 1985 Maste
Development Plan for Vail Ski Resort and the subsequent mitigation agreemetewith t
ski resort regarding future expansion projects. Prior the 1991 sale of VA, the two
agencies signed a memorandum of understanding in which they agreed to include each
other in decisions of mutual concern. The CDOW argued that the Forest Service ignored

the memorandum when, before the release of the Category Ill DEISd#ralfagency

“5 Colorado Department of Natural Resources, Colofigision of Wildlife Detailed Comments Vail
Category Il Ski Area Development Draft EIS, Jayu28, 1996, 1. In United States Forest ServicealFin
Environmental Impact Statement Vail Category Il 8kea Development: White River National Forest,
Holy Cross Ranger District, Rocky Mountain Regiwojume II, U.S. Department of Agriculture, August
1996, 3-11.
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informed the CDOWHat no such study would be comple®® The Forest Servic
responded that the DEIS provided “an adequate fatismd upon which to make ¢
informed decision regarding the Cat Ill propos*’ But CDOW had grave concerns o

the status of the lynx.

art

\

Phoobgraph 12 Canadian Lynx. Colorado Division of Wildlife

ik,

Roughly twice the size of a housecat, with largegpand heavy coats making thi
well suited for cold, mountainous climates, the &#an lynx became the symbol of 1
fight over the Category lll ¢pansion. Historically, the lynx’s range stretchlkrbtighout
much of North America, dipping as far south assbethern Colorado Rockies. That v
until 1973, when hunters trapped the last knowx iynColorado near Vail. “This pu

the lynx as considebdy more raresic] than, say, UFOs,” wrotBenver Pos columnist

“6 CDOW Response, Vail Category Il i Area Expansion Response to Comments on DraftrBnmiental
Impact Statement, August 1996. White River Natidf@lest, Holy Cross Ranger District, Rocky Mount
Region, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest 8axy2.

*"Record of Decision: Vail Catory Il Ski Area Development, August 1996. Whitev&i National
Forest, Holy Cross Ranger District, Rocky Mount&#ygion, U.S. Department of Agriculture, For
Service, 10.
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Al Knight in a December 1997 op-884CDOW district managers found lynx tracks in the
area in 1989, but no confirmed sightings of the enigmatic predator had occurred in more
than three decades when the Forest Service signed off on the Categopgridion.
However, two government biologists had independently sighted a cat in the daihare
year beforé?” The DEIS severely rankled many within the CDOW, which had already
listed the lynx as an endangered species within the state.

Forest Service and CDOW differed on whether the cat qualified as an endangere
species as outlined by the Endangered Species Act. After declining to plagextba |
the endangered species list in 1994 due to a lack of sufficient information on the cat, the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) reversed its decision two yearsdad listed the
lynx as a Species of ConcethWhile not the status many Category Ill opponents had
hoped for, the FWS’s decision gave environmentalists hope that the Forest Servite woul
change its mind on allowing the Category Ill to proceed. It did not. Arguingetivaltyhx
existed in Colorado, Forest Service officials declared that the area wastiamplde
habitat for the cat and that the ski resort’s development would cause no significant
impact®® The decision enraged environmental groups, which sued the agency over its
decision. Although the courts sided with the environmentalists and placed the lynx on the

endangered species list in 1997, the listing did not stop Vail's planned exp&nsion.

“8 Al Knight, “Missing Lynx: Vail Plan Eases Way f@pecies, The Denver PosDecember 14, 1997.
“9 Colorado Environmental Coalition, et al v. DombetR5 F.3d 1162, 1166 (10th Cir. 1999).

0 Robert Stewart, Regional Environmental Officet.twen Kroenke, January 11, 1996. In U.S. Forest
Service Final Environmental Impact Statement Vail Catggidk Ski Area Development: White River
National Forest, Holy Cross Ranger District, Rodkguntain Region, Volume IU.S. Department of
Agriculture, August 1996.

*1 Record of Decision: Vail Category Il Ski Area B@epment, August 1996, White River National
Forest, Holy Cross Ranger District, Rocky Mount&eygion, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service, 33.

2 Mark Derr, “Starvation Intrudes in a Bid to Satie Lynx,” New York Timeapril 27, 1997, F3; Keith
Kloor, “Lynx and Biologists try and Recover Aftelidastrous Start,Sciencevol. 282, July 16, 1999, 320-
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Fearing federal government intervention, as well as the possibility@hglaf the lynx
on the endangered species list, Colorado had reintroduced several lynx in the
southwestern corner of the state in 1997. Despite facing criticism over eistaof
many of the initially reintroduced 255cats, CDOW officials pressed forwildthe $1.4
million project, and by 2006, approximately two hundred lynx called Colorado home.
Lynx were not the only wildlife impacted by the expansion. In 1995, wildlife
biologists James Morrison, William de Vergie, William Alldredge, Eugéymme, and
William Andree released the findings of their seven-year study of twoeetlston the
Vail and Beaver Creek ski resorts. Beginning in 1988, Vail undertook the largest ski
resort expansion to date with the development of its back bowls. Adding 1,902 acres of
skiable terrain, the Tea Cup, China, and Siberia bowls more than doubled the resort’s
size. At the same time, Beaver Creek built the Trapper's Cabin lodge andcaapéani
overlooking Mud Springs. The study compared the number of elk on both resorts before
and after each development. Elk activity overall decreased 70 percent on \dailrigl|
the development of the back bowls, China Bowl, the most heavily impacted of the area,
saw elk use decrease 96 percent. And while elk use rebounded to 76 percent to
predevelopment numbers by 1992, it rebounded by only 44 percent in the China Bowl.
“Although our data indicate a linear increase in use after development,” wheed t
authors, “this increase in elk use may level off and never approach pre-development

conditions.®®

321, Colorado Division of Wildlife, “Lynx Overview,
http://wildlife.state.co.us/WildlifeSpecies/Specd€oncern/Mammals/Lynx/LynxOverview.htm

%3 James Morrison, et al., “The Effects of Ski Areqp&nsion on Elk, Wildlife Society Bulleti23 (1995):
481-89, 487,
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Elk migration and migration out of the back bowls began a ripple effect. Unable to
compete with the larger elk for food, deer moved farther down the mountains into the
valleys, which were being developed into condominiums, strip malls, and second homes.
Both deer and elk lost in this conflict between wildlife and development, often stéwving
death during the long winter months due to a lack adequate habitat. Making matters
worse, Interstate 70 bisected the Eagle River Valley, essentialgtlicay wildlife on one
side or the other of the high-speed four-lane highway. Deer and elk that attdmpt
cross the highway created immense dangers for both themselves and drivegsstBiol
estimated that in 1991, a heavy snow year, more than seven thousand deer were killed on
Colorado highways. That number has only increased as more automobiles traveled on the
nation’s rural highways and interstatés.

The segmentation of elk and deer habitat by highways and other developmett creat
another major dilemma. With less land to migrate through and forage on, both species of
ungulates experienced significant decreases in population. This issue of population
reduction became a major point of contention between the Forest Service and CDOW
over the federal agency’s interpretation of the Morrison report, which exarhiaed t
potential impact of the Category Ill expansion on the area’s elk population. tiéng

Morrison report, the Forest Service stated that “elk use returned to 76 percqmeof it

** Laura A. Romin and John A. Bissonette, “Deer: \¢&hiCollisions: Status of State Monitoring Actieisi
and Mitigation Efforts,"Wildlife Society Bulletir24, no. 2 (Summer 1996): 276-83, 278; M. P. HuijBe
McGowen, J. Fuller, A. Hardy, A. Kociolek, A. P.edenger, D. Smith, and R. Ament, “Wildlife-Vehicle
Collision Reduction Study,” Report to Congress..D8partment of Transportation, Federal Highway
Administration, Washington, D.C., August 2007; Hosv&ankratz, “Helping Wildlife Cross Road Plans
for Under- and Overpasses are Response to Sudyarimal-Vehicle Accidents,Denver PostFebruary 2,
2008. A study conducted by Montana State Univefsitghe Federal Highway Administration showed that
accidents between automobiles and wildlife doulbletiveen 1990 and 2004. Costs in vehicle damage,
injury (of both human and animal), and propertye®ds $15 million per year. The majority of fatal
accidents in Colorado involved deer and elk. Tagate this problem, the Colorado Department of
Transportation recently announced plans to cornis&rudgldlife bridge, that when completed will allosik,
deer, moose, mountain lion, and lynx to cross #téde 70 safely.
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development means within the 4 years following implementation of the China Bowl
development,” and thus elk activity in the Category Il area “should not be extagol

to expect full recovery™ In their comments on the draft EIS, CDOW biologists strongly
disagreed with the Forest Service’s conclusion, pointing out that the elk population in
China Bowl returned to only 44 percent of predevelopment levels. “We believe that the
elk studies completed on-site in the last ten years show that elk use hasectiess

than 50 percent of pre-disturbance levels since short-term human precedence that
included habitat alternation.” The Forest Service responded that it had incatgbeate
Morrison report into its final EIS and believed that certain design modificatitretplan
would minimize impacts on elk activity in the ar@a.he two agencies continued to

differ in opinion on the impact of the development on the local elk herds.

Prior to the Forest Service’s final decision, an article in the November 1996 issue of
Denver Westword Nevekew attention to the difficulties between the two agencies over
the Category lll expansion. When asked about the length of the state agency&iegha
forty-page critique of the DEIS, Bill Andree, Vail district wildlileanager for CDOW,
dryly answered, “That would indicate that we had some problems with it.” The imagaz
cited internal Division of Wildlife e-mails which questioned the science wittarFbrest
Service’s draft. In one particular case, CDOW wildlife management\aapeRick

Kahn wrote that the state agency believed that the Forest Service wasstusia

%5 Final Environmental Impact Statement Vail Categdirgki Area Development, August 1996, Volume
1, White River National Forest, Holy Cross Rangastifirt, Rocky Mountain Region, U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service, 4-73.

5 U.S. Forest Service, Final Environmental Impaet&nent Vail Category Il Ski Area Development:
White River National Forest, Holy Cross Ranger st Rocky Mountain Region, Volume I, U.S.
Department of Agriculture, August 1996, 3-56.
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‘contrived logic’ in their biological evaluatiorr” The CDOW submitted two alternative
plans that differed significantly from the Forest Service’s Proposadrily drastically
lowering the level of development through changing the alignment of trailssing or
eliminating development along both sides of Two Elks Creek, and reducing the size of
the ski area permit boundary to fit the only developed Hrea.

On August 16, 1996, White River Forest Supervisor Veto J. LaSalle signed off on the
Category lll expansion, justifying his decision by arguing that tiparsion would
“provide a great variety of terrain for various levels, and make moreegffiase of both
on-mountain and Town of Vail infrastructure during non-peak portions of the ski
season Critics of the Forest Service’s decision on Category IlI, such aeform
Colorado Environmental Coalition director Rocky Smith, argued that the Record of
Decision (ROD) demonstrated the incestuous relationship between the Fores &&d
the ski industry® Not unlike criticisms of the agency’s collusion with the timber industry
by environmental organizations such as the Sierra Club and EarthFirst!, mhaysafie
organizations pointed to the favorable Category Ill decision as proof that thé Fores
Service was working hand-in-hand with the ski industry to develop public lands for
commercial use. Why should the Forest Service, an agency that protected puhlic lands
help develop them? The answer was simple. In order to follow the multiple-use policy

mandated by the Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act of 1960, the Forest Seruice ofte

> Tony Perez-Giese, “The Missing Lynpenver Westword NewBlovember 6, 1996.

8 U.S. Forest Service, Final Environmental Impaet&nent Vail Category |1l Ski Area Development:
White River National Forest, Holy Cross Ranger st Rocky Mountain Region, Volume II, U.S.
Department of Agriculture, August 1996, 3—11.

9 Record of Decision: Vail Category Il Ski Area B@opment, August 1996, White River National

Forest, Holy Cross Ranger District, Rocky Mount&egion, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service.
% Interview with Rocky Smith, April 8, 2008.
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supported the development of ski resorts, often pointing to the more than 50 million
visitors to the nation’s ski resorts located on national forest lands as proofwhat it
providing the greatest good to the greatest number. Many in the ForeseSeguied
that ski resorts provided an essential recreational use and impacted less {tearthooe
one percent of all national forest lands.

While such arguments hold some truth, the relationship between the Forest Service
and the ski industry has been troublesome. As historian Paul Hirt noted, “[W]here public
lands and resources are concerned, the federal government has joined inhgarkmdrs
private corporations to convert forests into capital to sustain the accumulatioalthf we
for organized business interests under the assumption that national gredtrerebys
preserved and the public welfare advandgd:hough Hirt speaks of the timber industry,
the Forest Service has long cooperated with other industries including gramingy,
and recreation to develop public lands for private gain. Forest Service offittedssee
it as their job to ensure that ski resorts remain open to serve public demands—demands
the Forest Service is required to meet under its multiple use philosophy. Hptheve
Forest Service does not have the money or the manpower to develop and maintain the
number of ski areas needed to meet public demand. To solve this problem, the agency
relies on private interests to develop and run the hundreds of ski areas on natiosal forest
across the country. This public-private relationship appears as a simpleiciedteff
solution to the problem of meeting public demands for recreation. But the consolidation
of the ski industry during the 1990s changed this relationship by forcing ski resoms int

continuous state of expansion in order to remain competitive. While the Forest Service

®1 paul Hirt,A Conspiracy of Optimism: Management of the NatiGitaests since World War Two
(Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1994), xo0axvi.
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remained true to its mandate, the ski industry changed. By the mid-1990s, the Colorado
ski industry had grown into a multi-billion-dollar industry. Investor demands ionmnee
revenues forced resorts to invest not only in real estate development in addaon t
mountain facilities in order to attract more customers. The Forest Sergiveted such
development. Vail Ski Resort’s original 1962 permit had included both the Category II
and Category Ill expansions, as had the 1986 Master Plan. The approval of theyCategor
[l expansion was wholly consistent with Forest Service’s history of prowgpotitdoor
recreation and the development of ski resorts. Environmental groups had often attacked
Forest Service policies that promoted the development of recreationaigs@h public
lands, believing that corporate profits had trumped wildlife protection. To many
environmental groups, Category lll was just a continuation of the Forest&ervi
kowtowing to the demands of ski resorts to add to resorts’ bottom lines.

Believing that the Forest Service had failed to properly analyze theoemental
impacts, especially those on the lynx’s habitat, of the proposed expansion, a coalition of
environmental organizations filed suit in federal court in June 1998. Rocky Smith,
spokesman for co-plaintiff Colorado Environmental Coalition, told reporters, ‘ftisee
like the Forest Service was just an agent for Vail in this case, and thd{srgeening.
We're hoping to cause a re-evaluation and eventually convince the Fergse3hat
this project is not in the public intere§€0On October 14, the United States 10th Circuit
Court denied the injunction, giving Vail the green light to begin construction. Fige day
later, William Rogers set fire to three buildings and four ski lifts on top dfSkai

Resort.

%2 Jim Hughes, “Vail Expansion Challenged Conserva@oalition Files Suit against Forest ServicEje
Denver PostJune 12, 1998.
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Following the arsons, Rogers and his accomplice Chelsea Gerlach masethe
Denver. There, Gerlach sent an e-mail taking credit for the fires. Tleel eead:
On behalf of the lynx, five buildings and four ski lifts at Vail were reduced to
ashes on the night of Sunday, October 18th. Vail, Inc. is already the largest ski
operation in the North America and now wants to expand even further. The 12
miles of roads and 885 acres of clearcuts will ruin the last, best lynx habitat in
the state. Putting profits ahead of Colorado’s wildlife will not be tolerated.
This action is just a warning. We will be back if this greedy corporation
continues to trespass into wild and unroaded areas. For your safety and
convenience we strongly advise skiers to choose other destinations until Valil
cancels its inexcusable plans for expansion.

- Earth Liberation Front (ELES

After sending the e-mail and attending to Rogers’s injured Achilles terfuotwo
quickly disappeared. Authorities spent the next six years investigating thers@ms, as
well as a series of fires and other acts claimed by an ELF cell knowrad=amily.”
Finally, in 2004, Gerlach and Rogers were arrested. Their arrest, along with those of
other ELF and sister organization Animal Liberation Front members, markeddiot e
one of the most notorious groups of “eco-terrorists” in American history. The Vail
Arsons brought national attention to the controversy surrounding Vail's proposed
expansion, and reignited a larger debate over radical environmentalism anddhe use
direct action to halt development. Prior to the rise of the Earth Liberation Rrth# i
early 1990s, groups such as Earth First! promoted the use of “monkeywrenching,” or
civil disobedience. Always highly controversial, the use of such tactics raispbfile,

and thus the issues, of those who used it, but also made them targets of law enforcement.

83 Leslie James PickerinGhe Earth Liberation Front, 1997—20QRortland: Arissa Media Group, 2007),
13.
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Two days after the news of the Vail Arsons broke, the ELF's unofficial spokesma
Craig Rosebraugh received Gerlach’s anonymous e-mail claimipgns&bility for the
fires. “When | opened it, my jaw dropped,” recalled Rosebraugh. He had heard about the
fires a few days earlier, but had not believed that they were in any way temhnat
the ELF. “Without any further hesitation | began writing a press releasprapared to
send out the message across the United Stit@&h& Vail Arsons, and the nation’s
reaction to them, would shape both Rosebraugh’s life and the ELF for the next iGur yea
As the spokesman for the radical group, the young Portland environmental aotivist a
vegan bakery owner became, in the wordS@iv York Times Magazintne face of eco-
terrorism®

Rosebraugh denied being a member of either the ELF or the ALF, but argued in
countless newspapers and magazines interviews, incllidmgand60 Minutes and
even twice before Congress, that faced with unbridled destruction of the environment by
economic forces there was little choice other than such radical actions. &séhefc
Vail, “[tlhe sheer size and power of the Vail Corporation seemed to renderregtigd
ineffectual; a ‘by any means necessary’ approach appeared to be theidest®6jguch
an extremist position came from a sense of disenchantment within environnmeunps g
of the slow pace of environmental progress and a belief that change must occur
immediately in order to save the planet. To radicals such as Williams andiGénka
expansion of Vail provided a perfect example of the failure of mainstreansefidralt

the commercial exploitation of nature. Having concluded that there was no other

% Craig RosebraugBurning Rage of a Dying Planet: Speaking for tizet Liberation Front(New

York: Lantern Books, 2004), 60.

% Robert Sullivan, "The Face of Eco-Terrorismtie New York Times Magazifi@cember 20, 1998, 46-
49.

®® pid., 70.
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alternative, Rogers and Gerlach decided to burmdasvmuch of the resort as tt

could®’

Photograph 14Blue Sky Basin. Photograph courtesy of Vail Restts

Radical Environmentalis and the Vail Arsons
The use of vandalism and sabotage to draw attetdgienvironmental issues begar
the late 1960s with small groups of individuals segaddown billboards, filling sewac
outlets with concrete, and destroying heavy equigniEhese were the actions of .
Phillips, a.k.a. The Fox, who for thirty years ftmighe polluting of the Fox River i
lllinois by cementing sewage drains and other atteandalism; the Black Mesa Defer
Fund, whose vandalism of equipment helped drawntidie to the mining on thelack

Mesa in southern Utah; and the mysterious Phantdro,inspired Edward Abbey’s 19°

57 Funk, “Firestarter,” 105.
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novel, The Monkeywrench Gantn Abbey’s novel a small band of saboteurs led by ex-
special forces demolitions expert George Washington Hayduke traveled throdnghout t
American Southwest wreaking havoc on billboards, coal trains, and bulldozers, before
their capture by Utah law enforcement. Abbey’s novel introduced the term
monkeywrenching, or the use of sabotage to stop development, into the popular
vernacular. Advocates of tactics such as pulling up survey stakes or spikingithrees

nails to stop their harvest, argued that monkeywrenching, or ecodefense, was nothing
more than a form of civil disobedience necessary to halt what they deem the continued
destruction of the environment. In the introductioficobdefence: A Field Guide to
Monkeywrenchingco-editor David Foreman explained that monkeywrenching was
nonviolent. “It is never directed at human beings or other forms of life. Itniscaat
inanimate machines and tools that are destroyingff€fitics contended that by
sabotaging the machines and tools, monkeywrenchers targeted the very livelihood of
those who ran the machines, an emotional point in rural regions where such jobs provided
the best pay and was the traditional basis of the local economy. For a number of
environmental activists who feel increasingly disenfranchised and posvesle®p what
they saw as the creeping environmental destruction of the planet, monkeywremaging

a justifiable means to an end. The more notorious (or most famous, depending on your
point of view) group to embrace the use of sabotage was the highly controversall radi

environmental group Earth Fir&t!

% Forman and Haywoodcodefencel9.
% Much has been written on radical environmentaliant} whether it deserves the title “eco-terrorism.”

Federal authorities contend that groups such aBahth Liberation Front posse the single greatest
domestic terrorist threat in the United States. Wamvironmentalists condemn the use of violence, bu
argue that the government’s labeling such groupgesrorists stretch the bounds of creditability. the
discussion on eco-terror and radical environmesrtglisee: Christopher Man&reen Rage: Radical
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In January 1979, David Foreman sat down in his Washington, D.C. office to reflect
on the environmental movement’s latest defeat. That morning, the U.S. Forese Servi
released its findings of the second Roadless Area Review and Evaluation, more
commonly known by its acronym RARE Il. After conducting a two-year stindy, t
agency recommended 15 million acres of roadless and undeveloped land within national
forests for wilderness designation, far less acreage than conservationsyrops the
Wilderness Society, for whom Foreman was the issues coordinator, had argued as
reasonable. Mainstream conservation groups such as the Wilderness &utigigrra
Club sought the consideration of roughly 80 million of the 190 million acres of national
forest. Instead, the Forest Service had considered only 62 million acréisaPoli
pressures from western states, as well as ranching, mining, timber, ane progerty
advocates had won the day. Pressured by timber and grazing interests, thSdforest
agreed to assess only the roadless areas that ranked high on the Fore& Service
wilderness attribute ratings system which ranked the wilderness potenéiatisfbased
on an ambiguous set of attributes weighted heavily in favor of commodity isterest
Disillusioned, Foreman wondered what had gone wrong. “We had been factual, rational
We had provided more—and better—serious public comment. But we had lost, and now

we were worried that some local wilderness group might go off the reseraad sue

Environmentalism and the Unmaking of Civilizat{@woston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1990); David
ForemanConfessions of a Eco-WarrigNew York: Harmony Books, 1991¢arolyn MerchantRadical
Ecology: The Search for a Livable Woflew York: Routledge, 1992); Martin W. LewiSreen
Delusions: An Environmentalist Critique of Radi€alvironmentalisniDurham: Duke University Press,
1992); Derek WallEarth First! and the Anti-Roads Movement: Radical/EEonmentalism and
Comparative Social Movemerftsew York: Routledge, 1999); Craig Rosebraughrning Rage of a
Dying Planet: Speaking for the Earth Liberation RtgNew York: Lantern Books, 2004); Rik Scarce,
Eco-Warriors: Understanding the Radical Environnatlovement?™ ed. (Walnut Creek: CA: Left
Coast Press Inc., 2006); Donald R. LiddiEkp-Terrorism: Radical Environmental and Animal &iltion
MovementgWestport: Praeger, 2006).
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the Forest Service under the clearly inadequate environmental impaoctestafor

RARE I1.”"° Many environmental organizations feared such a lawsuit would increase the
already significant political backlash against wilderness. Foremdlog/fenvironmental
activist Howie Wolke was more succinct in his feelings about the RARE Bidaci'We

played the game, played by the rules. We were moderate, reasonable, prafedée

had data, statistics, maps, graphs. And we got fuckedisillusioned by the Forest

Service’s release of its RARE Il report and the ineffectiveness ofstneam

environmental organizations Foreman, Wolke, and a handful of fellow activistsdlecide
that a more aggressive organization was needed to oppose the continued development of
public lands throughout the American West.

In the summer of 1980, a group of activists, including Foreman, symbolically cracked
the Glen Canyon Dam by rolling an enormous swath of black plastic sheeting down the
face of the dam while Edward Abbey addressed an audience from the back of a pickup
truck in the visitors’ center parking lot. Earth First! was born. Using glaetiikater and
vandalism, the group quickly became known for its radical rhetoric and controversial
tactics, including filling crank cases of heavy equipment with sand, pulling susless
spiking trees, and blocking roads in order to stop logging equipment. Such tactas led t
members being labeled as terrorists by rightist thinkers, and grepgaed Earth
First!’s popularity. By the end of the 1980s, there were Earth First! chaptirs United
States, Great Britain, Canada, much of Europe, and several African and Asiaresountri
Earth First!’s annual rendezvous attracted thousands of environmental activists,

concerned citizens, ranchers, and federal employees. In 1990, Earth Fiostiisgg

" David ForemanConfessions of an Eco-Warri¢Kew York: Harmony Books, 1991), 13.
" Interview with Howie Wolke, in Rik ScarcEco-Warriors 24.
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notoriety finally gained the attention of the federal government. Afterexalemonth
investigation, the FBI arrested Foreman and four other Earth First! m&efobeutting
several support bolts off a ski lift tower at the Snowbowl! Ski Resort near Ffagsta
Arizona, and the attempting to down a transmission tower near the Palo Verde Nuclear
Generation Station. Although Foreman had not been involved in either action, the
government argued that he had been an accomplice in planning the Palo Verde incident.
The court later reduced Foreman'’s charges to a single misdemeanor and fi$bGim
The arrest of Foreman and the other members of Earth First!, along wittiethngpted
murder of Earth First! activists Judi Bari and Darryl Cherney, led torgehia Earth
First!’s radical tactics. The organization began to question its use of mormtahing
and slowly became mainstream. Foreman eventually cut his ties with the group and
founded the Rewilding Institute, an organization that calls for the reintroduction of
predators into the wil&

Disgruntled with Earth Firstl’s move toward the mainstream and away fremse
of monkeywrenching, a small band split off from the British arm of Earth! frg©93.
Calling itself the Earth Liberation Front, an allusion to its relationship théhradical
animal rights group the Animal Liberation Front, the ELF made its way tonited
States sometime in the late 1990s. Instead of focusing on wilderness asifStriiaé

during the 1980s, members of the ELF became more concerned with the impacts of

"2 The story of Earth First! is chronicled in sevesairks, most notably: Susan Zakigyotes and Town
Dogs: Earth First! and the Environmental MoveméNew York: Penguin Books, 1993); Derek Wall,
Earth First! and the Anti-Roads Movement: RadicalEonmentalism and Comparative Social
MovementgNew York: Routledge, 1999); Martha Ldearth First!: Environmental Apocalypg&yracuse,
NY: Syracuse University Press, 1995); Foren@anfessions of an Eco-Warridn 1990, prominent Earth
First! activist Judi Bari and Darryl Cherney sumtva pipe bomb exploding under the car traveling &
rally. The FBI arrested both for transporting tleerid for use in a terrorist act, a charge laterviimrout of
court after Bari’s death in 1997. On the life aodhttoversial arrest of Judi Bari, see Judi Baimber
Wars(Monroe, ME: Common Courage Press, 1994).
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global capitalism on the environment, and called for more aggressive action. A articl
announcing the emergence of the ELF published in the Earth First! Journal proclaimed
the clandestine group’s new creed: “There’s a philosophical jump betweeg see
violence as the last step to what we see should be the first. It is the only optiaist the fi
option.” Members were going to use violent, aggressive, and direct action to stop what
they considered the raping of the plaffet.

“When | saw that political and economic systems themselves were the problem,
working within these systems began to feel not only ineffective but almost uh&thica
explained Gerlach about her reasons for joining first Earth First! andHat&LF’* In
many ways both the ELF and Earth First! reflected the changing landscape of
environmental politics at the end of the twentieth century. Wilderness had long been the
principal goal of environmental organizations such as the Wilderness Societieaad S
Club as early as the 1920s and 1930s. The passage of the Wilderness Act in 1964 began a
decades-long struggle over the designation of any public lands as wild&uetse
growing disillusionment over the effects of globalization along with an embfagreen
consumerism and concerns over global climate change during the 1990s marked an
important generational shift within the environmental movement. Wildernessneain
an important concern of environmentalists, but so too were issues such as globagwarm
and environmental justice. Members of the ELF identified the commercial extjgoibf

nature as the root of the world's environmental problems. Faced with an ingiseasin

3“E.L.F. Earth Liberation Front Ignites BritainEarth First! The Radical Environmental Journ@abon,
1993); Los Angeles Office to Counterterrorism, ‘fic@ism Enterprise Investigation,” Federal Bureau of
Investigation, December 4, 2003.

" Funk, “Firestarter,” 104.
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homogenized global economy, many environmental activists called for a change in
politics that would be more inclusive of both poorer nations and the environment. Groups
such as the ELF were part of a larger protest against the global market hedffests

on people, the environment, and the pldnet.

After six years, the FBI had made little headway on the Vail Arson casmdgthat
period, ELF members claimed responsibility for a string of arsons abe¥gdst.
Frustrated by its inability to capture the culprits of these crimes, laasube increasing
brazenness of the arsons, in 2004 the FBI merged seven separate investigations into
alleged actions by the ELF. Designated Operation Backfire, the widergangi
investigation targeted a group known as “The Family.” With no centralized lbgulers
the ELF is organized into autonomous cells composed of individuals in order to reduce
the risk of infiltration by law enforcement and ensure the survival of theeentir
organization if any member or cell was captured. According to an ELF presserele
anyone could join the ELF by simply creating his or her own cell and takimgathe
FBI charged that members of The Family, the ELF cell that Williams andchevere

members, were responsible for $40 million in damages over a five-year span, including

5 Beginning in the mid-1990s, increasing numbersrofironmental thinkers began to link globalization
with environmental degradation. In the introductafrthe 1996 anthologyhe Case Against the Global
Economy and For a Turn Toward the Loedlitor and environmental activist Jerry Mander achthat
globalization has lead to the near break down efttural world, "as evidenced by such symptoms as
global climate change, ozone depletion, massiveispdoss, and near maximum levels of air, soif, an
water pollution.” Journalist and globalization cHeader Thomas Friedman concedes globalizationesaus
such environmental problems, writing “The more setved the system of globalization at work, theanor
obvious it was that is had unleashed forest-crgsfarces of development and Disney-round-the-clock
homogenization, which, if left unchecked, had tbéeptial to destroy the environment and uprooturak
at a pace never before seen in human history.’bHasts have yet to began to examine the implicatifn
the globalization at the end of the twentieth centthough global studies such as David Igler'sigssid
coming bookDiseased Goodsffers a model for future studies. Jerry Mand€acing the Rising Tide," in
Jerry Mander and Edward Goldsmith, edshe Case Against the Global Economy and For a Tiawward
the Local(San Francisco: Sierra Club Books, 1996), 3-19;m&® FriedmanThe Lexus and the Olive
Tree: Understanding Globalizatio® ed. (New York: Anchor Books, 2000), 23; David IgléDiseased
Goods: Global Exchanges in the Eastern PacificrBdsi70-1850,American Historical RevieJune
2004), 693- 719.
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the Vail Arsons. Among the first members of the Family arrested bynvBstigators

was William Rogers. Captured on December 16, 2005, Rogers was found dead in his
holding cell six days later, an apparent case of suicide. Described as a kind and gentle
man who worked tirelessly on environmental and social justice issues, Rogers was the
ringleader of The Family, and had actively recruited many of its menAersgy with
Rogers, the FBI indicted four other members of the ELF cell, including ¢heaitad her
boyfriend Stanislaus Meyerhoff, Josephine Overaker, and Rebecca Rubin. Acoording t
the FBI, all seven had conspired in the planning of the Vail Arson, and Meyerhoff and
Rubin had helped Rogers and Gerlach purchase the materials and build the timers for the
fire bombs used to set fire to eight buildings at Vail Ski Resort. The five split aptqri

the arson when Overaker, Rubin, and Meyerhoff disagreed that the fires wereepossibl
leaving Gerlach and Rogers to complete the crime by themselves. Aftdraad

refusing to cooperate with authorities, Gerlach finally began to talk and agrepteto a
bargain. Meyerhoff was convicted in the conspiracy to set the Vail Arsons and was
sentenced to thirteen years in prison. Overaker and Rubin remain at large aBt the F
believes both live somewhere outside the United Sftes.

Eco-terrorismis a highly problematic term. Coined in the 1980s by Wise Use
Movement founder Ron Arnold, eco-terrorism originally meant to portray the actions of
all environmental activists as subversive. By the late 1990s, the term took on a more
sinister definition as ELF and ALF activists began using arson as a tadtis.
testimony before a congressional hearing committee on terrorism,dfBégic

Terrorism Chief James Jarboe defined environmental terrorism as “the ussateribd

" Valerie Richardson, “Four Indicted in Vail Ecotetism,” Washington Timedvay 5, 2006; Federal
Bureau of Investigation, “Four People Indicted ®deral Grand Jury in Denver for 1998 Vail Arson
Fires,” Press Release, May 19, 2006.
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use of violence of a criminal nature against innocent victims or property by an
environmentally-oriented, subnational group for environmental-political reasons, or
aimed at an audience beyond the target, often of a symbolic n&tTi@the FBI and
other law enforcement agencies, the meteoric rise of environmental sathatmgethe
1990s posed a clear and present danger. With the escalation in attacks, it is jtest a mat
of time until the first causality occurs. “Terrorism is terrorism, na@nathat the
motive,” stated FBI director Robert Mueller in a 2006 press conference announcing the
indictment of eleven people for conspiracy involving seventeen attacks, including the
Vail Arsons’®

Proponents of the ELF’s tactics, disagreeBlmning Rage of a Dying Planetraig
Rosebraugh writes, “This label (terrorism) was not used within the envirdaime
movement itself, but rather by mainstream media, law enforcement, andgditiwho
were acting deliberately to reduce public support and increase public condemnation of
such acts.” Those accused of eco-terrorism have long refuted the labeling of their
actions as terrorism. One of those indicted in 2006, Gerlach contended that lalreling he
actions as terrorism “is stretching the bounds of creditabfiftteferring the term
economic sabotag&LF proponents contended that their actions were justified and that
both the ELF and ALF go to tremendous lengths to ensure that no lives are put into

harm’s way. Not one of the arsons claimed by the ELF or ALF has caused the loss of

" Testimony of James F. Jarboe, Domestic Terrorisati@ Chief, Counterterrorism Division, FBI,
before the House Resources Committee, Subcommitté®rests and Forest Health. “The Threat of Eco-
Terrorism,” February 12, 2002.

8 Matt Rasmussen, “Green Rag€tion Magazine January/February, 2007
http://www.orionmagazine.org/index.php/articlestdes/6/, accessed May 19, 2007.

9 RosebraughA Burning Rage236.

® Funk, “Firestarter,” 104.
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human life. In contrast, the FBI fails to label crimes such as the bombing obaborti
clinics by anti-abortion extremists, which have left at least six people oead1993, as
terrorism. Such disparity led many environmentalists and others observerstiorgtres
terrorism label ascribed to the EEE.

Labeling groups such as the ELF as terrorist organizations has been whaklyerdns
with law enforcement efforts of the past half-century. In 1956, the FBI begatirigrge
groups the federal government considered politically, socially, and ecorigmica
subversive. Codenamed COINTELPRO, the fifteen-year FBI investigaiied at
groups as diverse as the Weather Underground, Ku Klux Klan, and the Southern
Christian Leadership Conference. The federal investigation continued @nti] when
documents related to the program were leaked to the public after their thefnffeh a
office in Media, Pennsylvania by a group calling itself the Commission to igatsthe
FBI. Public outcry led to a congressional investigation of the FBI and the cli@mg of
the program. The specter of COINTELPRO arose again in the late 1980s when the FBI's
two-year investigation of Earth First! led to the arrest of several msmbée
organization. Dave Foreman still contends that the investigation and hisnaregiart
of a massive suppression effort of environmental groups by a government alied wit
business interests that wish to continue to exploit the nation’s natural resatifeesost
of ecological diversity. Rosebraugh and others make similar argumentsfabdout t
targeting of the ELF and ALF. In a 2002 interview, Leslie James Pickarguwged that
the ELF and equivalent groups were part of a larger social justice movemente“We’
seen throughout history several examples of successful social justice embs'eamd

every one I've been able to study had an element of radical direct action, @&conom

81 Hal Bernton, “Is Ecosabotage Terrorisngattle TimesMay 7, 2006.
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sabotage and property destruction td4tPickering drew similarities between the Boston
Tea Party and the Vail Arsons, and stated the suppression of the environmental

movement was little more than the self-protection of an inherently flaweehsys

Conclusion

The Vail Arsons intensified the debate among environmentalists, politicians, land
managers, and law enforcement regarding the use of direct action to halt dem¢lopme
detrimental to the environment. But in the case of Valil, it was the arsons which proved to
detrimental in halting the construction of Category Ill expansion. The sprawling s
resort transformed from greedy corporation to tragic victim overnightré&mwiental
organizations quickly tried to distance themselves from the ELF, but the damage was
done. Interviewed immediately following the arsons, executive director ofdloeado
Wildlife Federation Diane Gansauer forecast that the fires woul&€ntdarder
ultimately to protect endangered wildlife, because people begin to associattipgot
wildlife with extremism.®® Rocky Smith agreed, stating that the ELF’s actions hurt the
local environmental organizations’ fight against the Category Il expangiamaking
the ski resort a victim rather than a culprit in the destruction of criticaldtaBy using
violence, the ELF lost the moral higher ground in the debate over the protection of the
environment. But advocates of direct action contended that moral arguments aftén fail
to halt environmentally destructive behaviors and that the use of tactics sarsbrass

justified in stopping the destruction of the environment.

82 Leslie James PickerinGhe Earth Liberation Front215.
8 Allen Best, “Vail Fire Outrages Communitytfigh Country NewsNovember 9, 1998.
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Such absolutist views came from a growing disillusionment over the progress of
mainstream environmental organizations and the perceived failure of government
agencies to protect the environment. “I believe that when it has been shown that more
traditional means of social change are not being successful, in the senteadfdolaws
and legislation, then it is time to take things step further, and the Earthtlobefeont is
taking things a step further,” Rosebraugh explained to CBS correspondent Sitve Kr
during an interview for the television news prog@®Minutes™ Lost in the din caused
by the arsons and their aftermath, the appeal of the Category |l dedisidyn made its
way to the United States 10th Circuit Court of Appeals. In August 1999, nearly a yea
after the arsons, the court rejected the appeal, ending any hopes environts i lof
stopping Vail’'s expansion. A brief civil disobedience protest stopped heavy equipment
from entering the Two Elks area, but even that failed to attract the lev&doti@n
environmentalists needed to stop Categor§’IRosebraugh pointed to a quote by local
Sierra Club representative Kevin KnappmillelOntside Magazinéllowing the 1998
10th Circuit Court’s decision allowing the Category Il expansion to go farasamproof
of the ineffectiveness of mainstream environmental organizations: “¢ gliaisl am a
fundamentally legalistic kind of person who believes in the country and the laws it is
based on. For whatever reason Vail won this one. They went through the process, jumped
the hurdles, and won. That's that. You play the game, and if you lose, you have to accept

it, | guess all we can do is hope that the skiing will be g86d.”

8 Steve Kroft, “Look at Domestic Terrorist ThredtetEarth Liberation Front80 MinutesJanuary 14,
2001.
8 Colorado Environmental Coalition, et al v. DombgtR5 F.3d 1162, 1166 (10th Cir. 1999); Allen Best,

“Protests Proceed at Vaillligh Country NewsAugust 2, 1999.
8 Robert S. Boynton, “Powder BurnQutside MagazineJanuary 1999.
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That same year Vail Resorts’ board of directors decided not to exerdgfepescent
option on the 5,000 acre Gilman tract that lay adjacent to the proposed Cat Il expansion
which the resort giant had sought to develop with condominiums in a bid to recoup some
of its losses. Turkey Creek, LLC, Vail's partner in the prepossessed devalopintiee
land, filed suit claiming that Vail's failure to aggressively pursue theldpreent was a
breach of their 1992 contract. The court agreed, and in 2003 found in favor of Turkey
Creek, forcing Vail Resorts to forfeit its $4.5 million investment in the propévyp
years later the Ginn Company, a golf resort and real estate developmeangpbought
the land for $32.75 million, and announced its plans to build up to 1,700 homes and a
gondola connecting the area to the backside of Vail Resort. Several hurdlgsedema
the way of the Gillman tract’'s development, the most significant beingstivegliof five
hundred acres within the area on the Superfund National Priorit}/ List.

In December 2000, Vail opened Pete’s Express Lift, completing the construction of
Blue Sky Basin and putting the years of controversy and protest to rest. Th& new li
opened access to Pete’s Bowl, named after the resort’'s co-founder iBete Bie Sky
Basin’s trails, which meandered through glades of aspen and lodge pole pin&kigave s
and snowboarders the feeling of backcountry skiing without the inherent risk of skiing
out of bounds, a popular concept in an industry looking to attract a growing number of
skiers drawn to the less restrictive backcountry. The same winter thajpeaed Pete’s
Bowl, Ski Magazinis readers’ surveyanked Vail as the best in North America, a direct

outcome of the opening of Blue Sky Basin. Vail Resorts Inc. reported a $77.3 million

87 Alex Markel, “From Superfund Town to Pristine $ésort,”"New York Times
http://travel.nytimes.com/2005/12/11/realestateétilintm|. Accessed May 24, 2009. Environmental
Protection Agency, Superfund Site Progress Prdfifgle Mine.
http://cfpub.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo2iti=0800159#Cleanuplmpact. Accessed May 24, 2009.
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increase in revenues and Vail remained among the most popular ski resortiin Nort
America, enjoying a 2.5 percent increase in ski visits during the 1999—2000 ¥eason.
Criticisms over Vail's expansion and the ski industry’s poor environmental rasord
a whole, continued to dog the resort. It was soon embroiled in another debate—this time
over the White River National Forest Management Plan. First released to tieaipubl
1999, the Management Plan looked to restrict future ski resort expansions to lands
already within each area’s existing lease. Vail joined other resotisglimg
Breckenridge, in arguing that such restrictions would not allow them to me@nhgro
public demand. Environmental groups once again pointed to the fallacies of such an
argument, but in the end the Forest Service following its historic pattern of eos®li
removed its restrictions on future expansions by Vail and its neighboring ré3uets
controversy over Vail's Category lll has never really ended. The naadximize
profits will continue to drive ski resorts to grow, leading to further controversiestove

environmental costs of skiirfg.

8 Jason Blevins, “Revenues Up 16 Percent at Vailp.C3ki Resort,"The Denver PosSeptember 14,
2000; Jason Blevins, “Resort Gives Blue Sky Badttuge Lift,” The Denver PosDecember 16, 2000.
8 David J. Tenenbaum, “The Slippery Slope of Ski&hgion,”Environmental Health Perspectives109,
no. 3 (March 2001): A112. For the most recent szame see http://www.skiareacitizens.com.
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EPILOGUE

Located just an hour’s drive from Colorado’s booming Front Range, the White River
National Forest (WRNF) has been the very model of a modern forest. Estalbtidiaed i
as the White Plateau Timber Reserve, the Forest’s 2.3 million actebatrever nine
different Colorado counties, includes 800,000 acres of wilderness, and contains the
nation’s largest elk herd. Home to half of Colorado’s two dozen ski resorts, including
Vail, Aspen, and Breckenridge, it is the geographic heart of Colorado’s ski cbuntry.
Linked to the Front Range metro area by Interstate 70, these ski resorts grevide t
economic base for the thriving tourist economies of Summit, Eagle, and Pitkin Counties
According to a study conducted by the research firm Lloyd Levy Consulting in 2002,
winter tourism supported roughly 27 percent of all employment in these three counties,
with second home construction and spending, economic activates closely related to the
ski industry, provided an additional 38 percent. In all, tourism and home construction, the
economic outgrowths of Colorado’s ski industry, produced $5.3 billion in revenues in
2002 throughout all three countie$hese numbers underline the reality that skiing and
the real estate sales it helps drive are big business in the White Rivara\l&brest.

It for these reasons, that the release of the Draft White River Natiorest Rdan to
the public in 1999 immediately launched a widespread controversy over the future
management of the national forest. Meant to revise the WRNF’s 1984 Forest Plan, the

draft offered six alternatives, from no action to a comprehensive overhaul otimaka

IC.R. Goeldner, et. alThe Colorado Ski Industry: Highlights of the 1998 SeasoriBoulder: University

of Colorado Business Research Division, Graduat®&af Business Administration, 1999), 17. The
National Ski Areas Association defines a skier dayne person visiting a ski area for all or any pba

day or night for the purpose of skiing. Rather thatal number of visitors, the number designatésl to
number of days skied by all visitors.

Z Lloyd Levy Consulting, Job Generation in the Caliw Mountain Resort Economy: Second Homes and
Other Economic Drivers in Eagle, Grand, Pitkin &wnmit Counties Executive Summary. (Denver: Levy,
Hammer, Siler, George Associates, 2002), 14.
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and extractive use within the forest. Seeking to reflect the Clinton Adnatnistis desire
to strike a greater balance between human use and the conservation of physical and
biological resources, the Forest Service preferred plan, Alternative ihasmed

wildlife habitat protection and conservation over both extraction and recreatgredtyy
limiting future recreational development throughout the FérEstvironmental groups
applauded the Forest Service’s efforts in addressing what many saweasioats
immense impacts on the nation’s public lands. Recreational groups, politicians, and ski
resort managers countered that the Forest Service’s plan ran counter to thesagency’
multiple-use mandate and would cripple the local economies of Summit, Eagle, Pitki
and Gunnison counties by restricting recreational use of national forest |gnigstinose
counties, striking at the very heart of their tourism economies.

White River National Forest Supervisor Martha Ketelle responded to stich cri
during an interview on the PBS television news progksaws Hour with Jim Lehrdy
stating, “In 1984, we had five million visitor days on the forest. In 1999, we had twelve
million visitor days. And when we look at that [in] 2020 and we look at the population
increases projected in Colorado, our counties in the Front Range, we can project twenty
million visitors. So the question we have to ask is: Can we accommodate twerday milli
visits in 2020, or do we need to find a way to limit the visits that are being nfade?”
Ketelle’s rhetorical question struck at the heart of the decades-lougglst over the
Forest Service’s management of recreation, especially downhill skiingtionaila

forests in Colorado and the larger American West. This struggle pit the regi@rgiegn

3 United States of Department of Agriculture, Sunyrafrthe Final Environmental Impact Statement to
Accompany the Land and Resource Management Pl&02 Revision, (United States Forest Service,
Rocky Mountain Region, 2002), 3-4.

* Online Newshour, “Managing the White River NatibRarest,”
http://www.pbs.org/newshour/bb/environment/jan-jg@svhite_river_4-18.html. Access January 9, 2009.

268

www.manaraa.com



postindustrial economy reliant on tourism against a environmental ethos that questioned
the impact of ski resorts on fragile mountain ecosystems, and the growth of rural
communities caused by these resorts throughout the Intermountain West.

The most vocal opposition to WRNF’s plan came from Vail Resorts. Owners of four
of the largest ski resorts in the Forest, the corporate giant argued theSeowse’s plan
was too restrictive and would lead to future financial hardships for the ski industry.
Under the existing management plan, written in 1985, ski resorts retained ttyet@abili
expand beyond their permit boundaries in order to meet any potential future demand. A
decade later, the Forest Service sought to emphasize biodiversity oeatiog@l use by
revoking this ability and confining resorts to their current permit boundarids. Va
Resort’'s spokesman Paul Witt summed up ski resort’s criticisms of the proposed
restrictions by stating, “It's puzzling. You know, the Forest Service ackuigetethat
there is going to be growth in the use of the forest. There’ll be growth in the number of
skiers coming to use the forest, and yet with Alternative D, they're not twing
planning for that future growth and they’ll be to a great extent handcuffing us ;1 way
that we'll be able to deal with that growth.Without the flexibility to meet future
growth, argued ski industry insiders, ski resorts would soon be overcrowded, pushing
skiers and their pocket books to other resorts.

Environmental groups applauded the Forest Service’s attempts to emphasize
conservation over recreation and extractive industry. “It's a giant stepridrwou’ve

got to compliment the Forest Service. | didn’t think they had it in them,” said Jasper

® Bob Edwards, “Profile: White River National For@stColorado Considering limiting recreational
activities in order to protect its ecosystem aralwfidlife,” Morning Edition,NPR,February 23, 2000.
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Carlton, executive director of the Biodiversity Legal Foundatidrera Smith, public
land director for the Colorado Mountain Club agreed, “They’re [The Forest Service]
playing catch up. They're not doing anything radical. They're doing what they should
have been doing all alond.Groups like the Colorado Mountain Club and Biodiversity
Legal Foundation pointed to the increase in wilderness in each of the plan’s four
alternatives as a positive step, and fully supported the restriction oftrecataccess for
ATV users, mountain bikers, and even back country skiers in order to protect wildlife
habitat. Environmentalists particularly liked the Forest Service’s ptteta limit future
ski resort expansions. Such expansions many conservationists argued were more about
real estate sales than skier days. “It's the real estate market@ordshomes that is
really driving the ski industry,” Kevin Knapmiller, president of the Blue Rivepter of
the Sierra Club, told thidigh Country News‘Why should the Forest Service be a
partner in jacking up the price of adjacent private land?” he asked, echoingvatinser
groups long running complaint on the relationship between the Forest Service and the ski
industry®

Following the release of the draft plan, the White River National Forest’s
administrative offices in Glenwood Springs were deluged with letters. Tjogityaf
letters writers opposed closure of their favorite playgrounds. Recreationahagvoc
organizations such as the International Mountain Biking Association, the Blue Ribbon
Coalition, and the Colorado Snowmobile Association attacked the Forest Service’s

proposed restrictions to recreational access as excessive and withouéatifycsc

® Allen Best, “STOP — A National Forest Tries to R&i Recreation,High Country New$January 17,
2000).
" Ibid.
® |bid.
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backing. In an interview on the controversy surrounding the management plan Jerry
Abboud, executive director of Colorado Off-Highway Vehicle Coalition, kilgh

Country Newseporter Allen Best, “We believe that the plan is overly restrictive, isdbase
upon inadequate site-specific analysis, and potentially is going to have aeavsreic
impact on not only the White River itself, but statewide.” Coloradd'®trict
Congressional Representative and chair of the House Subcommittee on Fatrests a
Forest Health Scott McInnis argued that the Forest Service’s plan woulthéuvhite
River National Forest into “a museum without visitot<Calling for a compromise,
Mclnnis released his own plan, which sought to relax the restrictions on futureaski res
expansions. White River Supervisor Martha Ketelle agreed the plan was open to
compromise, but maintained that curb recreation’s impact on the environment was
crucial.

In the end, no one was completely satisfied with the plan. As environmental groups
feared, many of the restrictions on ski resort growth were removed from thefplah’s
version. Rather than restrict ski resort growth, WRNF officials chose a “blended
alternative” that permitted much of the recreational development Alteenathad
sought to restrict’ The new plan did add an additional 62,000 acres of wilderness, but it
also increased summer motorized and winter non-motorized access. It also opened
400,000 of the 600,000 roadless acres within the forest to logging and eliminated a
measure to assure minimum stream flows in ten percent of the WRNFstrdmvers.

Perhaps most galling to supporters of the now dead Alternative D, the new plan allowed

° Allen Best, “In Their Own Words,High Country New$January 17, 2000).
19 United States of Department of AgricultuRecord of Decision for the Land and Resource Mamege
Plan — 2002 RevisioflUnited States Forest Service, Rocky Mountain 8gg2002) 13.
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ski resorts in Summit and Eagle Counties to expand beyond their permit boufidaries.
Environmentalists criticized the Forest Service’s continued yieldingcteagonal
interests, while ski resorts complained that the plan failed to provide the flgxitdy
needed in meeting future demand. “The fact that nobody thinks they got everlggyng t
wanted usually says we struck a good balance,” concluded Ketelle on the ofltees
plan’? Neither side agreed with her assessment, each claiming that theSemése had
once again caved to political pressures.

The fight over the role of ski resorts on public lands remains much the same at the
beginning of the twenty-first century, as it was three decades earliend8kiry critics
continue to point at the tremendous impacts of ski resorts on environment, while ski
resorts counter that they are much more environmentally sensitive. In regponse
growing criticisms over the ski industry’s failure to confront mounting environahe
concerns, the National Ski Areas Association, to which the majority of Coloradatfes
belonged, launched its Sustainable Slopes Program (SSP) in 2000. “As an industry, we
need to apply the same vision and pioneering spirit of our founders,” wrote NSAA
president Michael Barry in the SSP Charter. “It is not enough to simply provide
opportunities for fun and recreation; we must also be a part of the softitian.”
voluntary program, SSP set out to change the industry’s increasingly tarnished
environmental image by creating a framework of environmental principtksling

sustainable planning, optimize water use, and reduced greenhouse gasses.

11 i

Ibid., 2-31.
12 Rebecca Clarren, “White River Forest Plan Friendlt — and to None, High Country NewgJuly 8,
2002).
13 Michael Berry, “Introduction,” irBustainable Slopes: The Environmental Charter forASeas
(Lakewood, CO: National Ski Areas Association, 2000
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Environmental groups attacked the program as little more than “green washing,”
pointing to the SSP’s lack of enforcement and failure to address issues such asaontinue
resort expansion, growth, and habitat fragmentation. Dissatisfied with the SSP, a
coalition of western environmental organizations including Colorado Wild, the Colorado
Environmental Coalition, and the Utah-based Save Our Canyons, formed the Ski Area
Citizens’ Coalition (SACC) in order to draw greater attention to the envinotainesues
surrounding the ski industry. The coalition began releasing an annual environmental
score card it graded ski resorts in eleven western states and Canadaiarsadkeas
real estate development and snowmaking. Vail Resorts often receives a score of 50
percent, or a C grade under the coalition’s rubric, while fellow White Rlaépnal
Forest resort Aspen Mountain scores well into the 90th percéhtile.

In 2004, George Washington University professor Jorge Rivera and University of
Denver professor Peter de Leon investigated the effectiveness of tam&hist Slopes
Program. Publishing their resultTine Policy Studies Journdhe two concluded the
voluntary nature of the SSP proved problematic in that there were no consequences for
ski resorts if they failed to meet the standards set by the program. llomditibse ski
areas more involved in the SSP were more likely to have lower third party envirahment
performance ratingS. The National Ski Areas associated attacked criticisms of its SSP
by both the Ski Area Citizen’s Coalition and the Rivera and Peter de Leon study as
flawed and unwarranted. By Rivera and de Leon’s own admittance, the original study of

the SSP held three flaws— its was preliminary in nature, lacked clearibabebdleen

4 Ben Doon, e-mail to author, January 19, 2007.rare on the Ski Area Environmental Score Card see:
Ski Area Citizens’ Coalition, http://www.skiarede&ns.com/index.phpAccessed December 8, 2009.

15 Jorge E. Rivera and Peter De Leon, “Is Greenert&WhiThe Sustainable Slopes Program and the
Voluntary Environmental Performance of Western Sidas,”Policy Studies JournaVol. 32, No. 3

(2004), 417-437.
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hypothesis and conclusion, and used a subjective method for measuring the
environmental performance of ski resorts. It was this last point that the N®AA
forcefully attacked. The Rivera and de Leon study relied upon the SACC’saahre
which measured a different set parameters then promoted by the SPP. “Asraptkexa
the SACC Scorecard barely accounts for energy efficiency prograsomerstone of the
Sustainable Slopes program,” wrote Judy Dorset, founder and Principal of the
environment consulting firm The Brendle Group, in defense of the SPP in the NSAA'’s
trade journaf® The “green washing” debate, argued Dorset, distracted from the
importance of the SSP’s actual goals of raising the collective environnpentatmance

of the ski industry.

Two years after publishing their initial appraisal of the Sustaindbfge$S Program,
Rivera and de Leon along with PhD student Charles Koerber, repeated their saudy. Th
three reached much the same conclusions as two years before. Writing ttiag “Fa
SSP’s weak institutional mechanisms for prevent opportunistic behavior, it appsars
once enrolled, ski areas may predominantly adopt natural resources conservation
practices that are known to be easier and more visible for their custcuneisaé
recycling) or those that offer immediate short-term benefits wighively small
investment such as energy and water conservatiduth conclusions reinforced
environmentalists’ arguments that the SSP was little more than a mgrgatnbit by the
ski industry to attract customers concerned over the environmental impdet# of t
activities. Other extractive industries have used similar tacticsidimg) the natural gas

and coal industries, in attempting to sell their industry to an American populace

16 Judy Dorset, “Debunking the SACC ScorecaMISAA Journa(October/November 2004), 11.
7 Jorge E. Rivera, Peter De Leon, and Charles KogfiseGreener Whiter Yet? The Sustainable Slopes
Program after Five YearsPblicy Studies JournaVol. 34, No. 2 (2006), 216.
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increasingly concerned over environmental issues. For ski resorts, agpearin
environmentally friendly was of particular importance in maintaining, andlydea
increasing, skier and snowboarder numbers.

But by the 1999-2000 winter season, skier/snowboarders numbers nationwide
flattened to an average of 52.4 million skier days per season nationally, leadiyng ma
critics to argue that the expansion of ski resorts like Vail, BreckenageyVinter Part
were unnecessary and ecologically irresponsfblgne number of skiers hitting the
slopes had plateaued beginning in the late 1970s, leading in part in to the consolidation of
the ski industry during the 1990s, when the overall number of ski resorts shrunk by a
third. Snowboarding’s arrival in the mid-1980s helped many resorts boost their ticket
sales. The sport’s rebellious image initially kept many resorts flowiag
snowboarders on their mountains, but the promises of increased revenues along the with
the sport’s mainstream appeal led to the majority of ski resorts allowmovgo®arders
onto the slopes by the early 1998s.

Snowboarding’s acceptance demonstrates the industry’s changing demographics.
With the aging of the Baby Boomers, the very generation that helped turn akdreki
resorts into a billion dollar industry, skiing has become older. The average &igr®f s
and snowboarders by 2000 was 34.8 years old, an increase of nearly three years in age
since 1997. While the sport remains largely composed of 18-45 year olds, the portion of

skiers and snowboarders over the age of 45 increased by nearly 6 percent between the

18 National Ski Areas Association and RRC Associdtes, “Kottke National End of Season Survey
1999/00 Final Report,” (August 2000), 4-6. The 1:99@1 season proved to be an aberration due ie larg
part to poor snow conditions across the countrgtjqudarly in the Rocky Mountain States. Dry years
historically equate much lower skier/snowboardenbars. A drought in 1977 led to the widespreadafise
snowmaking during the late 1970s. Still, many ressuffered significant losses during drier winters

19 Susanna Howsick: A Cultural History of Snowboardirflew York: ST. Martin’s Griffin, 1998)38-

41.
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1997-1998 season and the 1999-2000 winter season. In addition, men generally
outnumbered women by a 3 to 2 margin, and while such numbers seem to indicate a
relative equality between the genders, women comprise a majority dginiesskiers and
snowboarders, roughly 56 percent, but only 24 percent of expert <kiers.

Race also remains a concern of many within the ski industry. In its annual national
demographic study, the National Ski Areas Association pointed out the fact that 88% of
skiers surveyed during the 2004-2005 ski season were white, a number that remained
rather static since the organization latently keeping tract of race irFi8@¢ording to a
survey conducted by the Outdoor Industry Foundation in 2004, only 15% of Hispanics
nationwide either skied or snowboardéhis is despite the fact that Hispanics are the
single largest minority group in the Intermountain West. As historian Annipe&il
Coleman has pointed out, skiing has long been the province of mainly affluent white
consumers, because of the “financial costs involved in taking a ski vacation, and the
extent to which skiers are bombarded with images of whiterfégit arguably,
economic, cultural, and geographic factors determine minority participati@nrig s

rather than practiced exclusion by the industry selling skiing as a “wipitet Still,

2 RRC Associates, National Ski Areas Associatiortidval Demographic Study, (December 2000), 2.
21 i

Ibid., 8.
22 Outdoor Industry Foundatio, Targeted Look at Participants with Potenti@luly 2004), 28.
% Annie Gilbert-Coleman, “The Unbearable WhitenekSkiing,” The Pacific Historical Reviewol. 65,
no. 4, (November, 1996), 583-614, 606.
24 Scholars often point to differences in class, agader, and race as the main reasons for conigasti

uses/views of nature by different groups. Suchucaltdifferences are developed and then reinfobged
economic realities rather than purposeful victirtima Race’s role in determining recreational sa i
growing concern for both the U.S. Forest Serviae thie National Park Service. Both agencies have
conducted several studies showing that up to 9&epeof visitors to both national forests and NadidPark
are white. Such disparity begs for a larger histrstudy. For more on race and outdoor recreaten
Mark SpenceDispossessing the Wilderness: Indian Removal amd/thking of the National ParKdew
York: Oxford University Press, 1999)endy Rex-Atzet, “Narratives of Place and Powerihg Claim to
Devil’'s Tower,” inImagining the Big Open: Nature, Identity, and Playthe New West,iza Nicholas,
Elaine Bapis, Thomas J. Harvey, eds. (Salt Lakg: Cihiversity of Utah Press, 2003), 73-91; JasoynBr
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race remains a concern throughout the ski and outdoor recreation industry both as a
potential market and as a growing cultural and economic influence on how public lands

are managet’

56

Skier Daysin the millions

National Skier Days, 1990-1991 Ski Season to 19885ki Season

The issues of sustainability, race, gender, and generation, are all contribotorg
to the debate over skier numbers and the industry’s justification for further deegiopm
Environmental groups point to skiing’s flattening of numbers as evidence that flither s
resort development is unneeded. “In light of these events and the demographics pf skiing
why do we hear the constant pleading for, and announcements of, new terrain expansions,

new luxurious amenities and new real estate developments? The industry is using our

and Jennifer Wolch, “Nature Race, and Parks: Pase&ch and Future Directions for Geographic
Research,Progress in Human GeograpMol. 33 (March 2009), 743-765.

% According to the U.S. Census Bureau minorities mosed roughly 32 percent of the nation’s populatio
in 2007. At the same time 13 percent of the popmratas 65 years old or older. Such numbers wileha
long-term effects on more than just outdoor redoesand public land management, but on the nation’s
culture and economy as a whole. U.S. Census Buté&u Hispanic Population Surpasses 45 Million, Now
" Washington D.C.: U.S. Depamitrof Commerce, May 1, 2008.
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environment, our public lands and our communities to milk every last drop out of the
shrinking skiing public.?® The results, organizations like the Ski Areas Citizen’s
Coalition argue, will be the further destruction of fragile ecosystemshancbtlapse of
local economies. University of Colorado business professor and ski industry expert
Charles Goeldner disagrees with such predictions. In 1991, he presented a paper at the
Mountain Resort Development conference in Vail in which he argued that while not
experiencing the astronomical growth numbers of the 1970s— numbers that reached 15%
annually—the North American ski industry saw a healthy annual growtlofrdt8
percent. “l would argue that this was a fantastic performance. To get a 4£8tperc
increase on 9.5 million skier visits means a numerical increase of 406,914. A number that
far exceeds the 229,000 skier days recorded in Colorado during the 1958-1959 season,”
Goeldner argueff. In the two decades since skier days have increased from 11 million to
12.5 million skier days per season in Colorado af8ne.

In reality, the largest potential threat to the ski industry may not be anftejte
market, but global climate change. In 2001, the United Nation’s Intergovernman&l P
on Climate Change (IPCC) released its third report on global climate chdregeofk
of over one hundred scientists from around the world, the report concluded, “human
activities have increased the atmospheric concentrations of green housanglases

aerosols since the pre-industrial efaThe report immediately came under attack by

% “National Ski Industry Demographics and Trend€)@0 prepared by Colorado Wild and The Ski Area
Citizen’s Coalition (September 2008).

#'Charles Goeldner, “Skiing Trends in North Ameridsiduntain Resort Development: Proceedings of the
Vail Conference, April 18-21, 199Alison Gill and Rudi Hartman, eds. (Burnaby,tBh Columbia:

Simon Fraser University Centre for Tourism Poliog &esearch, 19913;20, 7.

8 Colorado Ski Country USA, 1999/2009 Skier Visitrivbers, http://media-
coloradoski.com/CSCFacts/SkierVisits/.

2 United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Clin@iangeClimate Change 2001: Synthesis Report
http://www.grida.no/publications/other/ipcc_tarisiclimate/IPCC_tar/vol4/english/008.htm. Accessed
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climate change naysayers. Fred Singer, an emeritus professor of emvritahssiences

at the University of Virginia and former director of the U.S. Weather Sat8é&rvice,

blasted the new report as “a political statement” based on theoretical niadel&l not

conform to existing scientific data and called into question the viabilitypofrte data.

Contributors to the report refuted Singer’s and others criticisms, arganhthdre is a

clear link between human activity and the planet’s rising temperatures. The deba

the IPCC report in 2001 signified the political schism over climate changguFehat

any attempts to control the emissions of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere, the main

culprit in global warming, business interests and politicians have long questionesd man’

actual impact on the Earth’s rising temperatures. Pointing out its ineqirabsident

George W. Bush refused to sign the Kyoto Protocol, which would have set limits on

carbon emissions on the United States’ industry while giving other developiogsati

such as China an exemption. Such an agreement would devastate the American economy,

argued the President. Environmental critics pointed out that such inequalitiesl &xis

the treaty because the United States produced the greatest amount of geegabesis

those gases which contribute to the thickening of the Earth’'s atmosphere bpdloaki

ultraviolet rays from the sun and thereby raising the planet’'s tempei@titres like

Singer, who has strong ties to the oil and energy industry, adamantly disa@reachit

conclusions, and have continued to attack the science of global warming advocates.
The debate over global climate change is not really about science, buataibe

economics. In a replay of virtually every debate over the environment, from the

wilderness act to the endangered species act, global warming oppogaatthat any

regulation that seeks to slow or reduce global warming will slow economicigrBut

November 12, 2008.

279

www.manaraa.com



rather than opposing regulations that seek to slow, or even lower, greenhouse emissions,
the ski industry has embraced a proactive stance on global warming. In 2005, "everal
resorts voiced their support of the Lieberman-McCann Climate Stewardshyyich
looked to cap greenhouse emissions of certain industrial sectors at 2000 let®ls. In i
letter of support for the bill, the NSAA noted; “Scientific models suggest shabaming
continues, we could experience decreasing snowpack, warmer nights, wetterrshoulde
seasons, and reduced weather predictabilftball of these shifts would impact ski
resorts’ bottom line. The U.S. Senate defeated the bill, but its support by the skiyindust
demonstrated the growing concerns of the long-term implications of globaingaon
an industry reliant on annual snowfall.

In a 1994 Pastoral Letter to his parishioners on Colorado’s western slope, Archbishop
J. Francis Stafford wrote, “Growth must be prudent, varied and sustainable. #irs unf
and unrealistic to “lock up” so much of nature as to prevent the spread of economic
activity. But all growth must be calibrated to remain in balance with natureaflum
beings must act as stewards of the earth, rather than conquerors and extwachonst
develop a fraternal relationship with the environment . . . Reverence for creation,dounde
on self-restraint, stands in direct contrast to the past boom-and-bust cyctderafiG's
economy.?! Stafford identified of the problematic relationship between the desire both
preserve and exploit the natural resources of Colorado’s mountains, whethe throug
mining or through the development of ever larger resorts, as the foremosighaite

only facing the Western Slope but that of the larger American West. Frone#i@orof

39 NSAA Member Resorts to Senator John McCain ané&®edoe Lieberman, February 23, 2005.
http://www.nsaa.org/nsaa/environment/climate_chamyscessed December 15, 2009.

31 ). Francis Stafford, “The Heights of he Mountains His: The Development of God’s Country,” Padtora
Letter to the People of God on Northern Coloradasiétm Slope Growth (December 23, 1994)
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the Denver Mountain Parks during the 1910s, to the state’s boom in population and
growth in the decades following World War 11, the transformation of public landshand t
communities that depend upon them into recreational playgrounds helped have driven the
region’s remarkable growth throughout the latter half of the twentieth ce@utyas

Stafford pointed out, such growth comes with social and environmental costs. From the
rejection of the 1976 Denver Winter Olympic Games, to the decade long battté@ver
development of Beaver Creek, to the Vail Arsons in 1998, the debate over those costs
have not only shaped Colorado throughout the latter half of the twentieth century but the
American West as a whole. Throughout the region, managing outdoor recreation has
grown into one of the most difficult challenges for federal and state landiegeaaght

in the middle of increasing demands for access and mounting pressures to pratect thos
very lands many wish to ski, hike, off-road, and hike in. Pressure for continued economic
growth will continue to collide with concerns over its impacts on the region’s
environmental health, be that wildlife habitat or air pollution. The need to maximize
profits will continue to drive ski resorts to grow, no doubt leading to future controversies
over the environmental costs of skiing, and the development of public land for private

gain.

281

www.manaraa.com



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Archive Collections

10th Mountain Division Collection. Denver Public Library Western History and
Genealogy Department, Denver, Colorado.

Arthur H. Carhart. Papers. Denver Public Library Western History andalagyye
Department, Denver, Colorado.

A Cooperative Highway Effort Thru the Rocky Mountains. Papers. Denver Public
Library Western History and Genealogy Department, Denver, Colorado.

Bill “Sarge” Brown. Papers. Denver Public Library Western Histony @enealogy
Department, Denver, Colorado.

Denver Department of Parks and Recreation. Papers. Denver Public Librstgriwve
History and Genealogy Department, Denver, Colorado.

Charles Minot Dole. Papers. Denver Public Library Western History anca(@gye
Department, Denver, Colorado.

Colorado Alberg Club. Papers. Denver Public Library Western History and iBgyea
Department, Denver, Colorado.

Colorado Environmental Coalition. Papers. Denver Public Library Western yHastdr
Genealogy Department, Denver, Colorado.

George E. Cranmer. Papers. Denver Public Library Western History anedlGgy
Department, Denver, Colorado.

Jackson Family. Papers. Denver Public Library Western History and Genealogy
Department, Denver, Colorado.

Paul Hauk. Papers. Denver Public Library Western History and Genealogstrbepia
Denver, Colorado.

Larry Jump. Papers. Denver Public Library Western History and Gendaégartment,
Denver, Colorado.

John. E. Love. Papers. Colorado State Archives, Denver, Colorado.

Vail Associates. Papers. Denver Public Library Western History anda(agiye
Department, Denver, Colorado.

Wilderness Society Records. Papers. Denver Public Library WeststioryHand
Genealogy Department, Denver, Colorado.

Winter Park Marketing Department Collection. Papers. Winter Park SkitRkesor
Colorado.

Denver Olympic Committee Records. Papers. Colorado Historical SocietyeDe
Colorado.

282

www.manaraa.com



Newspapers and Periodicals

Denver Post

Earth first!: The Radical Environmental Journal
Grist.com

High Country News
Municipal Facts

New York Times

NSAA Journal

The National Observer
Outside Magazine
Rocky Mountain News
Rolling Stone

Ski Magazine

SKIING

Skiing Heritage

Time Magazine

Vail Trail

Washington Post
Westword

Winter Park Manifest
Yosemite Nature Notes

283

www.manharaa.com



Government Documents and Public Reports

Foss, Phillip, edPublic Land Policy: Proceedings of the Western Resources Conference
Fort Collins, 1968 Boulder: Colorado Associated University Press, 1968.

Final Environmental Impact Statement Vail Category Ill Ski Area Dopraknt August
1996, Volume 1, White River National Forest, Holy Cross Ranger District, Rocky
Mountain Region, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service.

Goeldner, Charles, et &olorado Ski and Winter Recreation Statistics, 18a&ulder:
Business Research Division, Graduate School of Business Administration, Upiversit
of Colorado, 1972.

Colorado Ski and Winter Recreation Statistics, 18&ulder: University of
Colorado Graduate School of Business Administration, Business ResearchrDivisi
1976.

.The Colorado Ski Industry: Highlights of the 1997-1998 Sed3oulder:
University of Colorado Graduate School of Business Administration, Business
Research Division, 1998.

The Colorado Ski Industry: Highlights of the 1998-1999 Sed3oulder:
University of Colorado Graduate School of Business Administration, Business
Research Division, 1999.

Hartley Ralph, and James Schne&ldministering the National Forests of Colorado: An
Assessment of the Architectural and Cultural Significance of Historical
Administrative Propertied.incoln, NE: U.S. Department of the Interior, National
Park Service, 1996, http://www.nps.gov/history/history/online_books/forest/colorado-
nf/architecture.htm.

Lloyd Levy ConsultingJob Generation in the Colorado Mountain Resort Economy:
Second Homes and Other Economic Drivers in Eagle, Grand, Pitkin and Summit
Counties Executive SummaBenver: Levy, Hammer, Siler, George Associates,
2002.

National Ski Areas AssociatioBustainable Slopes: The Environmental Charter for Ski
Areas Lakewood, CO: National Ski Areas Association, 2000.

National Ski Areas Association and RRC Associates, Inc. “Kottke Natiemalof
Season Survey 1999/00 Final Report,” August 2000.

National Ski Industry Demographics and Trends, 2008,” prepared by Colorado Wild and
The Ski Area Citizen’s Coalition. September 2008.

Outdoor Industry FoundatioA Targeted Look at Participants with Potentidlily 2004.

RRC Associated\ational Ski Areas Association: National Demographic StBdwlder,
CO: RRC Associates, December 2000.

Stafford, J. Francis. “The Heights of he Mountains are His: The Development of God’s
Country,” Pastoral Letter to the People of God on Northern Colorado Western Slope
Growth. December 23, 1994

284

www.manaraa.com



Talmey Research and Strategy, Inc. “1988 Winter Olympics Survey of Coloradisy ot
October 1988.

United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Chadlgaate Change 2001:
Synthesis Repqrt
http://www.grida.no/publications/other/ipcc_tar/?src=/climate/IP@&vol4/english/
008.htm.

United States Department of Agricultuteand and Resource Management Plan — 2002
Revision United States Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Region, 2002.

United States of Department of Agricultuimmary of the Final Environmental Impact
Statement to Accompany the Land and Resource Management Plan — 2002 Revision
United States Forest Service Rocky Mountain Region, 2002.

von Bickertt, Carl, Judith Oldham, and John RyanProfile of the Tourist Market in
Colorado: 1968 Denver: Denver Research Institute, University of Denver, 1969.

Books

Abbey, EdwardThe Monkey Wrench Ganlyew York: Harper Perennial Modern
Classics, 2000.

Hayduke Lives!Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1990.

Abbott, Carl.The Metropolitan Frontier Cities in the Modern American We&stson:
University of Arizona Press, 1998.

Abbott, Carl, Stephen Leonard, and David McCo@blorado: A History of the
Centennial StateBoulder: University of Colorado Press, 1994.

Allen, E John EFrom Skisport to Skiing: One Hundred Years of an American Sport,
1840-1940 Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 1993.

.The Culture and Sport of Skiing From Antiquity to World WaAihherst:
University of Massachusetts Press, 2007.

Amundson, Michael AYellowcake Towns : Uranium Mining Communities in the
American WesBoulder: University Press of Colorado, 2002.

Aron, Cindy.Working at Play: A History of Vacations in the United Sta@dord:
Oxford University Press, 1999.

Auran, John Henry and the Editors of Ski MagaziAeerica’'s Ski Book: A
Comprehensive, lllustrated Guide to Skiihigw York: Charles Schreiber’s Sons,
1966.

Bailey, Beth L. And Dave Farber, Edsmerica in the Seventidsawrence: University
Press of Kansas, 2004.

Baldwin, Donald.The Quite Revolution: The Grass Roots of Today’s Wilderness
Preservation MovemenBoulder: Pruett Publishing Company, 1972.

285

www.manaraa.com



Barney, Robert, Stephen Wenn, and Scott Ma®gljng the Five Rings: The
International Olympic Committee and the Rise of Olympic CommercighatnLake
City: The University of Utah Press, 2002.

Barringer, Mark DanielSelling Yellowstone: Capitalism and the Construction of Nature.
Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2002.

Bass, RickWinter: Notes From Montan&oston: Houghton Mifflin, 1991.

Berkowitz, EdwardSomething Happened: A Political and Cultural Overview of the
SeventiedNew York: Columbia University Press, 2007.

Birnham, Charles and Robin Karsdtoneers of American Landscape Desiyational
Park Service Historic Landscape Initiative, Inc. History. New York: kaGHill,
2000.

Black, Robertlsland in the Rockies: The Pioneer Era of Grand Couatanby, CO:
County Printer, Inc., 1969.

Bramwell, Lincoln, Andrew Kirk, Leisl Carr Childers, Michael ChildersriStopher
Johnson, Abe Ott, Hal Rothman, and Michelle Turk. “The Yosemite Way: An
Administrative History of Yosemite National Park,” Lincoln Bramwaalid Andrew
Kirk, Principle Investigators, in fulfilment of National Park Service Tas# &reat
Basin CESU Cooperative Agreements, Preliminary Draft 2009.

Brechin, Graylmperial San Francisco: Urban Power, Earthly RuiBerkeley:
University of California Press, 1999.

Brower, David.For Earth’s Sake: The Life and Times of David Brav&alt Lake City:
Peregrine Smith Books, 1990.

Burbank, Matthew, Gregory Andranovich, and Charles Heyiigmpic Dreams: The
Impact of Mega-Events on Local Politi&oulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2001.

Burton, Hal.The Ski TroopsNew York: Simon and Schuster, 1971.

Campbell, ColinThe Romantic Ethic and the Spirit of Modern Consumei@xiord:
Blackwell Publishers, 1987.

Carr, EthanWilderness by Design: Landscape Architecture and the National Park
Service Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1998.

Catton, TheodoreéNational Park, City Playground: Mount Rainier in the Twentieth
Century Seattle: University of Washington Press, 2006.

Cawley, R. McGreggoir-ederal Land, Western Anger: The Sagebrush Rebellion and
Environmental PoliticsLawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1993.

Clawson, MarionThe Bureau of Land ManagemeNew York: Praeger Publishers,
1971.

Clifford, Hal. Downhill Slide: Why the Corporate Ski Industry is Bad for Skiing, Ski
Towns, and the Environmer8an Francisco: Sierra Club Books, 2002.

Clifford, Peggy and John SmitAspen Dreams & Dilemmas: Love Letter to a Small
Town.Chicago: Swallow Press Incorporated, 1970.

286

www.manaraa.com



Clary, David A.Timber and the Forest Servideawrence: University of Kansas Press,
1986.

Cohen, Liz.Consumers Republic: The Politics of Mass Consumphtiew York: Vintage
Books, 2003.

Cohen, MichaelThe History of the Sierra Club, 1892-198an Francisco: Sierra Club
Books, 1988.

Cronon, William. Ed.Uncommon Ground: Rethinking the Human Place in NatNesv
York: W.W. Norton and Company, 1996.

Cronon, William.Nature’s Metropolis: Chicago and the Great Weéé$eéw York: W.W.
Norton & Company. 1991.

Deverell, William.Railroad Crossing: Californians and the Railroad, 1850-1910
Berkeley: University of California Press, 1996.

Devall, Bill, George SessionBeep Ecology: Living as if Nature Matterelalt Lake
City: Peregrine Smith Books, 1985.

Dilsaver, Lary and William Tweedhallenge of the Big Trees: A Resource History of
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parkeree Rivers, CA: Sequoia Natural
History Association, Inc., 1990.

Domback, Michael, Christopher Wood, Jack Williafagom Conquest to Conservation:
Our Public Lands LegacyVashington D.C.: Island Press, 2003.

Doresett, LyleThe Queen City: A History of Denv@&oulder, CO: Pruett Publishing
Company, 1977.

Duany, Andres Elizabeth Plater-Zyberk, and Jeff Sp8akurban Nation: The Rise of
Sprawl and the Decline of the American Dre&ew York: North Point Press, 2001.

Fay, AbbottA History of Skiing in Coloraddvlontrose, CO: Western Reflections, Inc.,
2003.

Findling, John E and Kimberly D. Pelle, edsncyclopedia of the Modern Olympic
MovementWestport, CT: Greenwood Press, 2004.

Fishman, RoberBourgeois Utopias: The Rise and Fall of Suburblaw York: Basic
Books, 1987.

Foreman, DavidConfessions of an Eco-Warridlew York: Harmony Books, 1991.

Foreman, David, Bill Haywood, ed&codefence: A Field Guide to Monkeywrenching
3 ed. Chico, CA: Abbzug Press, 2002.

Fox, Ray.Raising Kane: The Fox Chronicleglontgomery, IL: Kindred Spirits Press,
1999.

Fox, StephenThe American Conservation Movement: John Muir and His Legacy.
Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1985.

Frum, David How We Got Here The 70s Decade that Brought You Moderr\&tfe.
York: Basic Books, 2000.

287

www.manaraa.com



Fry, JohnThe Story of Modern Skiinglanover: University Press of New England, 2006.

Gilbert-Coleman, AnnieSki Style: Sport and Culture in the Rockieswrence:
University Press of Kansas, 2004.

Glick, Daniel.Powder Burn: Arson, Money, and Mystery on Vail Mounthiew York:
PublicAffairs, 2001.

Goodstein, PhilRobert Speer’s Denver: 1904-120, The Mile High City in the
Progressive EraDenver: Denver New Social Publications, 2004.

Gutfreund, OwenTwentieth-Century Sprawl: Highways and the Reshaping of the
American Landscap&lew York: Oxford University Press, 2004.

Gottlieb, RobertForcing the Spring: The Transformation of the American
Environmental Movemen#ashington, D.C.: Island Press, 1993.

Guttmann, AllanThe Games Must Go On: Avery Brundage and the Olympic Movement
New York: Columbia University Press, 1984.

Gulliford, Andrew.Boomtown Blues: Colorado Oil Shale, 1885-1986ulder:
University Press of Colorado, 1989.

. The Olympics: A History of the Modern Gameésbana: University of Chicago
Press, 2 ed. 2002.

Hauserman, DickThe Inventors of VaiEdwards, CO: Golden Peak Publishing
Company, 2003.

Hays, Samuel PBeauty, Health, and Permanence: Environmental Politics in the United
States, 1955-198%ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987.

.Conservation and th&ospel of Efficiency: The Progressive Conservation
Movement, 1890-192(01959) Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1999.

.Wars in the Woods: The Rise of Ecological Forestry in Amepitsburgh:
University of Pittsburgh Press, 2006.

.The American People and the National ForeBittsburgh: University of
Pittsburgh Press, 2008.

Helvarg, David.The War Against the Greens: The Wise Use Movement, the New Right,
and Anti-Environmental ViolenceSan Francisco: Sierra Club Books, 1994.

Hill, Christopher.Olympic Politics: Athens to Atlanta, 1896-19%anchester:
Manchester University Press, 1996.

Hirt, Paul.Conspiracy of Optimism: Management of the National Forests Since World
War Twa Lincoln: University Press of NebraskiZd94

Hise Greg and William DeveralEden By Design: The 1930 Olmstead-Bartholomew
Plan for the Los Angeles Regiderkeley: University of California Press, 2000.

Hofstadter, Richardlhe Age of Reform from Bryan to FO¥ew York: Vintage Books,
1955.

288

www.manaraa.com



Howe, Susanngick: A Cultural History of Snowboardinyew York: St. Martin’s
Griffin, 1998.

Huntford, RolandTwo Planks and a Passion: The Dramatic History of Skiiogdon:
Continuum Books, 2008.

Hurt, R. Douglas, edlhe Rural West Since World Warllawrence: University Press of
Kansas, 1998.

Hurup, Elsebeth. ed.he Lost Decade: American in the SevenfA@shus: Aarhus
University Press, 1996.

Jackson, Kennetl€Crabgrass Frontier: The Suburbanization of the United Stétes:
York: Oxford University Press, 1985.

Johnson, Charles Renver’'s Mayor Speer: The Forgotten Story of Robert W. Speer, the
Political Boss With A Rather Unsavory Machine Who Transformed Denver into one
of the Worlds Most Beautiful CitieBenver: Green Mountain Press, 1969.

Kelly, Ben.The Pavers and the Pavedew York: Donald W. Brown Inc., 1971.

Kendall, Wilson D A Brief Economic History of Colorad®enver: Center for Business
and Economic Forecasting, Inc., 2002.

Kingery, Hugh.The Colorado Mountain Club: The First Seventy-Five Years of a Highly
Individual Corporation, 1912-198Evergreen, CO: Cordillera Press, Inc., 1987.

Kirk, Andrew. Collecting Nature: The American Environmental Movement and the
Conservation LibraryLawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2001.

Counter Culture GreernThe Whole Earth Catalog and American
EnvironmentalismLawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2007.

Lamm, Richard.Pioneers & Politicians: 10 Colorado Governors in ProfiBoulder:
Pruett Publishing, 1984.

Lamm, Richard, and Michael McCarthffhe Angry West: A Vulnerable Land and Its
Future Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1982.

Lang, Otto.A Bird of Passage: The Story of My Lifilltown, MT: Sky House
Publishers, 1994.

Large, David ClayNazi Games: The Olympics of 198&w York: W.W. Norton
Company Inc., 2007.

Lears, Jacksorkables of Abundance: A Cultural History Of Advertising In America.
New York: BasicBooks, 1994.

Lee, MarthaEarth First!: Environmental Apocalyps&yracuse: Syracuse University
Press, 1995.

Le Master, DennidDecade of Change: The Remaking of Forest Service Statutory
Authority During the 197038Nestport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1984.

Lewis, Tom.Divided Highways: Building the Interstate Highways, Transforming
American Life New York: Viking Books, 1997.

289

www.manaraa.com



Liddick, Donald.Eco-Terrorism: Radical and Animal Liberation Movemehtestrport,
Praeger, 2006.

Limerick, Patricia NelsoriThe Legacy of Conquest: The Unbroken Past of the American
West.New York: W. W. Norton, 1987.

Limerick, Patricia, William R. Travis, and Tamar Scogd@oom and Bust in the
American WestReport from the Center of the American West, No. 4. Boulder:
Center of the American West, University of Colorado at Boulder, 2002.

List, PeterRadical Environmentalism: Philosophy and TactiBelmont, CA:
Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1993.

Livingston, NancyForest Dreams, Forest Nightmares: The Paradox of Old Growth in
the Inland WestSeattle: University Of Washington Press, 1996.

Long, DouglasEcoterrorism New York: Facts on File Inc., 2004.

Louter, David Windshield Wilderness: Cars, Roads, and Nature in Washington’s
National Parks Seattle: University of Washington Press, 2006.

Lucas, JohnThe Modern Olympic GamelNew York: A.S. Barnes and Company, Inc.,
1980.

Lunn, Arnold.The History Ski-ingLondon: Oxford University Press, 1927.

MacCannell, DeanThe Tourist: A New Theory of the Leisure Claésw York:
Schocken Books,"3ed. 1989.

Maher, Neil.Nature’s New Deal: The Civilian Conservation Corps and the Roots of the
American Environmental MovemeNew York: Oxford University Press, 2008.

Malone, Michael and Richard Etulaihhe American West: A Twentieth-Century History.
Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1989.

Manes, Christophefcreen Rage: Radical Environmentalism and the Unmaking of
Civilization. Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1990.

Marx, Leo.Machine in the Garden: Technology and the Pastoral Idea in AmeéNiea.
York: Oxford University Press, 1964.

Merchant, CarolynRadical Ecology: The Search for a Livable Wolliew York:
Routledge, 1992.

Mergen, BernardSnow in AmericaWashington D.C.: Smithsonian Press, 1997.

McGerr, Michael A Fierce Discontent: The Rise and Fall of the Progressive Movement
in America, 1870-192MWew York: The Free Press, 2003.

Miller, Char.American Forests: Nature, Culture, and Polititawrence: University
Press of Kansas, 1997.

.Gifford Pinchot and the Making of Modern Environmentali§#ashington
D.C.: Island Press, 2001.

Nadeau, RoberfThe Wealth of Nature: How Mainstream Economics has Failed the
EnvironmentNew York: Columbia University Press, 2003.

290

www.manaraa.com



Nash, GeraldThe American West Transformed: The Impact of the Second World War
Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985.

Nash, Gerald DThe Federal Landscape: An Economic History of the 20th Century West.
Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1999.

Nash, Roderick Fraziewilderness and the American Mirdl' ed. New Haven: Yale
University Press, 2001.

Nicholas, Liza , Elaine M. Bapis, and Thomas J. Harvey,ledggining the Big Open:
Nature, Identity, and Play in the New We3alt Lake City: The University of Utah
Press, 2003.

Nicolaides, BeckyMy Blue Heaven: Life and Politics in the Working-Class Suburbs of
Los Angeles, 1920-1966hicago: University of Chicago Press, 2002.

Nie, Martin. The Governance of Western Public Lands: Mapping Its Present and Future
Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2007.

Norris, Scott, edDiscovered Country: Tourism in the American WAstuquerque:
Stone Ladder Press, 1994.

Nugent, WalterInto the West: The Story of Its Peapieew York: Alfred A. Knopf,
1999.

Opie, JohnNature's Nation: An Environmental History of the United Stdtes. Worth:
Harcourt Brace College Publishers, 1998.

Orsi, Richard JSunset Limited: The Southern Pacific Railroad and the Development of
the American West, 1850-1938erkeley: University of California Press, 2005.

Pickering, Leslie Jame$he Earth Liberation Front, 1997-200RPortland, OR: Arissa
Press, 2007.

Pomeroy, Earlin Search of the Golden West: The Tourist in Western Améima
York: Knopf, 1957; reprint, Lincoln, Nebraska: University of Nebraska Press, Bison
Book Edition, 1990.

Power, Thomas MichadlLost Landscapes and Failed Economies: The Search for a
Value of PlaceWashington D.C.: Island Press, 1996.

Power, Thomas Michael, and Richard Barretst-Cowboy Economics: Pay and
Prosperity in the New American Wedtashington D.C.: Island Press, 2001.

Quinn, Tom.Public Lands and Private Recreation Enterprise: Policy Issues from a
Historical PerspectiveUnited States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service:
Pacific Northwest Research Station, September 2002.

Rensen, Roland. “The Cool Games: The Winter Olympics, 1924-2062,Winter
Olympics: Chamonix to Salt Lake Cityarry R. Gerlach ed. Salt Lake City: The
University of Utah Press, 2004, 41-46.

Riebsame, William E. et al., edstlas of the New American West: Portrait of a
Changing RegionNew York: W.W. Norton and Company, 1997.

291

www.manaraa.com



Robbins, William.Colony and Empire: The Capitalist Transformation of the American
West Lawrence: University of Kansas Press, 1994.

Robinson, GlenThe Forest Service: A Study in Public Land Manageniaitimore:
John Hopkins Press, 1975.

Rome, AdamBulldozer in the Countryside: Suburban Sprawl and the Rise of American
EnvironmentalismNew York: Cambridge University Press, 2001.

Rose, Markinterstate: Express Highway Politics, 1939-198®vised ed. Knoxuville:
University of Tennessee Press, 1990.

Rosenbraugh, CraiRage of a Dying Planet: Speaking for the Earth Liberation Front
New York: Lantern Books, 2004.

Rothman, Hal. The Greening of Nation? Environmentalism in the United States Since
1945 (Fort Worth, TX: Harcourt Brace & Company, 1997)

Devil's Bargains: Tourism in the Twentieth-Century American West
Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1998.

Saving the Planet: The American Response to the Environment in the
Twentieth CenturyChicago: Ivan R. Dee, 2000.

. EdThe Culture of Tourism, The Tourism of Culture: Selling the Past to the
Present in the American Southwesibuquerque: University of New Mexico Press,
2003.

. The New Urban Park: Golden Gate National Recreation Area and Civic
EnvironmentalismLawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2004.

Rowley, William.U.S. Forest Service Grazing and Rangelands: A Histoojlege
Station: Texas A&M University Press, 1985.

Runte, Alfred.Yosemite: The Embattled Wilderndsacoln: University of Nebraska
Press, 1990.

Sax, Joseph IMountains Without Handrails, Reflections on the National Pakks
Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1980.

Scarce, RikEco-Warriors: Understanding the Radical Environmental Moven@hed.
Walnut Creek, CA: Left Coast Press Inc., 2002.

Schulte, SteverlWayne Aspinall and the Shaping of the American Viestider:
University Press of Colorado, 2002.

Schwantes, Carlos and James Roidi@. West the Railroads Madgeattle: University
of Washington Press, 2008.

Schulman, Bruce Jhe Seventies: The Great Shift in American Culture, Society, and
Politics. Cambridge, MA: Da Capo Press, 2001.

Sears, Johrbacred Places: American Tourist Attractions in the Nineteenth CeiNary.
York: Oxford University Press, 1989.

Seibert, PeteVail: Triumph of a DreamBoulder: Mountain Sports Press, 2000.

292

www.manaraa.com



Sellars, Richard WesRreserving Nature in the National Parkéew Haven: Yale
University Press, 1997.

Shabecoff, PhilipA Fierce Green Fire: The American Environmental Moveniéety
York: Hill and Wang, 1993.

Shaffer, MarqueriteSee America First: Tourism and National Identity, 1880-1940.
Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution Press, 2001.

Shelton, PetelClimb to Conquer: The Untold Story of World War II's™ountain
Division Ski TroopsNew York: Scribner, 2003.

Sibley, GeorgeDragons in Paradise: On The Edge Between Civilization and Sanity.
Frisco, CO: Mountain Gazette Publishing, 2004.

Simson, Vyv.The Lords of the Rings, Power, Money, and Drugs in the Modern
Olympics London: Stoddart, 1991.

Simonton, JunéVail: Story of a Colorado Mountain Valleenver: Vail Chronicles
Inc., 1987.

Smith, DuaneRocky Mountain Heartland: Colorado, Montana, and Wyoming in the
Twentieth CenturylTucson: University of Arizona Press, 2008.

Spence, Marlbispossessing the Wilderness: Indian Removal and the Making of the
National ParksNew York: Oxford University Press, 1999.

Steinberg, TedDown to Earth: Nature’s Role in American Histolyew York: Oxford
University Press, 2002.

Stiles, JimBrave New West: Morphing at the Speed of Gréadson: University of
Arizona Press, 2007,

Strom, ClaireProfiting From the Plains: the Great Northern Railway and Corporate
Development of the American Weaattle: University of Washington Press, 2003.

Sturgeon, Stepheithe Politics of Western Water: The Congressional Career of Wayne
Aspinall Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 2002.

Sutter, PaulDriven Wild: How the Fight Against Automobiles Launched the Modern
Wilderness Movemerfeattle: University of Washington Press, 2002.

Sze, JulieNoxious New York: The Racial Politics of Urban Health and Environmental
Justice Boston: MIT Press, 2007.

Travis, William R.New Geographies of the American West: Landscapes and the
Changing Patterns of Plac&/ashington, DC: Island Press, 2007.

Travis, William, David Theobald, Geneva Mixon, and Thomas Dickindfstern
Futures: A Look into the Patterns of Land Use and Future Development in the
American WestBoulder: Center of American West, 2005.

Udall, StewartThe Quiet CrisisNew York, Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1963.

Wall, Derek.Earth First! And the Anti-Roads Movement: Radical Environmentalism and
Comparative Social Movementsew York: Routledge, 1999.

293

www.manaraa.com



White, Richard’It's Your Misfortune and None of My Own": A New History of the
American WestNorman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1991.

Whiteside, Jame<£olorado: A Sports HistoryBoulder, University Press of Colorado,
1999.

Wicken, Ingrid PPray For Snow: The History of Skiing in Southern CaliforiNarco,
CA: Vasa Press, 2001.

Wiebe, Robert HThe Search for Order, 1877-1920ew York: Harper Collins, 1967.

Wilkinson, JohnCrossing the Next Meridian: Land Water, and the Future of the West.
Washington D.C.: Island Press, 1992.

Wilkinson, John and H. Michael Andersdrand Resource Planning in the National
ForestsWashington, D.C.: Island Press, 1987.

Williams, Gerald.The USDA Forest Service: The First Centiiashington D.C.:
USDA Forest Service, 2000.

The Forest Service: Fighting for Public Land8¥estport, CT: Greenwood
Press, 2007.

Williams, RaymondThe Country and the CitjNew York: Oxford University Press,
1973.

Wilson, William. The City Beautiful MovemerBaltimore: John Hopkins University
Press, 1989.

Winter Park Recreational Associatiofjnter Park: Colorado’s Favorite for Fifty Years,
1940-1990Denver: Winter Park Recreation Association, 1989.

White, Richard®It's Your Misfortune and None of My Own”: A New History of the
American WestNorman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1991.

Worster, Donald.Under Western Skies: Nature and History in the American.W\siy
York: Oxford University Press, 1992.

Wolf, Tom. Arthur Carhart: Wilderness PropheBoulder: University of Colorado Press,
2008.

Wrobel, David and Patrick Lon&eeing and Being Seen: Tourism in the American West.
Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2001.

Wrobel, David M. Promised Lands: Promotion, Memory, and the Creation of the
American WestLawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2002.

Wrobel, David and Michael Steiner, Edglany Wests: Place, Culture, and Regional
Identity. Lawrence: University of Kansas Press, 1997.

Wyckoff, William. Creating Colorado: the Making of a Western American Landscape
1860-1940New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1999.

Wyckoff, William and Larry M. Dilsaver, editord.he Mountainous West: Explorations
in Historical GeographyLincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1995.

294

www.manaraa.com



Yochim, Michael.Yellowstone and the Snowmobile: Locking Horns over National Park
Use Lawrence: University of Kansas Press, 2009.

Zakin, SusanCoyotes and Town Dogs: Earth First! and the Environmental Movement.
New York: Viking Press, 1993.

Authored Articles and Essays

Arave, Joseph. “The Forest Service Takes to the Slopes: The Birth of Utahisl@kry
and the Role of the Forest Servicdtah Historical Quarterly(Fall 2002): 34-55.

Bryne Jason, and Jennifer Wolch, “Nature Race, and Parks: Past Research and Future
Directions for Geographic ResearcRfogress in Human GeograpMol. 33 (March
2009), 743-765.

Carhart, Arthur. “Denver’s Greatest Manufacturing Plalklyinicipal Facts Monthly
(September—October 1921), 3-7.

Cronon, William. “A Place for Stories: Nature, History, and Narratiyeyirnal of
American HistoryVol. 78 (March 1992), 1347-1376.

. “The Trouble with Wilderness: or, Getting Back to the Wrong Nature” in
William Cronon Ed.JUncommon Ground: Rethinking the Human Place in Nature
New York: W.W. Norton and Company, 1996, 69-90.

Dant, Sara. “Making Wilderness Work: Frank Church and the American Wilderness,”
Pacific Historical Review Vol. 77 (May 2008): 237-72.

Farwell, Ted. “The Olympic BubbleColorful Colorado (January/February 1973).

Foster, Mark. "Colorado's Defeat of the 1976 Winter OlympiCsjorado Magazine
(Spring 1976), 173-176.
."Little Lies: The Colorado 1976 Winter Olympi&3glorado Heritage
(Winter 1998), 22-33.

Goeldner, Charles. “Skiing Trends in North Ameridd@untain Resort Development:
Proceedings of the Vail Conference, April 18-21, 1%ison Gill and Rudi
Hartman, Eds. Burnaby, British Columbia: Simon Fraser University Centre f
Tourism Policy and Research, 199120.

Graves, Henry. “A Crisis in National RecreatioAyherican ForestryJuly 1920), 391—
97.

Gilbert Coleman, Anne. "The Unbearable Whiteness of Skiifigg'Pacific Historical
ReviewVol. 65 (November 1992), 583- 614.

Hyde, Anne. “Round Pegs in Square Holes: The Rocky Mountains and Extractive
Industry,” in David Wrobel and Michael Steiner, Eddany Wests: Place, Culture,
and Regional Identity.awrence: University of Kansas Press, 1997.

Igler, David. “Diseased Goods: Global Exchanges in the Eastern Paciiinc BAg0-
1850,” American Historical Review Vol. 109 (June 2004), 693-719.

295

www.manaraa.com



Leopold, Aldo. “Conservation EthicA Sand County Almanac with Essays on
Conservation from Round Rivétew York: Oxford University Press, 1968, 165-176.

McKinzie, C. Wayne. “Ski Area Development After the National Forest Ska Rermit
Act of 1986: Still and Uphill Battle,Virginia. Environmental Law Journal. Vol. 12
(1993), 308-12.

Merrill, Karen. “In Search of the “Federal Presence” in the American WHsé Western
Historical Quarterly30 (Winter, 1999), 449-373.

Morrison, James, et al. “The Effects of Ski Area Expansion on BKdlife Society
Bulletin 23 (Autumn, 1995381-489.

Rivera Jorge E. and Peter De Leon. “Is Greener Whiter? The SustainableFSograsn
and the Voluntary Environmental Performance of Western Ski ArBa$icy Studies
Journal Vol. 32, No. 3 (2004), 417-437.

Rivera, Jorge E. Peter De Leon and Charles Koerber. “Is Greener WiteThe
Sustainable Slopes Program After Five YeapPalicy Studies JournalVol. 34, (May
2006), 95-221.

Robbins, William. “Creating a “New” West: Big Money Returns to the Hiatet]”
Montana: The Magazine of Western Histd6/(Summer 1996), 66-72.

Rothman, Hal. “Powder Aplenty for Native and Guest Alikddntana(Winter 1998),
3-17.

. “A Regular Ding-Dong Fight:" The Dynamics of Park Service- Foreat8er
Controversy During the 1920s and 1930s,” in Char Miller Etherican Forests:
Nature Culture, and Politicd.awrence: University Press of Kansas, 1997, 109-123.

. “Selling the Meaning of Place: Tourism, Entrepreneurship, and Community
Transformation in the Twentieth-Century West.he Pacific Historical Reviewol.
4 (November 1996),

Siedensticker, John. “Aldo Leopold’s Wilderness, Sand County and My Gardéigdan
Leopold and the Ecological Conscien&achard L. Knight and Susanne Riedel Eds.
New Haven: Oxford University Press, 2002, 45-59.

Wilkinson, Charles. “Paradise Revised, Atlas of the New American Wedlilliam
Riebsame, EdNew York: W. W. Norton and Company, 1997, 15-44.

296

www.manaraa.com



Thesis, Dissertations and Unpublished Papers

Olson, Lee Katz. “Power, Public Policy, and the Environment: The Defeat of the 1975
Winter Olympics in Colorado.” Ph.D. diss., University of Colorado, 1974.

Phipott, William. “Consuming Colorado: Landscapes, Leisure, and the TounsbiVa
Life.” PhD diss., University of Wisconsin-Madison, 2002.

Richey, Edward Duke. “Living It Up in Aspen: Post-War America, Ski Town Ceyltur
and the New Western Dream, 1945-1975.” PhD diss., University of Colorado,
Boulder, 2006.

Shellenbarger, Melanie. “High Country Summers: The Emergence and Devetagdme
the Second Home in Colorado, 1880-1940” PhD diss. University of Colorado,
Boulder, 2008.

Thomas, Thomas A. “Roads to a Troubled Future: Transportation and Transformation in
Colorado’s Interstate Highway Corridors in the Nineteenth and Twentieth €entur
PhD diss. University of Colorado, Boulder, 1996.

Music
Denver, John. “Rocky Mountain High,” RCA, 1972.
Reynolds, Malvina. “Little Boxes,” Omni, 1960.

Web Pages
Colorado Department of Transportation, http://www.dot.state.co.us/

Earth Liberation Frontttp://www.earthliberationfront.com/
Forest History Society, http://www.foresthistory.org

National Ski Areas Associatiohttp://www.nsaa.org/nsaa/home/
Ski Area Citizens Coalitiomttp://www.skiareacitizens.com/

Films

Sykes, Hunter, Darren Campbell, Christi Bray, Steve Ré&gorting to Madness: Taking
Back Our Mountain Communitie®lympic Valley, CA: Cold Stream Creative, 2006.

297

www.manaraa.com



Interviews

Doon, Ben. Research Director for Ski Area Citzens’ Coalition.

Foreman, David. Co-Founder of Earth First!

Groswold, Jerry. Former President of Winter Park Recreational Assaciatio
Lamm, Richard. Former Governor of Colorado.

Martin, Erik. Former Winter Sports Resorts Program Manager, White Rivamsht
Forest.

Smith, Rocky. Former Staff Forest Ecologist for the Colorado Environmeaéition.
Stricklin, Dan. Former Chief Lift Mechanic for Mary Jane Ski Area.

McGraw, Gary. Former Vice President of Marketing, Winter Park Recrea
Association.

Buchheister, Jack. Former Vice President of Public Affairs, Winter Parle&eaun
Association.

298

www.manaraa.com



VITA

Graduate College
University of Nevada, Las Vegas

Michael W. Childers

Degrees:
Bachelor of Arts, 1995
Western State College

Masters of Arts
Colorado State University

Special Honors and Awards:
Graduate & Professional Student Association Grant, University of Nelkada,
Vegas, Spring 2009

Redd Center Summer Award for Upper Division and Graduate Students, Summer
2008

Barnes and Noble Scholarship, Spring 2008

Graduate & Professional Student Association Grant, University of Nekada,
Vegas, Spring 2006

Publications:
Contributing authoriNational Parks and Historic Sites: an Encycloped@anta
Barbara, CA: ABC-CLIO, (pending)

Review of Michael J. Yochim'¥ellowstone and the Snowmobile: Locking Horns
over National Park UséLawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2009), pending

Review of Duane Smith’'Rocky Mountain Heartlandviontana, and Wyoming in the
20th Century(Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 2009) in Beast Texas
Historical Journal pending.

Review of David Beesley’€row's Range: An Environmental History of the Sierra
Nevada(Reno: University of Nevada Press, 2004) intbernal of San Diego
History, Winter 2007.

299

www.manaraa.com



Review of Carol Higham and Robert Thackédse West, Two Myths: A
Comparative Readan the American Review of Canadian Studies (Calgary:
University of Calgary Press, 2004)Tine American Review of Canadian Studies

Winter 2005.

Dissertation Title:

Fire on the Mountain: Growth and Conflict in Colorado Ski Country

Dissertation Examination Committee
Chairperson, Dr. Andrew Kirk, Ph. D.
Committee Member, Dr. David Wrobel, Ph. D.
Committee Member, Dr. David Tanenhaus, Ph.D.
Graduate Faculty Representative, Dr. David Hassenzahl, Ph. D.

300

www.manharaa.com




